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ABSTRACT

Recent articles have conceptualized the elements of successful marketing
relationships from a predominately within-culture perspective. However, crosscultural marketing relationships present distinct challenges for firms competing in
today's multicultural global economy. This study attempts to expand the current
understanding of cross-cultural marketing relationships by developing a
hypothetical model Incorporating and internationalizing existing models of
relationship commitment and trust as key mediating variables in such
relationships.
The focus of this study Is that a firm's adaptation to its partner's culture Is an
Important element that significantly affects cooperation In cross-cultural marketing
relationships. A conceptual model of the effect of cultural adaptation on
commitment and trust In cross-cultural marketing relationships is presented and
research hypotheses developed.
In order to empirically test the hypotheses of interest primary data collection
was required. The sample consisted of members of the Chambers of
Commerce of two major cities in the southwestern United States that were
identified as doing business with foreign firms. To control for the variance of
environmental factors commonly associated with doing business In different
countries, the empirical setting of this study was purposely restricted to solicit
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responses from U.S. firms doing business with firms in only one country,
Mexico.
The hypothesized relationships in the model were tested using structural
equation modeling. Most of the research hypotheses presented were supported.
Specifically, this study found that cultural adaptation by the focal firm has a
significant effect on commitment in such relationships and, as in previous
domestic studies, commitment leads positively to cooperation In cross-cultural
relationships.
This research provides managers of cross-cultural marketing relationships
with a better understanding of the role of cultural adaptation in building trust and
commitment in such relationships. Such understanding is the first step in
improving cooperation, and ultimately the likelihood of success, in long-term
cross-cultural marketing relationships.
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CHAPTER I
INTRODUCTION
As marketers begin the 21st Century, two key trends have emerged In
marketing literature and practice — the need for developing successful
marketing networks, and the ever increasing globalization of those networks.
Global marketing networks are seen by many as the key to the prosperity, or in
some industries, the very survival of firms in the 21st Century and beyond.
Morgan and Hunt (1994, p. 20) maintain that "to be an effective competitor (In
the global economy) requires one to be an effective cooperator (In some
network)." However, Sherman (1992) notes that although the formation of
strategic alliances between U.S. companies and International partners has
grown by nearly 27% annually since 1985, roughly one-third of all such
alliances have failed. Ohmae (1989) contends that one reason for this may be
that most firms are "nearsighted" with "their field of vision dominated by home
country" stakeholders and that everyone else "is simply part of 'the rest of the
wortd'" (p. 38).

Motivation for the Study
As the globalization of business Increases, so does the likelihood that at
least some members of a firm's marketing network will be foreign controlled.
By definition, these global alliances are almost always cross-cultural
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relationships. To be successful in such cross-cultural marketing relationships,
firms must understand and develop the skills necessary to deal with both the
real and the perceived cultural differences that often dominate such
relationships. Failure to understand the salient attitudes and behaviors toward
working with other cultures can lead expensive missteps. For example,
Quaker Oats Company has experienced numerous setbacks In Its strategy of
expanding its presence in Europe. The company's attempt to enter the
continent's largest consumer market, Germany, by forming an alliance with
Schwartauer Werke, the leader in the German confectionery market, has
resulted In substantial financial losses (Fedor and Werther, 1995). More
recently, the many problems reported almost dally in the popular business
press about the extraordinary merger of DIamler-Benz and Chrysler have given
concern to many business leaders about the feasibility of cross-cultural
business relationships In general.
In the contemporary marketing literature much effort has been made to
discover and characterize the elements contributing to the success or failure of
strategic marketing relationships between firms. Most notably, recent efforts
have conceptualized the important roles of trust, compatibility, commitment,
cooperation, and satisfaction In a marketing relationship (Morgan and Hunt,
1994; Walters, Peters, and Dess, 1994; Anderson and Narus, 1990). While
significant, these efforts have been limited mostly to a within-culture

perspective, even though such factors may be even more meaningful In crosscultural marketing relationships.

Challenges of Cross-cultural Marketing Relationships
Cross-cultural marketing relationships present distinct challenges for firms
In today's multicultural global economy. A better understanding of these
relationships, and the prudent identification of the elements contributing to their
success or failure, is an important step in meeting these challenges. Hunt and
Morgan (1995) assert that "companies that think globally will enjoy significant
competitive advantages over those that treat their foreign operations and
divisions as subsidiary" to home nation operations (p. 20). Kobrin (1994) also
maintains that the "ability to compete globally may depend on how managers —
and the organizations they comprise — view the world" and that globalization is
clearly a function of attitude and information transfer (p. 508). Given today's
highly competitive global economy, additional research into the role that firm
attitudes toward working with other cultures play in the planning, development,
implementation, and maintenance of cross-cultural marketing relationships is
both necessary and warranted.
Cross-cultural marketing relationships are considered by most observers to
have distinct disadvantages in many of the key elements considered necessary
for successful alliances. Hunt and Morgan (1995) note that in cross cultural
marketing relationships, "one factor that can make an alliance doubly difficult is

a potential lack of shared values" (p. 26). Communication is also considered to
be more difficult in cross-cultural relationships because a lack of fluency in the
partner's language often leads to the impression that a partner is unwilling to
make an effort to communicate. Hunt and Morgan (1995) note that in
marketing relationships "a key concern in choosing a partner should be its
willingness to share timely, meaningful information" (p. 25).
In addition, the problem of incompatibility of partners' corporate cultures is
seen by some as the most difficult obstacle of all (Sullivan, Peterson, Kameda,
and Shimada, 1981). Corporate culture is defined as "the overall pattern of
values, assumptions, and beliefs shared by a firm's employees" (Hunt, Wood,
and Chonko, 1989). A number of observers have noted how certain types of
corporate cultures are closely related to the firm members' national cultures as
well (Hofstede, 1983; Schneider and Barsoux, 1997).
Although considered more difficult, cross-cultural marketing relationships can
sometimes be more beneficial than within-culture alliances. Austin (1990)
maintains that "cultural differences can be an asset rather than a liability" and that
"different perspectives and approaches," when combined to achieve synergy, can
lead to superior performance (p. 356). These problems do not preclude the
possibility of successful cross-cultural marketing relationships. As evidenced
by their increasing number, they simply make them more difficult. As Hunt and
Morgan (1995) note— "like porcupines making love, one should approach
cross-cultural partnerships very, very carefully."

Overview of the Studv
In their closing remarks, Morgan and Hunt (1994) suggest that their
Commitment-Trust Theory of Relationship Marketing needs "further explication,
replication, extension, application, and critical evaluation" and they invite the
marketing discipline to do so (p. 34). Given the importance of such marketing
relationships in today's rapidly expanding global economy, this study proposes
to apply Morgan and Hunt's theory to cross-cultural marketing relationships in
order to better understand what makes such relationships more difficult.
An important step in developing a successful cross-cultural marketing
relationship is understanding how management will deal with the inherent cultural
differences. It is not only environmental factors (such as competition, political
and legal pressure, non-availability of channels, and differing social outlooks, all
of which may also be present in within-culture alliances that make cross-cultural
marketing relationships more difficult, but also the firm's ability to recognize and
"adapt to cultural differences in its partner's business and relevant social
practices," sometimes referred to in the literature as the "firm's cultural sensitivity"
(Johnson, Cullen, Sakano, and Takenouchi, 1996, p. 985).
In today's global economy, it is important that firms developing businesses
relationships not avoid potential relationships because of cultural differences, but
rather to recognize such differences and determine how management on both
sides of the relationship can best deal with them. The literature seems to support

the notion that the firm's ability to understand and adapt to other cultures (i.e., its
cultural adaptation) can be a key factor of success In cross-cultural marketing
relationships.
Adaptation represents a change from the focal (home) firm's previous
behavior or policy, in other words, what must the firm do differently in order to
make a cross-cultural marketing relationship work that they would not othenA/ise
have to do if the partner firm was a domestic concern? Just as when changes in
procedures, processes, or even products are made in many types of marketing
relationships to accommodate the firm's partner, these cultural adaptations also
represent the focal firm's flexibility in the marketing relationship (Heide and John,
1992).
The role of cultural adaptation in cross-cultural marketing relationships clearly
deserves more rigorous investigation than it has been given in the literature. The
recognition and understanding of the need for cultural adaptation should be
considered crucial to the strategic planning and maintenance of cross-cultural
marketing relationships.
In addition to cultural adaptation, complementarity has also been Identified
as leading to trust in cross-cultural marketing relationships. Indeed, one of the
primary methods suggested for a firm entering a foreign market is to align itself
with a local partner who is more knowledgeable and experienced with the local
environmental factors (e.g., legal, political, economic, market and social) which
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often lead to misunderstandings and failure when a foreign firm chooses to go it
alone in a new market.
In this study both the focal firm's cultural adaptation and their perception of
their partner's cultural adaptation are incorporated into Morgan and Hunt's
framework as antecedents to the key relational elements of commitment and
trust in cross-cultural marketing relationships. Complementarity is also Included
as an important element of both trust and commitment in cross-cultural marketing
relationships.
The research design employed in this study Is a cross-sectional, selfadministered mail survey. Data were collected from a single key informant,
usually the president or vice president for International operations, from one
partner in the relationship. The data were assessed for both validity and reliability
and then the hypotheses were tested using with structural equation modeling
using Linear Structural Relations (LISREL) software.
The presentation of this dissertation is divided into six chapters. Following
this Introduction and overview. Chapter II reviews the extant literature relevant to
both marketing relationships and international marketing. In Chapter III, a
conceptual model of the effect of antecedents to commitment and trust in crosscultural marketing relationships is presented and research hypotheses suggested
from the review of the literature are outlined. Chapter IV outlines he development
and pretesting of the survey instrument used to gather data and the research
methodology employed for empirically testing the model. Chapter V discusses

the test of the hypothesized model with structural equation modeling. Finally,
Chapter VI discusses the results, the theoretical and managerial implications, and
the limitations of this study, and then provides an overall summary of the
dissertation and offers suggestions for future research.
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CHAPTER II
LITERATURE REVIEW

The decade of the 1990s saw a great deal of research on the topics of both
globalization and marketing relationships (as evidenced by the proliferation of
publications specializing in international business and publications such as the
Journal of the Academv of Marketing Science Special Issue on Relationship
Marketing. Fall 1995).
To extend the Commitment-Trust Theory of Relationship Marketing to
cross-cultural marketing relationships, a systematic and objective review of the
literature is required and theoretical hypotheses must be developed. Chapter II
offers an in-depth review of the literature related to both marketing relationships
and international marketing.

Relationship Marketing
The characteristics of relationship marketing — its conceptualization,
development, forms, antecedents, processes, and consequences — have been
explored in numerous articles in recent marketing literature. The recent
attention being accorded to relational marketing is a result of the dynamics of
the new global marketplace and the constantly shifting standards for success of
today's highly competitive markets. The literature clearly demonstrates that
relational marketing participants engage in social as well as market exchanges

and derive complex economic and non-economic satisfactions from the
relationship (Dwyer, Schurr, and Oh, 1987). Levitt (1986) examined
relationship management using a marriage metaphor. He claimed that "how
good the marriage is depends on how well the relationship Is managed by the
seller" (p. 115). Levitt's likening of the social aspects of marriage to the
relational marketing exchange contributes to the understanding that social and
cultural factors confer as much, or possibly even more, to the success of
relational marketing as do economic considerations. He maintains that while
disagreements are inevitable, the interdependence of buyers and sellers in
relational marketing is considered to be "inextricable. Inescapable, and
profound" (p. 115).
Strategic marketing relationships are formed for many reasons, such as
entering new markets, reducing costs, and developing new technology
(Walters, Peters, and Dess, 1994). According to Bucklin and Sengupta (1993),
co-marketing alliances are formed when firms (a) recognize that their success
depends partly on other firms, (b) wish to reduce uncertainty, and (c) seek to
gain mutual benefits. The effectiveness of the relationship is affected by
management of the alliance, payoff, and the level of match between partners.
Kalwani and Narayandas (1995) maintain that suppliers in a long term
relationship with a manufacturer are able to reduce costs over time through
better Inventory utilization, and achieve a higher profitability by reducing their
discretionary expenses to a greater extent than their counterparts who use a
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transactional approach to servicing their customers. Johansson (1995) found
the main reason for the creation of strategic alliances to be "...because unique
and protected technological know-how is a thing of the past" (p. 304). Such
alliances are considered even more important in international marketing
because of the need for having a partner who is familiar with the more difficult
•environmental factors — legal, political, cultural, etc. — normally associated
with operating in a foreign environment.
Early marketing and economic research treated marketing exchanges as
discrete transactions with money, or some other resource, on one side and a
clearly discernible commodity or service on the other. However, Dwyer, Schurr
and Oh (1987) characterize the relational process by presenting a framework
for developing buyer-seller relationships which treat exchanges as relational
transactions transpiring over time, with participants deriving complex, personal,
and noneconomic satisfactions in contrast with the extant notions of contract
law. Their five-phase model proposes that the general stages through which
relationships evolve are: (a) awareness (recognition of a feasible exchange
partner), (b) exploration of a relationship (the search and trial phase), (c)
expansion of the relationship (the continual increase in benefits and
interdependence), (d) commitment (an implicit or explicit pledge of relational
continuity), and (e) dissolution (the process of withdrawal or disengagement).
Ganesan (1994) found that trust and dependence play key roles in
determining the long-term orientation of firms in a relationship, and that both

11

similarities and differences exist across the two sides with respect to the effects
of several variables on long-term orientation, dependence, and trust.
Dependence and trust are related to environmental uncertainty, transactionspecific investments, reputation, and satisfaction in a buyer-seller relationship.
Morgan and Hunt (1994) identified ten distinct forms of relational
partnerships, which they group into exchanges involving (a) suppliers, (b) lateral
organizations (i.e. competitors, government, and nonprofit organizations), (c)
buyers, and (d) internal partners, (i.e. the firm's own employees, departments,
or business units). Contending that trust and commitment are central to
relationship marketing success, Morgan and Hunt employed these elements as
the key mediating variables (KMVs) between five antecedents (benefits, shared
values, communication, opportunistic behavior, and termination costs) and five
outcomes (acquiescence, propensity to leave, cooperation, functional conflict,
and uncertainty) of relationship marketing.
According to Morgan and Hunt (1994), commitment and trust in marketing
relationships encourage marketers to (a) resist attractive short term alternatives
in favor of the future long term benefits of continuing the relationship, (b)
believe in cooperating with each other to preserve and enhance the
relationships, and (c) believe that the partner will not act opportunistically.
Moorman, Zaitman, and Deshpande (1992) define commitment as "an
enduring desire to maintain a valued relationship," while Morgan and Hunt
(1994) define relationship commitment as "an exchange partner believing that
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an ongoing relationship with another is so important as to warrant maximum
efforts at maintaining it" (p. 23). Firms can signal dependence and display a
commitment to maintain a relationship by investing in relationship-specific
assets (Anderson and Narus, 1990; Anderson and Weitz, 1989). Heide and
John (1992) found that committed relationships emerge in response to the
need for protecting relationship-specific assets.
Trust exists when one party has confidence in an exchange partner's
reliability and integrity. Ganesan (1994) proposes trust to include two
dimensions: (a) credibility, which is based on the extent to which one party
believes that the other has the required expertise to perform the job effectively
and reliably, and (b) benevolence, which is based on the extent to which one
party believes that the other has intentions and motives beneficial to the first
party when new conditions arise, conditions for which a commitment was not
made. Trust reduces the perception of risk associated with opportunistic
behaviors by the both parties, increases the confidence of the parties involved
that short-term inequities will be resolved over a long period, and reduces the
transaction costs in an exchange relationship.
In Morgan and Hunt's KMV Model of Relationship Marketing (Figure 2.1),
relationship termination costs, relationship benefits, shared values, and trust all
lead to commitment in marketing relationships. Shared values and
communication increase trust while opportunistic behavior reduces it.
Commitment leads to acquiescence and cooperation, and reduces propensity
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to leave. Trust leads to cooperation and functional conflict, and reduces
uncertainty. To provide empirical support of their model, Morgan and Hunt
tested it against a fully specified non-parsimonious rival model which is implied
by previous studies of relationship attributes. The results of their study "clearly
support the theory that commitment and trust are key mediating variables that
contribute to relationship success" (p. 31) and serves to reinforce previous
studies in relational marketing research.
Cultural Sensitivity
The term cultural sensitivity is used in many different ways in the literature .
Various authors have defined cultural sensitivity as recognition or awareness
of cultural differences, open-mindedness or receptivity to cultural differences,
and knowledge and understanding of why cultural differences exist and a
willingness to accommodate such differences (Harich and LaBahn, 1998;
Johnson etal., 1996).
Culture is defined as the "collective programming of the mind" (Hofstede,
1984, p. 20). It is considered to be one of the most important determinants of
both individual and firm behavior. Hofstede (1983) identified four dimensions
that he claimed characterized different cultures — power distance, uncertainty
avoidance, individualism, and masculinity. These characteristics are
manifested in such things as "bodily adornments, courtship rituals, etiquette,
concept of family, gestures, joking, mealtime customs, music, personal names,
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status differentiation, and trade customs" (Czinkota, Ronkainen, Moffett, and
Moynihan, 1998, p. 261). These characteristics have a significant impact on
the values found in business relationships and are considered extremely
resistant to change. Because of these differences in value orientations, many
observers question whether American management theories can be applied
abroad given the consequences of cultural differences in terms of motivation,
leadership, and organization (Hofstede, 1983; Schneider and Barsoux, 1997).
Laurent (1983) found that employees in different countries retain their culturally
specific ways of conducting business in spite of common management
practices.
The study of attitudes toward working with other cultures in multinational
business relationships generally leads to the seminal work of Howard
Perlmutter. Perlmutter (1969) initially introduced three orientations of
international business firms toward foreign cultures — ethnocentric, polycentric,
and geocentric (EPG). Although Perlmutter's EPG typology of orientation
toward other cultures has been incorporated into most international business
literature and textbooks, its primary application has been in international human
resource management rather than strategic relationship planning or
management (Calof and Beamish, 1994; Kobrin, 1994).
Ethnocentrism is defined as a stereotyping activity "in which one's own
group is the center of everything, and all others are scaled or rated with
reference to it" (Sumner, 1906, p. 13) "and invariably judge(d) inferior" (Booth,
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1979, p. 13). Although the study of ethnocentrism in the social sciences was
first introduced into comparative sociology by William Graham Sumner In 1906,
the role of ethnocentrism in society was evident centuries before. Aristotle
described the world's population as "Greeks and barbarians" and classical
accounts of foreign cultures routinely emphasized the most debase qualities of
the out-group. Even DanA^in described the Tierra de Fuegians as "wild animals"
(Levine and Campbell, 1972). in 1865, Charles Dickens introduced a world
trader in Our Mutual Friend, known as Mr. Podsnap. A well-to-do Englishman
who believed that other countries were a mistake, Podsnap routinely dismissed
foreign manners and customs as simply not English (Moran and Stripp, 1991).
This fictional 19th century ethnocentric expressed great pride In the English
constitution as having been bestowed by providence and that "no other country
is so favoured as this country" (p. 58). The character became so popular that
disdain for cultural differences in international business became known as
Podsnappery.
Ethnocentrism is related to the philosophy of phenomenal absolutism.
Phenomenal absolutism is seeing things as one wishes to see them rather than
as they really are. Extremely high levels of ethnocentrism are manifested as
xenophobia, a strong dislike or distrust of anything foreign (Seelye and SeelyeJames, 1995; Moran and Stripp, 1991). Such extreme ethnocentrism often
leads to withdrawal and isolation of the group (firm) from interaction with other
cultures (Catton 1960).
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The ethnocentric firm is considered to have a home-country orientation and
ethnocentric decision makers are characteristically biased toward strategic
choices which work in their domestic market. They seek to standardize the
strategic goals and marketing plans of cross-cultural subsidiaries based upon
what works best at home. In strategic marketing relationships, an ethnocentric
firm considers within-culture firms to be more trustworthy and more reliable
than out-group firms.
Some believe that American businesspeople perceive their particular set of
cultural values as a factor of their success and that the prevailing attitude of many
U.S. executives is that everyone living within a market driven economy must
embrace this same set of values in order to be successful. Rhinesmlth,
Williamson, Ehlen, and Maxwell (1989) note that while past successes may have
led them to ethnocentrism, American managers must realize that "the new game
will not be played or driven by the U.S. business model" (p. 31). They contend
that U.S. firms which cling to traditional models of competitiveness and success
may find themselves unable to compete in the global marketplace of the 1990s
and beyond.
In contrast to ethnocentrism, polycentrism is considered to be a hostcountry orientation. Management's position Is that all cultures are different and
difficult to understand, therefore local managers should be hired and left alone
as much as possible. In a polycentric firm, each cultural subsidiary is
autonomous and establishes its own strategic goals and marketing plan.
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Polycentric decision makers favor strategic choices that maximize local options
(Calof and Beamish, 1994). This is similar to the adaptive approach in
multinational marketing.
Cultural relativism is seen by many as the extreme of polycentrism (Seelye
and Seelye-James, 1995; Moran and Stripp, 1991). Hunt (1991) defines the
three major theses of cultural relativism as: "(1) the elements embodied in a
culture can only be evaluated relative to the norms of that culture, (2) there are
no transcultural or cultural-neutral norms to evaluate different cultures or
different elements within cultures, and (3) since there are no transcultural
norms, no culture can be claimed to be better or more advanced than any other
culture" (p. 306). Cultural relativism, as defined by Hunt, is seen as being
completely ineffective as an international business orientation because of its
inability to determine which culture, or elements thereof, are best suited to a
particular cross-cultural situation.
The original EPG typology was later modified by Perlmutter to include a
variation of polycentrism known as regiocentrism (Wind, Douglas, and
Perlmutter, 1973). In a regiocentric orientation, cultures or countries are
grouped based upon similar cultural attributes, and standard strategic goals
and marketing plans are developed for each cultural grouping. This updated
version of Permutter's classification schema is commonly referred to in the
international business literature simply as the EPRG typology.
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The remaining classification in Perlmutter's typology, the geocentric firm, Is
considered by Perlmutter and most observers to be the optimum level of
corporate centricity. Indeed, Perlmutter (1969) observed that "there appears to
be evidence of a need for an evolutionary movement from ethnocentrism to
polycentrism to geocentrism" (p. 17). The geocentric orientation is considered a
global mindset that "is characterized by the attitude of 'the best man for the job'
irrespective of national origin" (Wind, Douglas, and Perlmutter, 1973).
Geocentric managers do not necessarily assume either a local or a home
country attitude. Strategic goals and marketing plans are adapted from either
local management, home country strategies, or from any region of the world
and attempt to balance local practices with global strategies.
In their 1973 study of the expanded EPRG typology. Wind, Douglas, and
Perlmutter (1973) found no significant difference among the four International
orientations and concluded that "the degree of international orientation alone
does not appear to provide sufficient guidelines for developing international
marketing policies," and that "despite the widespread popularity and intuitive
appeal of geocentrism" its use as a guideline for success in international
business is questionable (p. 22). However, they did modify this conclusion with
the caveat of "at least in the current international environment" (p. 22), which
most informed obsen/ers will agree has changed significantly, to say the least.
In the last two and a half decades.
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Other studies support Perlmutter's belief that firms must look and think
beyond their own cultural perspectives to be successful in the global economy.
Ohmae (1989) contends that "if you want to operate globally, you have to think
and act globally" (p. 51). He further asserts that "effective global operations
require a genuine equidistance of perspective" and that "the primary rule of
equidistance is to see — and to think — global first" (p. 39). Indeed, in a 1994
study of Canadian multinational firms, Calof and Beamish (1994) discovered
significant differences in export performance among geocentric, polycentric,
and ethnocentric firms and that "higher levels of performance were associated
with firms that were geocentric in their orientation" (p. 108). As previously
noted, after a 1994 study of Fortune 500 firms, Kobrin (1994) also concluded
that the "ability to compete globally may depend on how managers — and the
organizations they comprise — view the world."
Calof and Beamish (1994), Malnight (1995), and Moran and Stripp (1991)
also demonstrate examples of and methods for globalization of traditionally
ethnocentric firms. Calof and Beamish (1994) point out that "managers of any
profile can equally view international activities as being important to the firm
and actively seek international opportunities" (p. 107). Indeed, in today's global
economy, even xenophobic firms may seek cross-cultural marketing alliances
as a method of survival, although their possibility of success in doing so would
be highly questionable. For example, Malnight (1995) describes the evolution
of pharmaceutical giant Eli Lilly from a highly ethnocentric management model
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to a geocentric mindset by significantly modifying how it viewed its worldwide
operations.
Although the importance of cultural sensitivity in managing cross-cultural
marketing relationships seems intuitive, it has not been widely examined in the
literature. In their 1996 study of Japanese-U.S. International Cooperative
Alliances, Johnson, Cullen, Sakano, and Takenouchi examined the role of
cultural sensitivity, defined as "the extent to which managers understand and
adapt to differences in their partner firm's culture" (p..991), as an antecedent of
trust in marketing relationships. They found that the partner firm's cultural
sensitivity was significantly related to the focal firm's trust in the relationship.
Although they did not explore the role of commitment in such relationships,
Johnson et al. speculated that such "cultural understanding and adapting
require a substantial investment" on the part of the firm which also indicates the
firm's commitment to the relationship (p. 986).
According to Johnson et al. (1996), to successfully manage the cultural
differences inherent in cross-cultural marketing relationships, the firm must both
recognize and adapt to its partner's relevant business and social behaviors.
Similarly, in a study of ethical sensitivity, Sparks and Hunt (1998) maintain that
"recognizing an ethical issue" is a "necessary precursor" for making ethical
decisions. Johnson et al. contend that cultural sensitivity includes both the
recognition of cultural differences and the firm's efforts to deal with them.
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Harich and LaBahn (1998) explore the role of cultural sensitivity in the
customer's perception of salesperson role performance. In their study, they
discuss the problem of multidimensional definitions of both cultural awareness
and cultural sensitivity in extant research. To overcome this problem they seek
to define cultural sensitivity unidimensionally as "the customer's perception of
the degree to which the salesperson accommodates cultural differences."
Since the recognition of cultural differences is assumed by the firm's efforts to
deal with them, for the purpose of this study firm cultural sensitivity is defined
as the degree to which the firm accommodates cultural differences, and partner
cultural sensitivity is defined as the firm's perception of the degree to which its
partner accommodates cultural differences in the relationship.

Cultural Sensitivity as a Group Behavior
Although cultural attitudes such as ethnocentrism have often been
embraced as an individual charactenstic in the literature, they are essentially a
group behavior (Levine and Campbell, 1972) and as such equate well with the
extant understanding of corporate culture. While the existence of corporate
culture is well established in the organizational literature, there is "little
agreement as to what the concept does and should mean" (Schein, 1990, p.
109). To academics, corporate culture is seen as a "conceptual bridge
between micro and macro levels of analysis" while practitioners view it as "a
more human way of understanding their organizational worfds" (Morgan, 1993,
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p. 110). Both the management and marketing literature acknowledges the
Importance of matching partners' corporate goals and cultures to Improve the
probability of success in strategic alliances (Fedor and Werther, 1995; Frazier,
Spekman, and O'Neal, 1988).
Appraisal of corporate culture is a pragmatic management tool which
should be incorporated into all areas of corporate strategic planning (Morgan,
1993). In relationship marketing, it is important that management understand
both their own and their partner's corporate culture. Fedor and Werther (1995)
see three distinct advantages of inquiring into the content of a potential
partner's culture: (a) it can be done in terms familiar to the Inquirer, (b) actual
practices reflect values better than espoused values, and (c) it reveals the real
issues that need to be resolved in the development of a successful relationship.
Most practitioners are intuitively aware that "bureaucratic structures and
patterns of action differ in the different countries of the Western worfd and even
more markedly between East and West" (Crozier, 1964). Some management
scholars argue that national cultures dictate organizational styles in different
countnes (Schneider and Barsoux, 1997, p. 192). Indeed, the Uppsala Model
of Internationalization has its theoretical base in the proposition that firms seek
to internationalize first to those countnes that have cultures, and thus
organizational structures, similar to their own (Johanson and Vahlne, 1990).
Although it is widely accepted that national culture influences the way people
relate to each other, some managers still do not believe that this affects the
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"organization, structures, systems, and processes" of the firm (Schneider and
Barsoux, 1997, p. 191).
Fedor and Werther also point out the attitudinal factors involved in the
successful understanding and matching of both firms' cultures, noting that "the
pnmary barner to that integration appears to be people — with a third to half of
all failures attributed to the human dimension" (Fedor and Werther, 1995, p.
36). For example, in a recent study of the willingness to source internationally,
Thorelli and Glowacka (1995) found that American industrial buyers
categorized foreign suppliers on the basis of the buyer's perception of the
technological advancement of the supplier's country. Suppliers from
technologically advanced countries such as Japan and West Germany were
viewed more favorably than those from less advanced countries such as
Mexico and Brazil.
Although, "corporate culture is the outcome of lengthy organizational
learning and is extremely difficult to change" (Chan and Wong, 1994, p. 32), it
is certainly possible to do so. Most observers feel that an alliance which can
make it through the first couple of joint projects can succeed in the long run.
Chan and Wong (1994) describe Ford Motor Company's metamorphosis from a
highly ethnocentric firm to a geocentric organization as a "necessary step in
realizing the benefits" of its successful global alliance with Mazda (p. 33).
Ford's president, Philip Benton, Jr., stresses that American companies have to
start slowly to build trust and to look for long range benefits from such alliances.
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even though the chances of success the first time two companies work together
is considered very slight (Sherman, 1992).

Complementarity
Johnson et al. (1996) also explored the relationship of firm similarity and
firm complementarity to trust in International Cooperative Alliances. They found
that complementarity, which they define as "an interdependence between
partners where each contributes a balance share of unique strengths" (p. 987),
also contributed to the focal firm's trust in such relationships. Levitt (1996), as
previously noted, considers such inter-dependence of the participants in
marketing relationships to be "Inextricable, inescapable, and profound" (p. 115).
Hunt and Morgan (1995) also contend that "the starting point for all
partnerships is the exchange of complementary resources" (p. 23) and that
firms "must ensure that there is an overall balance of benefits for both
companies" (p. 25). While such complementarity is important in most
marketing relationships, it is considered even more important in cross-cultural
relationships because the home (focal) firm is usually unfamiliar with the local
market conditions and requirements and must rely upon its partner for their
expertise in the local market.
Johnson et al. (1996) also tested the relationship of firm similarity to trust.
Although they found that complementarity led to trust in the relationship, they
did not find a significant relationship between firm similarity and trust. They
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concluded that it "seems unlikely that both would occur in the same
relationship" (p. 999) and that "if partners are similar on too many dimensions
they may find themselves actually competing rather than cooperating" (p. 998).
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CHAPTER III
CONCEPTUAL DEVELOPMENT

The literature review suggests that cultural adaptation and complementarity
a/e important for the development of commitment and trust in cross-cultural
marketing relationships. This chapter presents a mode! to include these
Important constructs in Morgan and Hunt's KMV Model of Relationship
Marketing and develops hypotheses for testing such a model.
Although the construct of shared values Is important in domestic
relationships, by its very nature firms involved in a cross-cultural marketing
relationship are not likely to share values. Therefore, cultural adaptation by
both the focal firm and its cross-cultural partner Is considered more likely to
lead to trust and commitment in such relationships. A conceptual model of the
proposed extension of Morgan and Hunt's Commitment-Trust Theory of
Relationship Marketing to cross-cultural marketing relationships Is presented In
Figure 3.1. The arrows in the model correspond to the predicted relationships
of the hypotheses. All relationships depicted in the model are hypothesized to
be positive except the relationship of Opportunistic Behavior to Trust.
Relationship termination costs (i.e., "switching costs") are assumed to lead
to dependence in the relationship. Indeed, Morgan and Hunt (1994) found
support for their hypothesis that relationship termination costs lead to
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commitment in the relationship and such a link Is also hypothesized for crosscultural marketing relationships.
Hypothesis 1: Relationship Termination Costs are positively related
to Commitment in cross-cultural marketing relationships.
Although the hypothesized positive relationship of benefits to commitment
was not found significant in Morgan and Hunt's study, they believe that this may
have been due to measurement issues particular to the sample. They contend
that the "level of benefits received from the relationship would be related
strongly to both satisfaction with those benefits and satisfaction with the overall
relationship" (p. 25).
Hypothesis 2: Relationship Benefits are positively related to
Commitment in cross-cultural marketing relationships.
Johnson, Cullen, Sakano, and Takenouchi (1996) point out that dealing
with and managing the cultural differences in a cross-cultural marketing alliance
often entails a significant amount of effort and understanding on the part of
management of both firms and that "a lack of cultural sensitivity can easily lead
to misunderstandings in cross-cultural interfirm relationships" (p. 985)
Morgan and Hunt (1994), as previously noted, warn that In cross-cultural
relationships "one factor that can make an alliance doubly difficult is a potential
lack of shared values." Although the results of a 1996 study by Johnson, Cullen,
Sakano, and Takenouchi found no support for the hypothesis that "greater
similarity between the focal firm and its partner results in higher levels of focal
firm trust of its partner," Morgan and Hunt (1994) found that shared values.
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defined as "the extent to which partners have beliefs in common about what
behaviors, goals, and policies are important or unimportant, appropriate or
inappropriate, and right or wrong" (Morgan and Hunt, 1994, p. 23) have a
significant effect on relationship trust. Unless firms believe that their
counterparts have similar values it is difficult for them to "have confidence in an
exchange partner's reliability and integrity" (Morgan and Hunt, 1994, p. 23). If
the partners in the relationship have similar values the relationship is seen as
more viable and likely to have higher levels of trust. However, since
participants In cross-cultural marketing relationships assume that their partner's
values are different from their own, cultural sensitivity on the part of both
partners is considered necessary to overcome those differences. As Hunt and
Morgan (1995) state "successful alliances, like successful marriages, don't just
happen" (p. 25). Successful cross-cultural alliances require not only the
recognition of cultural differences but some effort on the part of both parties to
deal with such differences. As previously noted, although they did not explore
the role of commitment in such relationships, Johnson et al. (1996) speculated
that such "cultural understanding and adapting require a substantial
investment" on the part of the firm that also indicates the firm's commitment to
the relationship (p. 986).
Hypothesis 3: The Firm's cultural adaptation is positively related to
Commitment in cross-cultural marketing relationships.
Johnson et al. concluded that "cultural sensitivity provides a foundation for
trust development" in such relationships (p. 985). Following the findings of
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Johnson, et al. (1996), the Partner's Cultural Adaptation within a firm is
hypothesized to relate positively to Trust.
Hypothesis 4: The Partner's Cultural Adaptation is positively related
to Trust in cross-cultural marketing relationships.
Good communication is essential in any marketing relationship, but
especially difficult in cross-cultural marketing relationships. The elements of
communication in cross-cultural marketing relationships Include both the verbal
and non-verbal aspects of language, as well as the willingness of relationship
partners to work to resolve communication differences. Anderson and Narus
(1990), broadly define "communication as the formal as well as Informal sharing
of meaningful and timely information between firms" (p. 44).
Morgan and Hunt (1994) found support for the hypothesis that
communication is an antecedent of trust in marketing relationships. Following
Morgan and Hunt's findings, a positive relationship is expected between
Communication and Trust.
Hypothesis 5: Communication is positively related to trust in crosscultural marketing relationships.
A number of studies have shown that when a party in a relationship
believes that its partner is behaving opportunistically, trust is affected
(Williamson, 1975; John, 1984; Morgan and Hunt, 1994). Johnson et al. (1996)
also concluded that "the marriage of firms from different cultures creates a
potential for opportunism, conflict, and mistrust" (p. 1000). Following Morgan
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and Hunt's findings, a negative relationship between Opportunistic Behavior
and Trust is hypothesized.
Hypothesis 6: Opportunistic Behavior is negatively related to trust in
cross-cultural marketing relationships.
Previous studies in marketing relationships (Morgan and Hunt, 1994;
Anderson and Narus, 1990; Fraizer, Spekman, and O'Neal, 1988), have found
support for the hypothesis that trust is positively related to both commitment
and cooperation in marketing relationships, and that commitment is positively
related to cooperation.
Hypothesis 7: Trust is positively related to commitment in crosscultural marketing relationships.
Hypothesis 8: Trust is positively related to cooperation in crosscultural marketing relationships.
Hypothesis 9: Commitment is positively related to cooperation in
cross-cultural marketing relationships.
As discussed eariier, Johnson et al. (1996) found that complementarity also
contributed to the focal firm's trust in cross-cultural marketing relationships.
What each firm brings to the relationship Is considered important in all
marketing relationships, but even more so In cross-cultural relationships
because of the difficulty of doing business in foreign markets. Indeed, only the
most experienced firms would set about entering a foreign market without the
knowledge and expertise offered by a local partner. The contribution of firm
resources to the relationship are also seen as an economic commitment
leading to dependence on the part of the focal firm, and therefore
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complementarity is also hypothesized to be positively related to commitment in
the relationship. A diagram of the Model of Cross-cultural Marketing
Relationships with Complementarity added to the model is presented in Figure
3.2. As in the previous model, the arrows correspond to the predicted
relationships of the hypotheses and all relationships depicted in the model are
hypothesized to be positive except the relationship of Opportunistic Behavior to
Trust.
Hypothesis 10: Complementarity is positively related to Commitment
in cross-cultural marketing relationships.
Hypothesis 11: Complementarity is positively related to Trust in
cross-cultural marketing relationships.
A summary of the hypothesized relationships is provided in Table 3.1.
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Table 3.1: Summary of Hypotheses
NUMBER
Hi

Ha
H3

H4

H5

He
H7

Hs
H9

H10

H11

Hypothesis
Relationship Termination Costs are positively related to
Commitment in cross-cultural marketing relationships.
Relationship Benefits are positively related to Commitment in
cross-cultural marketing relationships.
The Firm's Cultural Adaptation is positively related to Commitment
in cross-cultural marketing relationships.
The Partner's Cultural Adaptation is positively related to Trust in
cross-cultural marketing relationships.
Communication is positively related to trust in cross-cultural
marketing relationships.
Opportunistic Behavior is negatively related to trust in crosscultural marketing relationships.
Trust is positively related to commitment in cross-cultural
marketing relationships.
Trust is positively related to cooperation in cross-cultural marketing
relationships.
Commitment is positively related to cooperation in cross-cultural
marketing relationships.
Complementarity is positively related to Commitment in crosscultural marketing relationships.
Complementarity is positively related to Trust in cross-cultural
marketing relationships.
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CHAPTER IV
METHODOLOGY
To adequately address the hypotheses introduced In Chapter III, a
methodology for an empirical evaluation of the predicted role of commitment
and trust in cross-cultural marketing relationships was designed utilizing
psychometrically rigorous scales for measuring the constructs involved. Since
no known secondary data set contained all of the information necessary to
empirically test the hypotheses presented, primary data collection was required.

Measures
The constructs of this study were operationalized using multiple item scales
of self-reported measures which have been successfully utilized and their
validity established in previous studies. Some modification of these measures
was employed when necessary. This study examines the effects of different
national cultures on the relationship and the unit of analysis in each measure is
the firm's or the partner's behavior in the relationship. A complete list of the
measures used is provided in Appendix A.
Opportunistic Behavior Defined by Williamson (1975) as "self-interest
seeking with guile" (p. 6). The three-item scale used by Morgan and Hunt
(1994), which they derived from a study by John (1984), was utilized for this
study.
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To accomplish their own objectives, sometimes our foreign
partner...
1. alters the facts slightly.
2. promises to do things without actually doing them later.
3. fails to provide us with the support they are obligated to.
Responses were recorded using a seven-item Likert scale ranging from (1)
strongly disagree to (7) strongly agree.
Relationship Termination Costs Defined by Morgan and Hunt (1994) as
"all expected losses from termination" of the relationship (p. 24). The five-item
scale used by Morgan and Hunt (1994) was adapted for use in this study:
1. We are afraid of what might happen if we severed our relationship
with this foreign partner without having another one lined up.
2. Leaving this foreign partner right now would be difficult, even if we
wanted to.
3. Our business would be greatly disrupted if we decided we wanted
to leave this foreign partner right now.
4. It would cost very little for our firm to leave this foreign partner
right now.
5. The costs for us to switch to another foreign partner would be very
high right now.
Responses were recorded using a seven-item Likert scale ranging from
"strongly disagree" (1) to (7) strongly agree. Item number four on this scale was
reverse coded to improve response reliability.
Relationship Benefits The firm's expected economic gains from the
relationship (Morgan and Hunt 1994). As noted previously, Morgan and Hunt
believe that the hypothesized relationship of benefits to commitment was
Insignificant due to measurement. The four-item scale used by Morgan and
Hunt was included in this study to retest that hypothesis. Respondents were
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asked to relate how they believed the partner in questions compared to other
alternative partners in four areas:
1. Gross profit provided.
2. Gross profit provided by common product line.
3. Customer satisfaction provided by common product line.
4. Product performance provided by common product line.
Responses were recorded using a seven-item Likert scale ranging from (1)
much worse to (7) much better.
Cultural Adaptation In their 1996 study, Johnson et al. constructed a set of
ten items to measure the construct of cultural sensitivity. Reliability of their
scale was inferred by a Cronbach's alpha of .91. Validity of all measures in
their study was established using exploratory factor analysis with all factor
loadings reported to be "at or above .70" (p. 993). Following Johnson et al., a
similar nine item scale was employed to measure the construct of the firm's
cultural adaptation:
1. In our firm, we know that business is done differently in Mexico.
2. In this relationship, we always try to show our willingness to adapt
to the Mexican way of doing things.
3. Our managers and representatives are aware that the norms for
business communication are different in Mexico.
4. In our firm, we have worked very hard to familiarize ourselves with
the Mexican legal and economic environment.
5. We appreciate the nature of Mexican decision making and
management techniques.
6. Our managers and representatives know not to press individual
Mexican managers for immediate decisions.
7. We are fully aware and understand that, compared to us,
Mexicans need to have much more lengthy and detailed
discussions before they are comfortable committing to a course of
action.
8. No one in our firm seems to know anything about the Mexican
culture and way of doing business.
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9. A number of our representatives and managers speak Spanish or
are spending much more time learning Spanish.
Responses were recorded using a seven-item Likert scale ranging from (1)
strongly disagree to (7) strongly agree. To improve response reliability. Item
number eight on this scale was reverse coded.
Asante and Vera (1983) note that an intercultural exchange involves two
perspectives relevant to the observer; (a) the observer's perception of their own
culture, and (b) the observer's perception of the other party's perception of the
observer's own culture. Since this study will measure only one side of the
relationship dyad, seven of the items used by Johnson et al. were adapted to
measure the firm's perception of their Partner's Cultural Adaptation:
1. Our partner firm knows that business is done differently in the
U.S.
2. In this relationship, our partner always tries to show their
willingness to adapt to the American way of doing things.
3. Our partner firm's managers and representatives are aware of the
norms for business communication in the U.S.
4. Our partner firm has worked very hard to familiarize themselves
with the U.S. legal and economic environment.
5. Our partner firm appreciates the nature of American decision
making and management techniques.
6. No one in our partner firm seems to know anything about the
American culture and way of doing business.
7. A number of our partner firm's representatives and managers
speak English or are spending much more time learning English.
Responses were recorded using a seven-item Likert scale ranging from (1)
strongly disagree to (7) strongly agree. To improve response reliability item
number six on this scale was reverse coded.
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Complementarity Harrigan (1985) defines complementarity as strategic
symmetry — an interdependence between partners where each contributes a
balanced share of unique strengths. Johnson et al. (1996) developed and
tested a formative measure of relationship complementarity. Following
Johnson et al., a similar eleven-item formative scale was employed for this
study. Respondents were asked to report which firm in the relationship
provided the most of the following items:
1. Technical knowledge.
2. Market knowledge.
3. Political knowledge.
4. Low-cost labor.
5. Raw materials.
6. Financing.
7. Skilled labor.
8. Management skills.
9. Marketing skills.
10. Inventory/stocking.
11. Legal knowledge.
Responses were recorded using a seven-item Likert scale ranging from (1)
mostly our firm to (7) mostly our partner firm. An additional selection was
available to indicate that the item was not applicable to this relationship.
Communication Morgan and Hunt (1994) and other studies of
communication between firms have successfully used multi-item scales of
interfirm communication which can be utilized in this study. Morgan and Hunt
(1994) used four items taken from a scale developed by Anderson, Lodish, and
Weitz (1987) to operationalize relationship communication in marketing
relationships. Once again, the authors note that validity and reliability were

41

confirmed for these measures by "following the guidelines offered by Anderson
and Gerbing (1988) and Joreskog and Sorbom (1997)" (p. 28), however, the
measures of reliability and validity were not reported. Since this study proposes
to replicate some of the findings of Morgan and Hunt, their scale was utilized for
this study.
In our relationship, our foreign partner...
1. keeps us informed of new developments.
2. provides us with frequent positive feedback on our
performance.
3. offers us very poor recognition programs.
4. communicates well their expectations for our firm's
performance.
Responses were recorded using a seven-Item Likert scale ranging from (1)
strongly disagree to (7) strongly agree. Item number three on this scale was
reverse coded to improve response reliability.
Trust In recent years, many studies have examined the important role of
trust in both within- and cross-cultural marketing relationships (Morgan and
Hunt, 1994; Aulakh, Kotabe, and Sahay, 1996; Johnson, Cullen, Sakano, and
Takenouchi, 1996) and both definitions and measures of trust abound.
Johnson et al. (1996) developed and tested a scale measuring the focal (U.S.)
firm's trust of their partner in a cross-cultural relationship. Reliability was
reportedly confirmed by a Cronbach's alpha of .94 for this construct and all
factor loadings for individual items were reported at or above .70. Following
Johnson et al. (1996), a similar ten item scale was employed for this study:
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1. We can always rely on our foreign partner to do its part in our
relationship.
2. We know that our foreign partner is capable and competent.
3. Our foreign partner Is generally truthful in its dealings with us.
4. We trust our partner in this relationship.
5. Our foreign partner is generally frank in its dealings with us.
6. Our foreign partner is very knowledgeable about most things
relevant to our alliance.
7. Our foreign partner would go out of its way to make sure our firm
is not damaged or harmed in this relationship.
8. In this relationship, we feel like our foreign partner cares what
happens to us.
9. Our foreign partner looks out for our interests in this alliance.
10. We feel like our foreign partner is on our side
Responses were recorded using a seven-item Likert scale ranging f romXI)
strongly disagree to (7) strongly agree.
Commitment Morgan and Hunt (1994) define relationship commitment as
"an exchange partner believing that an ongoing relationship with another is so
Important as to warrant maximum efforts at maintaining it." Indeed, the lack of
commitment is seen by many foreign firms as a major obstacle to working with
U.S. partners. Morgan and Hunt (1994) used items modified from previous
organizational commitment scales to develop a seven-item scale of relationship
commitment for their 1994 study. Reliability was reported at .895. Those seven
Items were used in this study to measure relationship commitment:
The relationship that our firm has with this foreign partner...
1. is something we are very committed to.
2. Is very important to our firm.
3. is of very little significance to us.
4. is something our firm intends to maintain indefinitely.
5. is very much like being family.
6. is something our firm really cares about.
7. deserves our firm's maximum effort to maintain.
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Responses were recorded using a seven-item Likert scale ranging from (1)
strongly disagree to (7) strongly agree. To improve response reliability item
number three on this scale was reverse coded.
Cooperation Cooperative behaviors can be exhibited in many ways.
These are especially evident when partners are asked to change initially agreed
upon alliance processes or procedures. Examples Include taking on additional
or different responsibilities, hiring and training new personnel, pushing out
advertising or product launch dates, Increasing inventories, etc.
Morgan and Hunt (1994) used a five-item scale of relationship cooperation
specific to the industry they sampled (tire dealers). This scale was modified to
allow its use in a multiple industry format. Seven items were used to measure
this construct:
How would you characterize the cooperation between you and your
foreign partner regarding the following activities?
1. Local/regional advertising
2. Customer sen/ice
3. Warranty reimbursements
4. Promotional discounts
5. Inventory levels
6. Sales training
7. Market research
Responses were recorded using a seven-item Likert scale ranging from (1) not
at all cooperative to (7) very cooperative.
Other Data Data were also collected on the construct of shared values to
allow for a future study attempting to replicate Morgan and Hunt's (1994) model
in a cross-cultural setting. The proposed model will be compared to Morgan
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and Hunt's (1994) model in future research to discover if additional variance is
explained by the extended model. Pertinent demographic data relevant to the
focal firm, their Mexican partner, and the history of the firms' relationship and
international experience was also collected.

Instrument Development
A survey instrument was drafted utilizing the measurement items presented
in Appendix A and appropriate demographic questions. The presentation and
organization of the survey was carefully considered and every effort made to
offer clear and easy-to-read instructions and transitions where necessary.
Careful attention was paid to scale sequencing and layout. As suggested by
Davis and Cosenza (1985), demographic information, which may sometimes be
considered sensitive, was requested at the end of the survey. A copy of the
survey instrument used is included at Appendix B.

Pretesting
Pretesting can reveal problems related to the content or administration of
the survey instrument prior to its deployment (Davis and Cosenza, 1985). Once
the survey instrument was drafted, it was pretested in two stages.
In the first pretest stage, academic colleagues and faculty members familiar
with survey design and analysis were provided definitions of the constructs and
asked to determine whether or not the definitions provided are clear, logical.
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and consistent with the constructs presented in the literature. They were then
be asked to consider whether or not the scale items are logically consistent with
the construct definition. They were also asked if, in their expert opinion, the
items are clearly understood, the response categories for the demographic
questions are adequate, and their overall reaction to the instrument (Dillman,
1978). Changes suggested by these experts were carefully evaluated and
implemented as warranted.
In the second pretest stage, key executives of local firms doing business
with Mexican companies were asked to participate in the pretest. It is
considered Important that the pretest respondents be similar to the final study
respondents because different types of respondents would have different
frames of reference which might affect the meanings attached to the various
scale items (Davis and Cosenza, 1985). Following the debriefing method of
pretesting (Hunt, Sparkman, and Wilcox, 1982), these respondents were asked
to complete the survey instrument on their own and then be interviewed about
the format of the questionnaire, whether or not the items were cleariy
understood, and if there were any problems with individual questions. The
respondents were questioned about the length and layout of the instrument,
sequencing of questions, if the response categories and spaces left for replies
for the demographic questions were adequate, and their overall reaction to the
instrument. Refinements of the individual items and the instrument's written
instructions and transitions were undertaken as indicated by these pretests.
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Sample
The environmental factors commonly associated with doing business In
different countries (legal, political, financial, economic, etc.) vary considerably in
nature and intensity. Since the unit of analysis of this study is the firm's
relationship with a specific foreign partner, to control for the variance of national
cultures the empirical setting of this study was purposely restricted to solicit
responses from U.S. firms doing business with firms in only one country,
Mexico. Mexico was chosen because of the large number of American firms
doing business in that market since the advent of the North American Free
Trade Agreement (NAFTA). Since the advent of NAFTA in 1992, Mexico has
become America's third largest trading partner in both imports and exports,
behind Canada and Japan. Despite its geographical proximity to the United
States, Mexico is still considered by most observers to be culturally distant from
the U.S. In fact, even as the reduction of trade barriers has increased business
tremendously between our two countries, many Mexicans still feel that
"geography has made us close but tradition has made us more distant than
ever" (Condon, 1991, p. 80). However, despite cultural differences, Mexico,
with its propensity to buy American goods, remains one of the best markets In
the worid for Americans to seek new opportunities. The reverse is also true:
With the largest economy in the worid at their doorstep, many Mexican firms
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seek successful long-term marketing relationships with their northern
neighbors.
Due to the rapidly changing global environment, the lack of up-to-date
databases or mailing lists Is a major obstacle to International research.
Commercially available and government mailing lists of U.S. firms doing
business in Mexico were examined as possible sources of firms for data
collection for this study. The State Commerce Departments of both Texas and
Georgia were first solicited for their cooperation in providing such lists but were
unable to provide them. The Chambers of Commerce of two major
southwestern cities, Houston and Dallas, were discovered to have identified
their members by whether or not the member does business abroad. Since
many firms in Texas do business in Mexico, more so than any other state in the
U.S., it was decided that these lists provided a good source of firms to survey
for this study. Both of these Chambers agreed to provide mailing lists of their
members for this survey at no charge. Additional names, including many
Fortune 500 companies, were also provided by the U.S.-Mexico Chamber of
Commerce office in Washington, D.C.
Following the two-stage method of data collection successfully used by
Aulakh, Kotabe, and Sahay (1996), an introductory participation request letter
was sent to the firm contact person indicated by the mailing list telling them
about the research being conducted and asking them to provide the name and
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address of the person in their organization who is most familiar with their firm's
international operations (Appendix C).
This two-stage method both identifies the respondents, most likely to be
familiar with the firm's cross-cultural marketing relationships, and reduces the
non-response bias associated with sending out unsolicited surveys (Aulakh et
al., 1996). From a population of Fortune 500 Industrial firms and their major
affiliates, Aulakh et al. (1996), received 652 responses to their request for
participation which resulted in the completion of 257 surveys (a 39.4%
response rate.
The request letter was mailed bulk rate, however, the post office was asked
to provide forwarding and address correction for incorrect addresses. The post
office allows bulk-rate mail to receive the same return address service as first
class mail, but charges the first class rate only on those items requiring the
service. Of the names provided, a total of 1,913 firms were indicated as doing
business in Mexico and letters soliciting their participation in this study were
mailed. Twenty-five of these pre-notification letters were returned by the post
office as undeliverable. Forty-two letters were returned by respondents
indicating that other executives within their firms would be better suited to
complete this survey. One hundred and eight respondents replied indicating
that their firms did not presently do business in Mexico or have any type of an
ongoing business relationship with a firm in Mexico.
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In the second stage, a questionnaire was mailed to the executives identified
in the first stage. After making the changes indicated by the responses to the
pre-notification letters, 1,780 questionnaires were mailed, again using the
Texas Tech University's non-profit institution bulk-rate with return address
service requested. A cover letter with the questionnaire explained the nature of
the research. The managers were asked to choose a Mexican firm with which
they have an ongoing relationship and to respond to the survey questions with
that relationship in mind.
A total of 193 letters were returned as undeliverable by the post office. Of
the estimated 1,587 surveys delivered, 180 questionnaires were returned for a
response rate of 11.34%. A complete listing of the items mailed and surveys
received is presented at Table 4.1.
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Table 4.1 - Prenotification letters and questionnaires mailed and returned.
Item
Pre-notification letters
mailed

City
Houston US-Mexico

Total

Dallas

1093

218

602

1913

7

0

18

25

Returned address corrected

35

3

4

42

Returned not applicable

77

5

26

108

1009

213

558

1780

85

36

59

180

8.42%

16.90%

10.57%

10.11%

Returned as undeliverable

111

2

80

193

Surveys delivered

898

211

478

1587

9.47%

17.06%

12.34%

11.34%

Returned as undeliverable

Surveys mailed
Surveys returned
Response ratio

Adjusted response ratio
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One methodological feature of this study was that the CEOs and managers
surveyed had the option of returning both the initial request for information and
the survey by either using a prepaid postage return envelope, which was
included with the questionnaire, or by faxing the completed survey form to a
toll-free FAX number which was provided at the end of the questionnaire. The
four-page questionnaire was printed only on the front of each sheet to facilitate
easy return by FAX and in order to enhance response rates. With the
increased use of technology by businesses, it was anticipated that a number of
surveys might be returned by fax. However, of the 180 completed sun/eys and
108 responses indicating that the survey was not applicable to their firm, only
ten were returned by FAX. Clearly when given the option, survey respondents
preferred to return their responses by mail. In addition, some of the
questionnaires returned by FAX were illegible and/or incomplete.
After the survey instruments were returned, they were examined for clarity,
readability, and completeness. Ten of the questionnaires were discarded due to
excessive numbers of missing responses, leaving 170 usable responses. The
data were then entered into a computer data file. Since no open Item questions
were involved in this study, no coding problems were encountered. After the
data were entered into a computer data file it was visually checked for improper
entries. Frequency tabulations were then employed using a statistical analysis
program, SAS, to identify inconsistent and missing variables. Missing values
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were accounted for using the respondent's average response of other items
within that construct.
To Improve response reliability a number of the measures used in this
study were reverse coded. Reverse coded items that were on a 7-polnt Likert
scale were receded by subtracting the respondent's score from 8.

Firm Characteristics
Almost all of the survey respondents provided information about their firms
and their Mexican partners. Overall, the respondent firms indicated that they
had a great deal of international experience. Respondents indicated that they
had an average of 24.18 years experience outside the U.S., ranging from 3
months to 130 years, and an average of 15.38 years experience in Mexico,
ranging from 3 months to 75 years. Respondents also Indicated they did
business In an average of 22 countries woridwide, ranging from 1 to 200
different countries. On the average, the respondent firms dealt with 10 (9.67)
Mexican partners, ranging from 1 to 250 partners. Respondents stated that
they had an average of 7.99 years experience with the particular Mexican
partner firm about which they answered the questionnaire, ranging from 2
months to 35 years. The nature of the relationships between the respondent
firms and their Mexican partners is summarized In Table 4.2.
Twenty, or 11.78%, of the respondent firms indicated that their firm had
some sort of an equity relationship with their Mexican partner. One hundred
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eighteen firms identified themselves as Independent companies while the
remaining 52 firms reported that they were a subsidiary of a larger firm.
Respondents were asked to report the approximate annual sales volume of
both their firm and their partner firms, in ranges from less than $1 million (USD)
to over $100 million. One hundred and sixty-four focal firms reported their own
estimated annual sales volumes and one hundred forty six respondents
reported estimated annual sales volumes for their Mexican partner firms. The
median focal firm volume was less than $10 million while the median partner
firm volume was also less than $10 million (USD). However, 21 focal firms
reported over $100 million in volume and respondents indicated that 36 of their
Mexican partner firms exceeded $100 million (USD) in sales. The focal firm
and partner sales volumes are reported in Tables 4.3 and 4.4, respectively.
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Table 4.2: Sample Firm Relationships

Relationship

Number of Firms

% of Firms

Supplier

16

9.41

Contract Manufacturer

15

8.82

Agent

38

22.35

Distributor

26

15.29

Customer/end user

30

17.65

Service provider

19

11.18

Client

6

3.53

Licensee

1

0.59

Other

17

10.00

Not reported

2

1.18

170

Total Relationships
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100.00

Table 4.3 - Focal Firm Sales Volumes
Focal
Firms
32

% of Focal
Firms
18.82

$1 million to $9 million

63

37.06

$10 million to $24 million

15

8.82

$25 million to $49 million

22

12.94

$50 million to $100 million

11

6.47

Greater than $100 million

21

12.35

Not reported

6

3.53

170

100.00

Partner
Firms
39

% of Partners

$1 million to $9 million

42

24.71

$10 million to $24 million

13

7.65

$25 million to $49 million

10

5.88

$50 million to $100 million

6

3.53

Greater than $100 million

36

21.18

Not reported

24

14.12

Total Partner Firms

170

100.00

Sales Volume
Less than $1 million

Total Focal Firms

Table 4.4 - Partner Firm Sales Volumes

Sales Volume
Less than $1 million

56

22.94

CHAPTER V
DATA ANALYSIS

This chapter describes the data analysis strategy and the statistical
procedures used to test the proposed model and research hypotheses
presented In Chapter 111. The first section presents the results of exploratory
factor analysis of the measures used In this study. The second section
discusses the development of a measurement model to assess the
measurement properties, including reliability and validity, of the scales and
constructs used and presents the results of the analysis of that model. The
third section tests the research hypotheses presented in Chapter III by
estimating the structural equation model of the hypothesized relationships and
presents the results of those tests.

Construct Validation
As is often the case in marketing research, many of the phenomena under
study In this dissertation are complex and cannot be directly obsen/ed, while
others can be measured from direct observations. The relationships
hypothesized in this study focus upon the relationships among these observed
and unobserved variables. The key question with respect to these relationships
is whether changes In X produce changes in Y. For example, does a higher
level of a Firm's Cultural Adaptation produce a higher level of Commitment in
the relationship.
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The unobserved concepts important to this study can only be measured
indirectly through the use of observed Indicators that are believed to represent
these unobserved or latent constructs. The fundamental concern with regard to
the use of observed Indicators to measure unobserved constructs is how validly
and reliably these indicators represent the unobsen/ables. In statistical terms,
do the measured variables, Xis provide an accurate, consistent, and
reproducible representation of the unmeasured variables, Xs?
To address these structural and measurement Issues, social science
researchers have developed a system known as the covariance structural
model. As the term implies, this technique characterizes the relationships
among those observed variables by looking at the covariances among those
variables. The covariance structural model assumes that "unobserved variables
are generating the pattern or structure among the observed variables" (Long,
1983, p. 11).
Contributions by Joreskog, Thillo, Sorborm, and others toward a better
understanding of the use of covariance structural models in social science
studies and their development of Liner Structural Relations (LISREL) software
has played a significant role in the acceptance and advancement of the use of
this structural equation modeling (Long, 1983). LISREL is the computer
software program developed by Joreskeg and others for estimating the
unknown coefficients in a set of linear structural relationships (Long, 1983).
The latest version of this software, LISREL 8.3, was used to test both the
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qualities of the measures used and the hypothesized relationships of the
structural equation model.
Of the ten constructs of Interest in this study, measurement scales for eight
are considered to be reflective and two formative. Reflective scales are those
measures taken as Indicators of the underlying, unobserved construct In
question. Formative measures are those that have items which serve as
indicators of the quantities of the obsen/ed construct in question. The choice
whether measures are considered reflective or formative is not arbitrary, "it
depends on the theoretical formulations about the construct" however,
"indicators are cleariy formative when they contain manipulated variables
hypothesized to affect unobserved variables" (Pedhazur and Schmelkin, 1991,
p. 54).
Following previous studies, the measurement scales for the constructs of
both Complementarity (COMP) and Cooperation (COOP) In this study are
considered formative. In both cases, not all of the items used are applicable to
every type of cross-cultural relationship surveyed. Therefore, an average of the
Items each respondent answered for these measures was used as indicator of
these constructs.
For Complementarity, Johnson et al. (1996) "assesed the unique and
balanced resources brought by each partner" to the relationship (p. 999). They
used a seven-item scale with anchors of "mostly the Japanese partner" (-i-3) to
"mostly the foreign partner" (-3). Their study was indusrty specific and all of the
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Items related to all of the relationships studied. They operationalized balance In
their measure of complementarity by using the formula of Balance = 21(ABS(Y, items 1 ...7)) and they operationalized uniqueness as the sum of the
absolute of the responses. Complementarity was then operationalized by
taking Balance times Uniqueness.
This study uses a cross industry sample and not all of the complementary
resources used in this measure were applicable to the various relationships
examined. To compensate for this, Balance was assessed as 4 minus the
average of the absolute response (ABS(4-AVG(Y)). This number was then
subtracted from 4 so that larger numbers would indicate more balance. Do to
the varying numbers of resourses indicated by each respondent, uniqueness
was assessed as the standard deviation of the responses provided.
Complementarity was then assessed as Balance times Uniqueness.
Prior to the development of the measurement model, exploratory factor
analysis was used for data screening of the measures associated with the
remaining eight reflective constructs. This analysis initially indicated that the
presence of ten factors. A summary of this initial analysis is presented in Table
5.1. Evaluation of the various factor loadings Indicated that the measures used
for the construct of the Firm's Cultural Adaptation (FCA) accounted for two
separate factors. As discussed In Chapter IV, these measures were adapted
from items previously used to measure cultural sensitivity. Various authors
have defined cultural sensitivity as recognition or awareness of cultural
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differences; open-mindedness or receptivity to cultural differences; knowledge
and understanding of why cultural differences exist; and a willingness to
accommodate such differences (Harich and LaBahn, 1998, Johnson et al.,
1996). This study is primarily concerned with the steps taken to accommodate
such differences and the items used in previous studies were adapted to reflect
that definition of the construct. Considering the many definitions of the
construct, it is not surprising that the measures might indicate more than one
factor.
Of the nine items used in this study, five loaded heavily (> .5) on Factor 6
and four on Factor 7. The items were grouped as shown in Tables 5.2 and 5.3.
Analysis of these two factors indicates that the items in Factor 6 lend
themselves more toward actions taken by the firm to adapt to the partner firm's
culture and, therefore, it was decided that only these items would be included in
further analysis. Furthermore, elimination of the items associated with Factor 7
produced higher factor loadings of other Items involved in the remaining
measures and resulted in only eight factors proposed for this study.

The Measurement Model
Although the sophisticated computer software developed to test these
models allows for the simultaneous evaluation of both the qualities of the
measures used and the relationships of the unobserved constructs, a two-step
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Table 5.-1 -Exploratory Facto r Analysis
The SAS System
Rotation Method : Promax
Factor Structure (Correlations)
NOTE: Values less than 0.45 hay.^e been printed as '.'.
ITEM
Fl
F4
F6
Fi
F3
F5
COMMl
C0MM2
C0MM3
C0MM4
OPPOl
0PP02
0PP03
TRSTOl
TRST02
TRST03
TRST04
TRST05
TRST06
TRST07
TRST08
TRST09
TRSTIO
TERMl
TERM2
TERMS
TERM4
TERM5
FCAl
FCA2
FCA3
FCA4
FCA5
FCA6
FCA7
FCA8
FCA9
PCAl
PCA2
PCA3
PCA4
PCA5
PCA6
PCA7
CMMTl
CMMT2
CMMT3
CMMT4
CMMT5
CMMT6
CMMT7
BENEl
BENE2
BENE3
BENE4

F7

0.483

0.666

F8
0,815
0,893
0,533
0,806

-0,458

F$

FIO

0.801
0.839
0.756

0,765
0,703
0.864
0.910
0.898
0,700
0,838
0,897
0,925
0,887

0,567
0,465
0,462
0.479

0.674
0.873
0.862
0.752
0,806
0,775
0.796
0,822
0,883
0,763
•

0.805
0,780
0,577
0,707

0,454

0,719
0,733
0.721
0,775
0,840
0,755
0.478
0,482
0,495
0,656

0.752
0.897
0,853
0.587
0,469
0,771
0,845

0,453
0,570
0,489
0,822
0,848
0,863
0.856

62

Table 5.2 - Initial Factor Analysis - Factor 6
ltem#

8

Measure
Our managers and representatives are aware that
the norms for business communication are different
in Mexico.
In our firm, we have worked very hard to familiarize
ourselves with the Mexican legal and economic
environment.
We appreciate the nature of Mexican decision
making and management techniques.
No one in our firm seems to know anything about
the Mexican culture and way of doing business.
A number of our representatives and managers
speak Spanish or are spending much more time
learning Spanish.

Loading

0.82177

0.88267
0.76306
0.57712

0.70738

Table 5.3 - Initial Factor Analysis - Factor 7
Item #
1
2

6

7

Measure
In our firm, we know that business is done
differently in Mexico.
In this relationship, we always try to show our
willingness to adapt to the Mexican way of doing
things.
Our managers and representatives know not to
press individual Mexican managers for immediate
decisions.
We are fully aware and understand that, compared
to us, Mexicans need to have much more lengthy
and detailed discussions before they are
comfortable committing to a course of action.

Loading
0.77508

0.79573

0.80500

0.78022

approach of using first a measurement model and then a structural equation
model Is often advocated (Anderson and Gerbing, 1988). The measurement
model specifies how the hypothetical constructs are measured in terms of the
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observed indicators. In traditional statistical terms, it Is used to determine the
validity and reliability of the observed variables as indicators of the smaller
number unobserved variables. Measurement model analysis is considered by
most researchers to be very similar to the process of confirmatory factor
analysis.
The statistical procedure to test the proposed model is to estimate the
unknown parameters and determine the goodness-of-fit of the model to the
sample data. LISREL facilitates the evaluation of the model's overall
Goodness-of-Fit Index (GFI) based on the calculated differences between the
sample and the estimated covariance matrix and provides a variety of other
goodness-of-fit indicators such as chi-Square, Root Mean Square Error of
Approximation (RMSEA), Root Mean Square Residual (RMR), Goodness-of-Fit
Index Adjusted for Degrees of Freedom (AGFI), etc. However, each measure
is considered to have its drawbacks. For example, sample size is an issue in
evaluating chi-square goodness-of-fit statistics because chi-square statistics
used by LISREL are sample size dependent. There is a tendency to reject
property specified models if the sample size is too large or to accept improperly
specified models if the sample size is too small (Satorra and Sarris, 1985). A
number of additional goodness-of-fit measures have been introduced in
LISREL to reduce the dependence on sample size. The GFI and AGFI
indicators represent a comparison of "how much better the model fits as
compared to no model at all" and "do not depend on sample size explicitly"
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(Joreskog and Sorbom, 1997, p. 122). The GFI is a measure of the relative
amount of variances and covariances jointly accounted for by the hypothesized
model. The AGFI differs from the GFI by adjusting for the degrees of freedom
in the model. The Root Means Square Residual (RMR) indicates the average
of the residual variances and covariances when the hypothetical covariance
matrix is substracted from the sample covariance matrix (Joreskog and
Sorbom, 1997).
Browne and Cudeck (1993) proposed the use of the Root Means Square
Error of Approximation (RMSEA), which is a measure used to test the null
hypothesis of close fit, and suggested that a RMSEA of <.05 indicates a very
good fit and that values >.08 indicate a poor fit. Following Browne and Cudeck,
RMSEA was used as the primary indicator of fit in this study.
In the structural component of the analysis, of a covariance structural
model, the analysis considers both the unobserved exogenous (independent)
and the unobsen/ed endogenous (dependent) variables. However, during the
measurement model component of the analysis, it is not necessary to
discriminate between the endogenous and exogenous constructs and, for
simplicity, all constructs are typically treated as exogenous.

Measurement Model Respeciflcation
Before testing the full measurement model, the reflective measures were
tested separately. To insure that each item was properiy examined, the model
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was tested In a stepwise fashion. Items were considered for deletion from the
model If (a) they shared common variance with indicators of other constructs;
(b) they demonstrated large, unexplained shared error variance with other
items; or (c) had insignificant loadings on the expected constructs. LISREL
provides modification indices (Mis) as one indicator of the level of shared
variance between items and other items or constructs and estimates the
changes which would occur if the Item were freed or deleted. At each step, the
item(s) with the highest Mis were examined to determine if they were
candidates for deletion from the model based not only upon statistical
indicators, but theory and content as well.
The first tests of the reflective items Included In the measurement mode!
revealed heavy cross-loading of two of the items related to the construct of
relationship benefits as indicated by the Mis associated with these items and
these items were eliminated. Subsequent runs of the measurement model also
produced unacceptable loadings for other items related to the construct of
relationship benefits and therefore a single item indicant (BENE2) was left for
this construct.
Overall, 20 items and were deleted from the model in this process. After
completing examination of the reflective variables, the two formative constructs
and their single item indicates were added to the model and tested. Initially,
Complementarity was operationalized using the Balance method previously
discussed. After adding the two formative constructs, this test indicated that
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one of the items associated with Relationship Termination Costs, item TERMS,
loaded weakly (Ml of 10.95) on the formative construct of cooperation (COOP).
Because of the limited number of items remaining in this construct (TERM) It
was decided to keep this item rather than delete it. The resulting full
measurement model produced a GFI of 0.86 and an AGFI of 0.81 with a chisquare of 446.19 with 282 degrees of freedom. The RMSEA was .046 and the
RMR was .055. Overall this indicated a fairly good fit for this model. In
particular, the RMSEA of .046 is well within the guideline of <.05 suggested by
Browne and Cudeck (1993) as an Indicator of a very good fit. The complete
measurement model respeciflcation process Is presented in Table 5.4.
Correlations of constructs in the final measurement model are presented in
Table 5.5. These correlations indicate that the hypothesized relationships
proposed for this study are meaningful and in the predicted direction with the
exception of the proposed relationships of Complementarity to both Trust and
Commitment. Means and standard deviations of the measures associated with
each construct are presented along the diagonal of the table.

The Structural Model
A measurement model of the antecedent factors of cross-cultural
marketing relationships was developed and tested in the previous section.
Based on this measurement model and the research hypotheses developed in
Chapter III, a structural model is developed and tested in this section.
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-0.12
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0.42
-0.65
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-0.12
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-0.39
0.46
-0.26

3.57/1.69

OPPO

0

COMM

_co

COMP
3.84/1.14

CO

FCA

PCA

0.10 5.04/1.26
-0.01
0.13 4.93/1.11
0.17
0.37
0.16
0.42
0.14 \
0.00
-0.02
0.21
0.40

3.53/1.77

TERM

0.16
0.45

5.77/1.07

CMMT

4.72/1.21

BENE
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4.73/1.26

COOP

The structural model depicted in Figure 3.1 was tested using the measures
from the full measurement model developed in the previous section. The
results of this analysis are shown in Figure 5.1 and presented in tabular form in
Table 5.6.
The analysis of this structural model resulted in a GFI of .85, an AGFI of
.80, an RMR of .065, an RMSEA of .048, and a chi-square of 410.43 with 295
degrees of freedom. Of the eleven hypothesized paths tested, seven were
significant and had signs in the direction hypothesized. Four of the
hypothesized paths were insignificant and one of those, Complementarity to
Trust (COMP -» TRST) had a negative relation counter to that hypothesized.
The results of the tests of the hypotheses proposed In Chapter 111 are
summarized in Table 5.7.
Squared Multiple Correlations (SMCs) are an indicator of the amount of
variance explained by the effects of the exogenous constructs on the
endogenous constructs of the model. The SMCs for the endogenous
constructs in this model are cooperation = .21, commitment = .25, and trust =
.48. The large SMC for trust (.48) imply that the exogenous constructs of
communication and opportunistic behavior together explain a considerable
amount of the variation of trust in the relationship. The SMC for commitment
(.25) indicates that although termination costs and the firm's cultural adaptation
contribute to the variation of commitment in the relationship, other elements
that were not examined in this model may also effect relationship commitment.
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In this model, the SMC of ,21 for cooperation also indicates that there may be
other factors effecting cooperation in the relationship that were not included In
this model. Cooperation Is just one of the five outcomes of trust and
commitment examined by Morgan and Hunt (1994) and in future research the
other outcomes should be examined from a cross-cultural perspective as well.
Table 5.6 - Proposed Structural Model Estimates
Path
BENE ^ CMMT
TERM -• CMMT
FCA -» CMMT
COMP -• CMMT
COMP - • TRST
PCA -» TRST
COMM -» TRST
OPPO -> TRST
TRST -> CMMT
TRST -» COOP
CMMT -¥ COOP

Estimate
0.02
0.24
0.27
0.02
-0.04
0.07
0.38
-0.25
0.67
0.48
0.38
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t-value
0.25
2.36
3.48
0.26
-0.70
0.60
4.95
-2.87
6.04
3.32
3.32
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rable 5.7 - Hypothesized Results
Number
Hypothesis
Result
Relationship Termination Costs are positively
Hi
related to Commitment in cross-cultural
Supported
marketing relationships.
Relationship Benefits are positively related to
H2
Commitment in cross-cultural marketing
Not supported
relationships.
The Firm's Cultural Adaptation is positively
H3
related to Commitment in cross-cultural
Supported
marketing relationships.
The Partner's Cultural Adaptation is positively
related to Trust in cross-cultural marketing
H4
Not supported
relationships.
Communication is positively related to trust in
Supported
cross-cultural marketing relationships.
H5
Opportunistic Behavior is negatively related to
Supported
trust in cross-cultural marketing relationships.
He
Supported
Trust is positively related to commitment in
cross-cultural marketing relationships.
H7
Supported
Trust is positively related to cooperation in
cross-cultural marketing relationships.
Hs
Commitment is positively related to cooperation Supported
in cross-cultural marketing relationships.
H9
Complementarity is positively related to
Not supported
Commitment in cross-cultural marketing
H10
relationships.
Complementarity is positively related to Trust in Not supported
cross-cultural marketing relationships.
H11
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A respeciflcation of the structural model was attempted by removing the
construct of Complementarity since neither of the proposed paths related to this
construct were significant. Although removing this construct made for a more
parsimonious presentation of the remaining constructs, it did not significantly
improve the overall model fit or change the significance or direction of any of
the remaining hypothesized paths. The results of this analysis are shown in
Figure 5.2 and presented in tabular form in Table 5.8. The analysis of this
respecified structural model resulted in a GFI of .85, an AGFI of .81, an RMR of
.066, an RMSEA of .048, and a chi-square of 386.36 with 277 degrees of
freedom. Although all of the remaining paths had estimates in the direction
hypothesized, two paths. Relationship Benefits to Relationship Commitment
(BENE -» CMMT) and Partner's Cultural Adaptation to Trust (PCA -¥ TRST),
remained insignificant.
Table 5.8 - Proposed Structural Model Estimates without Complementarity
Path
BENE -¥ CMMT
TERM -» CMMT
FCA -> CMMT
PCA -» TRST
COMM -> TRST
OPPO -> TRST
TRST - • CMMT
TRST - • COOP
CMMT -> COOP

Estimate
0.02
0.24
0.27
0.04
0.38
-0.27
0.67
0.47
0.38

t-value
0.29
2.51
3.49
0.37
4.97
-3.16
6.07
3.30
3.33

In summary, the hypothesized model provided a good overall fit to the data.
Seven of the eleven research hypotheses were strongly supported. However,
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four were found to be insignificant and therefore not supported. Because the
effects of balanced Complementarity on both Trust and Commitment were
statistically insignificant, its indirect effects on the outcome of cross-cultural
relations could not be determined. Subsequent tests of the model were
conducted using both the Uniqueness and the combined (Balance times
Uniqueness) factors of Complementarity. These tests also found the effects of
Complementarity on both Trust and Commitment to be statistically insignificant.
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CHAPTER VI
DISCUSSION AND CONCLUSIONS
To test the hypotheses presented in Chapter III, data were collected from
170 U.S. firms doing business with partner firms In Mexico. A structural
equation model was estimated and research hypotheses were tested using
LISREL 8.3 software. Most research hypotheses were supported by statistical
significance. The results showed that the hypothesized model provided a good
fit to the data and should be accepted.
This chapter summarizes the key findings of this study and then discusses
the conclusions that can be drawn from those findings and their implications for
management. The limitations of this study are then considered and, finally, the
contribution of this study and directions for future research are presented.

Discussion
The purpose of this research was to expand the current understanding of
cross-cultural marketing relationships by developing a hypothetical model
incorporating and internationalizing existing models of relationship commitment
and trust as key mediating variables in such relationships. This study has
generalized three of the previously identified antecedents of Trust and
Commitment in marketing relationships to the international arena and identified
one new antecedent unique to cross-cultural marketing relationships.
Following previous research on domestic marketing relationships, this study
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also finds that higher levels of Trust lead to higher levels of Commitment in
cross-cultural marketing relationships and that higher levels of both Trust and
Commitment lead to greater Cooperation in such relationships as well.
As in Morgan and Hunt (1994), the hypothesized relationship of
Relationship Benefits to Commitment was not supported. This was most likely
do to the lack of validity and reliability of the measures used. However, the
hypothesized relationship of Relationship Termination Costs to Commitment
was found to be significant in cross-cultural relationships as it had previously
been in domestic studies.
The hypothesized positive relationship of Communication to Trust and
negative relationship of Opportunistic Behavior to Trust were also found
significant in this cross-cultural study as they had previously been in domestic
studies. These findings verify that many of the important elements of Morgan
and Hunt's Commitment-Trust Theory of Relationship Marketing are indeed
generalizable to cross-cultural (e.g., international, marketing relationships).
One of the main elements of this research is the hypothesis that efforts
made by the firm to adapt to the partner's culture improve relationship
performance. As proposed, the model supports the hypothesis that the Firm's
Cultural Adaptation leads to greater Commitment in the relationship.
It had been hypothesized that the Partner's Cultural Adaptation would lead
to increased Trust in the relationship. However, surprisingly, this study did not
support that hypothesis. One issue which may have bearing upon that lack of
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support is that this study only measured one side of the relationship dyad and
the construct of the Partner's Cultural Adaptation was the respondent's
perception of such. In their study of both sides of the relationship dyad
Johnson et al. (1996) found that "trust was greater for the Japanese than for
the U.S." firms involved in that study (p. 986). In addition, some literature on
cultural adaptation contends that adaptive behaviors may actually lead to a lack
of trust in the relationship because the observer believes that the actor is faking
it. In such cases the observer may perceive the actor's adaptive behavior as
awkward or even gauche (Giles and Smith, 1979).
Based on theory developed from the literature reviewed for this study, the
construct of Complementarity was included in this model of marketing
relationships. However, even though previous studies found a relationship
between Complementarity and Trust (Johnson et al., 1996), the results of this
study failed to support the hypotheses that greater Complementarity leads to
both increased Commitment and increased Trust in the relationship. Although
intuitively it seems natural that what each partner brings to the relationship
should have some bearing upon the important elements of Trust and
Commitment in the relationship, the data collected in this study do not support
that theory. It is quite possible that the specific measurement items used in this
study, which were adapted from a single industry study, were not appropriate
due to the broad nature of the types of industries involved in this study.
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Implications for Management
To be successful in today's international marketing relationships, managers
must understand and develop the skills necessary to deal with both the real and
the perceived cultural differences that are present in such relationships. The
results of this study suggest several implications for managers of cross-cultural
marketing relationships.
Managerially, this research provides managers of cross-cultural marketing
alliances with a better understanding of the effects of mechanisms used to
train executives to conduct business overseas. The costs of training executives
in cross-cultural relations are a significant part of the initial expenses of entering
new international markets. This study demonstrates that such expenses can
indeed be worthwhile in establishing the types of long-term marketing
relationships that lead to cooperation and increased profits for both partners.
Cultural training ranging from classroom instruction to field trips for the
executive and line employees help firms develop the kinds of cultural
adaptation of the firm's policies when dealing with foreign partners. Simple
changes, such as not including lawyers in initial negotiations because foreign
executives may consider their presence a lack of trust, or paying more attention
when presented with a foreign executive's business card, can make a
significant difference in the long-term outcome of the relationship between the
two firms. This study has demonstrated that values such as these need not be
equal between partners for the relationship to succeed.
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Limitations
Even though careful attention was devoted to the conceptual and
methodological development of this study, some limitations are now evident.
To control for the variance of environmental factors commonly associated
with doing business in different countries, the empirical setting of this study was
purposely restricted to solicit responses from U.S. firms doing business with
firms in only one country, Mexico. Although this is consistent with the iterative
approach to internationalization of the Uppsala model (Johanson and Vahlne,
1990), it raises questions as to whether or not the findings of this study would
have been the same if the cultural or geographical distance of the market were
different. Also, the effects of cultural adaptation may vary depending upon
whether or not the partner is located in a country that is considered developed,
such as Japan, or a less developed country (LDC) such as Nigeria. Clearly in a
country such as Mexico, which is considered quite culturally different from the
United States, firms cannot do business the same as they would in the U.S.,
however, would the same be true if the study had been done in a country such
as Canada or Great Britain?
The second limitation is that the hypotheses were tested using only one
side of the relationship dyad and only U.S. firms. Because only U.S. firms were
surveyed, it is not possible to say that whether these findings are generalizable
to other cultures (for example, Japanese firms doing business in Mexico). It is
possible that American managers' perceptions of the difficulties of doing

81

business in Mexico differ from those of their Japanese counterparts as well as
those of other cultures.
Also, because of the prohibitive time and expense of surveying both
domestic and foreign partners, this study was only able to gather data from one
side of the relationship. However, an important aspect of international research
involves looking at the effects of cultural adaptation from the point of view of the
foreign partner firm as well. In addition, interviewing both sides of the dyad
would have provided multiple informants for each relationship, therefore
increasing the validity of the measures used.
Finally, an important limitation of this study is the low response rate of the
survey used. The mailing lists used for this sun/ey included the total
memberships of the Chambers of Commerce of two major southwest cities.
Each of these lists included the members self reported response as to whether
they did business outside of the U.S. and names of companies doing business
in Mexico were culled from those lists. In spite of this I received over 100
replies from firms indicating that they did not do business in Mexico. Based on
this large number of responses, it is quite possible that the self reported
information from these membership lists included a great number of firms that
would do business in Mexico if the opportunity arose or that perhaps plan to do
business in Mexico in the future, but are currently not doing so.
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Contributinn.t;

Several contributions to the marketing literature have been made to this
study. As mentioned previously, this study involved a cross sectional survey of
managers from many industries, where most other studies have been industry
specific. By conducting this study in such a general setting, it is shown that the
previous studies of marketing relationships upon which this study are based are
generalizable to a wide variety of industry types.
In addition, this study is the first to generalize the important work of
marketing scholars in the area of long-term marketing relationships to the
international area. It has shown that, with some modification, the theories
developed in the 1990s to better understand such relationships are
generalizable to the global economy of the 21st Century.
Future Research
In recent years we have seen a growing amount of research about the
internationalization of marketing relationships. Although, as this study shows,
certain elements of existing models of marketing relationships such as Morgan
and Hunt's (1994) KMV Model of Relationship Marketing are generalizable to
cross-cultural marketing relationships other elements may not be. In light of the
importance of global alliances to the success of business in the 21st century,
other elements of the Morgan-Hunt model, as well as other relationship models
that have only been empirically tested in domestic settings, should be
examined from a cross-cultural perspective as well.

83

For instance, according to Morgan and Hunt (1994), one of the outcomes of
Trust in the relationship is Functional Conflict. Future studies of international
marketing relationships might explore whether functional conflict in crosscultural relationships is also significant and how do firms handle functional
conflict in such relationships. Another of the outcomes of the Morgan and Hunt
model which might be different in cross-cultural relations than in domestic ones,
is the construct of Propensity to Leave. Indeed, one of the major complaints
about U.S. companies working with foreign partners is that U.S. companies
tend to focus too much on the short-term and have a high propensity to
abandon marketing partnerships quickly if things do not go just right. Future
studies should explore the relationship of Trust and Commitment in Crosscultural marketing relationships on these and the other relationship outcomes
identified by Morgan and Hunt.
This study, like many others, only studied one side of the relational dyad.
Sampling techniques as well as cultural and language problems often make
studying both sides of the realtionship dyad both difficult and prohibitively
expensive. However with increased globalization such studies may be more
reasonable in the future and would contribute greatly to an increased
understanding of cross-cultural marketing relationships.
As pointed out in the literature review for this study, further investigation of
the effect of Complementarity in both domestic and cross-cultural marketing
relationships is also warranted. To systematically study the antecedent
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properties of Complementarity, a more elaborate study of the types of
measures of this construct is needed.
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APPENDIX A
MEASUREMENT SCALES
RELATIQN.9HIP TERMINATION COSTS: (Scale anchors: 1=Strongly disagree,
7=Strongly agree)
1. We are afraid of what might happen if we severed our relationship with
this foreign partner without having another one lined up.
2. Leaving this foreign partner right now would be difficult, even if we
wanted to.
3. Our business would be greatly disrupted if we decided we wanted to
leave this foreign partner right now.
4. It would cost very little for our firm to leave this foreign partner right now.
*

5. The costs for us to switch to another foreign partner would be very high
right now.
RELATIONSHIP BENEFITS: (Scale anchors: 1=Much worse, 7=Much better)
1. Gross profit provided.
2. Gross profit provided by common product line.
3. Customer satisfaction provided by common product line.
4. Product performance provided by common product line.
FIRM'S CULTURAL ADAPTATION: (Scale anchors: 1=Strongly disagree,
7=Strongly agree)
1. In our firm, we know that business is done differently in Mexico.
2. In this relationship, we always try to show our willingness to adapt to the
Mexican way of doing things.
3. Our managers and representatives are aware of the norms for business
communication are different in Mexico.
4. In our firm, we have worked very hard to familiarize ourselves with the
Mexican legal and economic environment.
5. We appreciate the nature of Mexican decision making and management
techniques.
6. Our managers and representatives know not to press individual Mexican
managers for immediate decisions.
7. We are fully aware and understand that, compared to us, Mexicans need
to have much more lengthy and detailed discussions before they are
comfortable committing to a course of action.
8. No one in our firm seems to know anything about the Mexican culture
and way of doing business *.
9. A number of our representatives and managers speak Spanish or are
spending much more time learning Spanish.
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COMPLEMENTARITY: (Scale anchors: 1=Mostly Our Firm, 7=Mostly Our
Foreign Partner)
1. Technical knowledge.
2. Market knowledge.
3. Political knowledge.
4. Low-cost labor.
5. Raw materials.
6. Financing.
7. Skilled labor.
8. Management skills.
9. Marketing skills.
10. Inventory/stocking.
11. Legal knowledge.
PARTNER'S CULTURAL ADAPTATION: (Scale anchors: 1=Strongly disagree,
7=Strongly agree)
1. Our partner firm knows that business is done differently in the U.S..
2. In this relationship, our partner always tries to show their willingness to
adapt to the American way of doing things.
3. Our partner firm's managers and representatives are aware of the norms
for business communication in the U.S.
4. Our partner firm has worked very hard to familiarize themselves with the
U.S. legal and economic environment.
5. Our partner firm appreciates the nature of American decision making
and management techniques.
6. No one in our partner firm seems to know anything about the American
culture and way of doing business *.
7. A number of our partner firm's representatives and managers speak
English or are spending much more time learning English.
COMMUNICATION: (Scale anchors: 1=Strongly disagree, 7=Strongly agree) In
our relationship, our foreign partner...
1. keeps us informed of new developments.
2. provides us with frequent positive feedback on our performance.
3. offers us very poor recognition programs. *
4. communicates well their expectations for our firm's performance.
OPPORTUNISTIC BEHAVIOR: (Scale anchors: 1=Strongly disagree,
7=Strongly agree) To accomplish their own objectives, sometimes our foreign
partner...
1. alters the facts slightly.
2. promises to do things without actually doing them later.
3. fails to provide us with the support they are obligated to.
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IBUST: (Scale anchors: 1=Strongly disagree, 7=Strongly agree)
1. We can always rely on our foreign partner to do its part in our
relationship.
2. We know that our foreign partner is capable and competent.
3. Our foreign partner is generally truthful in its dealings with us.
4. We trust our partner in this relationship.
5. Our foreign partner is generally frank in its dealings with us.
6. Our foreign partner is very knowledgeable about most things relevant to
our alliance.
7. Our foreign partner would go out of its way to make sure our firm is not
damaged or harmed in this relationship.
8. In this relationship, we feel like our foreign partner cares what happens
to us.
9. Our foreign partner looks out for our interests in this alliance.
10. We feel like our foreign partner is on our side.
COMMITMENT: (Scale anchors: 1=Strongly disagree, 7=Strongly agree) The
relationship that our firm has with this foreign partner...
1. is something we are very committed to.
2. is very important to our firm.
3. is of very little significance to us. *
4. is something our firm intends to maintain indefinitely.
5. is very much like being family.
6. is something our firm really cares about.
7. deserves our firm's maximum effort to maintain.
COOPERATION: (Scale anchors: 1=Not at all cooperative, 7=Very cooperative)
How would you characterize the cooperation between you and your foreign
partner regarding the following activities?
1. Local/regional advertising
2. Customer service
3. Warranty reimbursements
4. Promotional discounts
5. Inventory levels
6. Sales training
7. Market research
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SHARED VALUES: (Scale anchors: 1=Strongly disagree, 7=Strongly agree)
1. In order to succeed in this business, it is often necessary to compromise
one's ethics.*
2. Top management in a business must let it be known in no uncertain terms
that unethical behaviors will not be tolerated.
3. If an employee is discovered to have engaged in unethical behavior that
results primarily in personal gain (rather than corporate gain), he or she
should be promptly reprimanded.
4. If an employee is discovered to have engaged in unethical behavior that
results primarily in corporate gain (rather than personal gain), he or she
should be promptly reprimanded.
5. Employers should assure that their employees are behaving in a businesslike manner.
* Indicates reverse scored items
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APPENDIX B
SURVEY FORM
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CONFIDENTIAL

SURVEY

This survey concerns the ongoing business relationship your firm has with a particular Mexican company
or institution. If you do not do business in Mexico please indicate so on the attached cover letter and
return it to us so that we may update our records.

Please tell us about your Mexican partner firm:
If you do business with more than one Mexican firm or institution, please select one (1) particular Mexican
partner with which you have an established ongoing business relationship, preferably one which you do
not have an equity ownership position with, and answer the following questions regarding that particular
Mexican partner.
How long has your firm done business with this particular firm?

Years

Months

Please tell us which of the following best ciescribes the role your Mexican partner has in this
relationship. Please circle your choice:
Supplier / Contract Manufacturer / Agent / Distributor / Customer (end user) / Service Provider
Client / Franchiser / Franchisee / Ucensor / Ucensee / Other?.
Does your firm have an equity based relationship with this firm?
if yes, approximately how much?

Yes

We / They own approximately
(Piease circle the appropriate terms,)

No
% of them / us.

1

Instructions: On a scale from 1 to 7,1 being mostly your firm and 7 being
J *,s
mostly your partner firm, please tell us which firm provides the following in your
5^ I t
s
relationship.
o
,Q
Technical knowledge
NA 1 2 3 T
6 7
4 6
Market knowledge
NA 1 2 3 4
5 6 7
Potiticdl knowtedcj^
NA 1 2 3 4 s e 7
Low-cost labor
NA 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
Raw materials
NA 1 2 3 4 S 6 7
Financing
NA 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
Skilled la&pr
NA l^^' 2 3 4 5 6 7
NA 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
Management skills
Marketing skills
'•'^':':m 1 2
3 4 5 6 7
NA 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
Inventory/stocking
^teiga J;ki1i!>vv!led ge
MMmimiMim-mm 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
On a scale from 1 to 7,1 being strongly disagree and 7 being strongly agree, please indicate the level of agreement
your firm has with the following statements by circling the appropriate number,
^ j
In our relationshiip, our Mexican partner..
keeps Us informed of nfeW developments.

1
1

2

3

4

5

3

4

5

6
6

7

2

offers us very poor recognition of our efforts.
communicates well their expectations for our firm's
oerformance.
alter* ttie facts slightly to achieve their own objectives.

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

1

2

3

promises to do things without actually doing them later.

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

fails to provide us with the support they are obligated to.

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

provides us with frequent feedback on our performance.
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7

4: " • 5 - ; :•. 6 : .i7''' .,

Instructions: Please indicate the level of agreement you have with the foiiowing
statements by circling the appropriate number.

SI

S

WB can always rely on our partner to do it$ p^rt in our relationship.

1 2

3

We know that our partner is capable and competent

1 2

3

Our partner is generally truthful in its dealings with us.

1 2

3

We trust our partner in this relationship.

1 2

3

Our partner is generally frar>k In Us dealitigs with us.

1 2

Our partner is very knowledgeable about most things relevant to our
alliance.

5

6

7

4

5

6

7

4

5

6

7

4

5

6

7

3

4

5

6

7

1 2

3

4

5

6

7

damaged or harmed in this relationship.

1 2

3

4

5

6

7

In this relationship, we feel like our partner cares what happens to
us.

1 2

3

4

5

6

7

Our partner looks out for our interests in this alliance.

1 2

3

4

5

6

7

We feel like our partner is on our side.

1 2

3

4

5

6

7

1 2

3

4

5

6

7

1 2

3

4

5

6

7

1

2: 3

4

5

6

7:

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

1

2

3

4

5

6 ;7;\

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

1 2

3

4

5

6

7

In our firm, we have worked hard to familiarize ourselves with the
Mexican legal and economic environment.

1 2

3

4

5

6

7

We understand the nature of Mexican decision making and
management techniques.

1 2

3

4

5

6

7

Our managers and representatives know not to press individual
Mexican managers for immediate decisions.

1s 2

3

4

5

6 :: 7

We are aware and understand that, compared to us, Mexicans need
to have more lengthy and detailed discussions before they are
comfortable committing to a course of action^

1

3

4

5

6

7

Few people in our firm seem to know much about the Mexican
culture and way of doing business.

1 2

3

4

5

6

7

Many of our representatives and managers speak Spanish or are
spending time learning Spanish.

1 2

3

4

5

6

7

Our partner would go out of its v^ay to make sure our firm Is not

We are afraid of what might happen if we severed our relationship
with this partner without having another one lined up.
^ ^
Leaving this partner right now would be difficult, even if we wanted
to.
Our business would be greatly disrupted if we decided we wanted to
leave this partner right now.
It would cost very little for our firm to leave this partner right now.
The costs for us to switch to another partner would be very high
right now.
In our firm, we respect the fact that business is done differently in
Mexico.
In this relationship! we try to show our willingness to adapt to the
Mexican way of doing things.
Our managers and representatives are familiar with the norms for
business communication in Mexico.
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2

4

Instructions: Please indicate the level of agreement you have with the following
^^atemenls by circling the appropriate number.

U)

Our partnerfirm respects the fact that business is done differently
in the U.S.

.
^

In this relationship, our partner tries to show their willingness to
adapt to the American way of dOing things.
Our partner firm's managers and representatives are familiar wjtii
the norms for business communication in the U.S.

I

<

„
2

Few people in our partner firm seem to know much about the
American culture and way of doing business.
Many of our partner firm's representatives and managers speak
English or are spending more time learning English.

oj

^
3

.
4

c
5

1 2

3

4

5

1 2

3

4

3

1 2

ii

^
6

-,
7

5

6

7

4

5

6

7

3

4

5

6

7

1 2

3

4

5

6

7

1 2

3

4

5

6

7

Our partner firm has worked hard to familiarize themselves with the
U.S. legal and economic environment.
Our partnerfirm understands tiie nature of American decision
making and management techniques.

S> V

T-

I

CO Q

2

Please Indicate t h e level of a g r e e m e n t Y O U BELIEVE YOUR FIRM has w i t h t h e following.

In order to succeed in this business, it is often necessary to
compromise one's ethics.

1 2

3

Top management in a business must let it be known in no
uncertain terms that unethical behaviors will not be tolerated.
If an employee is discovered to have engaged in unethical
behavior that results primarily in personal gain (rather than
corporate gain), he or she should be promptly reprimanded.
ff an employee is discovered to have engaged in unethical
behavior that reautts primarily In corporate gain {rather aian
personal gain), he or she should be promptly reprimanded.
Employers should assure that their employees are behaving in a
business-like manner.

4

5

4

5

6

7

1 2

3

4

5

6

7

1 2

3

4

5

6

7

4

5

Please Indicate t h e level of a g r e e m e n t Y O U BELIEVE YOUR PARTNER F I R M has w i t h the following.

In order to succeed in this business. It Is often necessary t o
compromise one^s ethics.
Top management in a business must let it be known in no
uncertain terms that unethical behaviors will not be tolerated.

2
1 2

If an employee is discovered to have engaged ih une^lcal
behavior that results primarily in personal gain {racier than
corporate gain)> he or she should be promptly reprimanded.
If an employee is discovered to have engaged in unethical
behavior that results primarily in corporate gain (rather than
personal gain), he or she should be promptly reprimanded.
Employers should assure thattheir employees are behaving In a
business-like manner.
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1 2
, • ( 2 3

3

4

3

4

3

4

3

5

6

7

4

5

6

7

4

sle

7
jMk

^

On a scale from 1 to 7, 1 being strongly disagree and 7 being strongly agree, please indicate the level of agreement
you have with the following statements by circling the appropriate number,
-». »
^
?!>,
J'
The relationship that our firm has with this Mexican partner...
SS
£
is something we are committed to.
1 2
3
4
5
6
s very important to our firm.
s of very little significance to us.
s something our firm intends to maintain indefinitely.
IS very much like being family.
s something our firm really cares about.
deserves our firm's effort to maintain.
On a scale from 1 to7, 1 being much worse and 7 being much better,
please tell us how you believe this partner compares to other alternative
partners that you might work with.

I

I

Gross profit provided

7

Gross profit provided

by common

Customer

provided

satisfaction

product

line

by common

product

line

1 2

3

Product performance
provided by common product Une
1 2
3
4
On a scale from 1 to 7, 1 being not at all cooperative and 7 being completely cooperative, please tell us how you
would characterize the cooperation between your firm and your Mexican
^ ,s
^ ^
partner regarding the following activities 7
^ |
^ |

II

-\^
Local/regional advertising
Customer service
Warranty reimbursements
Promotional discounts
Inventory levels
Sales training
Marl<et research

f
i(
if
f
\
if

2
2
2
2
2
2

ri

2

3
3
3
3
3
3
3

4
4
4
4
4
4
4

5
5
5
5
5
5
5

6
6
6
6
6
6
6

7
7
7
7
7
7
7

Please tell us about your firm and your Mexican partner:
The following information is necessary in order that we may understand the overall demographic characteristics of the firms
responding to this survey. All information is strictly confidential and used only in the aggregate,
Is your firm a subsidiary or division of a larger company?

No

Yes

If yes, please answer the following questions for your division or unit only.
How long has your firm done business with firms outside of the U,8,7

. Months

Years

In how many different countries (not counting the U.S,) does your firm do business?
How long has your firm done business in Mexico?

Years

Months

With how many different Mexican firms does your firm currently do business?
your firm?

What is the total annual sales volume of:
Less than $1
$1 million to $9
$10 to $24
$25 to $49
$50 to $100
Greater than $100

Thank

you for completing

this survey.

million
million
million
million
million
million

nn
nn
cn
m
r~\
cm

We sincerely

your Mexican partner?

appreciate

CZI
EZI
CD

d]

1=1
CD
your

time.

Please return the survey in the enclosed postage paid envelope or fax it to us toll free at 877-592-5866,
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APPENDIX C
PARTICIPATION REQUEST LETTER

Date
Name, Title
Addressi
Address2
City, ST Zip
Dear Sal,
The development of global marketing networks is considered to be one of the key
factors of success in the 1990s and beyond. To be successful in these cross-cultural
marketing relationships, managers must understand and develop the skills necessary
to deal with both the real and the perceived cultural differences that often dominate
such relationships. In order to help us better train tomorrow's business leaders, it is
important for us to gather information about such relationships from business
practitioners like yourself.
We are currently conducting a survey of companies who have ongoing business
relationships with firms in Mexico. This questionnaire takes only about twenty minutes
to complete and all responses will remain completely anonymous. Your firm's
cooperation is vital to the success of this project and would be greatly appreciated.
Please tell us who in your firm would be most qualified to answer our questions
about your firm's relationship with one of your Mexican partners by completing the
bottom portion of this letter and returning It to us as soon as possible. You may use
the enclosed postage paid return envelope or fax your response to us toll-free at 877592-5866.
Thank you,

James R. Walton
Assistant Professor of Management
Augusta State University

Dale F. Duhan
Associate Professor of Marketing
Texas Tech University

The person most qualified to complete this survey would be:
Name:

Title:

Address (if different from above):
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Myself, or

