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CHAPTER 1 

INTRODUCTION 

Much of marketing research, and distribution channels research in particular, has 

typically followed the examples set for interorganizational research by the economics 

discipline. Such convention has its advantages, but in many cases economics-based 

theories of choice are constrained by assumptions of "economic man" and perfectly 

competitive markets. Thus, social exchange theory has become attractive in channels 

research as it allows for, and in fact depends upon, "irrational" short-term choices, where 

behaviors involving loyalties and expectations influence choices. One cause of such 

"irrational" choices is feelings of trust and commitment to others. 

Commitment has been posed by some (Cook and Emerson 1978) as the central 

variable distinguishing social from economic exchange. Commitment causes some to 

disregard short-term attractions for long-term expected benefits, overlook failings of 

current exchange partners due to friendships or accumulated investments in relationships, 

and take actions involving high levels of risk, while viewing the risks as a cost of doing 

business. 

As noted by Hunt, Chonko, and Wood (1985), commitment has been widely 

studied at the organizational level. However, Dwyer, Schurr, and Oh (1987) point out 

that as a process of interorganizational relationships, such as buyer-seller exchange, little 

attention has been paid to commitment. In their estimation, "commitment represents the 

highest stage of relational bonding" (p. 23). Commitment of channel members to the 

buyer-seller relationship should be important to marketers, as commitment to the 
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distribution channel serves as a surrogate for vertical integration, lessening the need for 

monitoring and possibly reducing uncertainty. 

Interorganizational trust in marketing relationships has only recently received 

significant attention in academic research. Though empirical work in this area has been 

Umited (Anderson and Narus 1984, 1990), trust is believed by many in the social 

psychology literature to be a major contributor to the ongoing nature of relationships. 

Bonoma (1976) proposed that trust, along with power, cooperation, and conflict, was one 

of the major variables of marketing relationships. Trust is important in marketing for, 

like commitment, trust leads one party to forego immediate gains for expected long-term 

benefits. The link between trust and cooperation, an important variable in relationship 

productivity, has been found to be strong in empirical studies in marketing (Anderson 

and Narus 1990) and sociology (Lindskold and Bennett 1973). In addition, trust is 

important, for it heavily influences the bargaining strategy adopted by bargaining firms. 

Finally, Zaltman and Moorman (1988, p. 16), in attempting to identify the factors that 

determine whether marketing managers use marketing research that has been provided 

by marketing research departments for advertising applications, found that trust was the 

key factor: "Perhaps the single most important factor affecting the use of research is the 

presence or absence of trust." 

If a model of relationship commitment and trust could be developed and 

supported through empirical testing, marketing channel researchers could better 

understand the social exchange involved in channel relationships, while channel managers 

may better understand how to engender trust and channel commitment among other 

member firms, and achieve greater efficiencies in their markets. 
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Purpose of the Study 

The purpose of this study was to develop and empirically test a model of 

interorganizational trust and commitment in the context of buyer-seller relationships, 

identifying the antecedents of buyers' trust and commitment to such relationships, as well 

as the consequences. Figure 1.1 illustrates this model of buyer trust and commitment to 

the buyer-seller relationship. 

At least one objective of this monograph will be to arrange the document in such 

a way as to allow the reader to follow the development and testing of the model in as 

clear and concise a manner as possible. To that end, I will begin with a brief overview 

of the model, introducing many of the constructs involved, and providing some 

conceptualization of how the pieces fit together. This will be followed by a short 

description of the methodology used in analyzing the measurement and structural 

models. Next, the model will be developed in more detail, providing theoretical 

substantiation for the model proposed. This will be accomplished through a literature 

review of sufficient length to familiarize the reader with the antecedents and 

consequences of relationship commitment and trust, combined with some hypotheses 

regarding how these constructs can be integrated in a structural model (Chapter 2). In 

Chapter 3, I will discuss the items used to measure the constructs of interest, the 

collection of data, and the demographic characteristics of the respondents. Chapter 4 

details the testing of the measurement modeL The testing of the proposed structural 

model, and respecifications, are addressed in Chapter 5. Finally, a discussion of the 

results, conclusions of the study, and directions for future research are provided in 

Chapter 6. 
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Brief Overview of the Model 

As noted earlier, the model of relationship commitment and trust is presented in 

Figure 1.1. The model involves two constructs representing a general relationship 

evaluation and three groups of constructs that are integrated together in a structural 

model to represent their relation to each other. Figure 1.2 illustrates the groupings of 

the constructs within the model. The first group of constructs-shared values, 

communication, cooperation, opportunistic behavior, and conflict-represent the 

antecedents of the latent traits of trust in the partner firm and affective commitment to 

the relationship. As is depicted, the contributions of communication, opportunistic 

behavior, and conflict to relationship commitment are indirect through trust. 

Related to both of these first two groups of variables are two variables that have 

traditionally been the focus of interest in channels discussions. One of these variables is 

a general measure of the buyer's satisfaction with the relationship as compared to other 

available relationships, known as outcomes given comparison levels. Anderson and 

Narus (1990) found outcomes given comparison levels to influence perceptions of 

relative dependency and communication quality among channel members. In addition, 

economic dependence, which measures dependence and one of its important facets, 

switching costs, is posited to directly affect relationship commitment. 

The third group of variables - trust and relationship commitment ~ represent 

constructs that reflect the buyer's regard for the relationship. Trust of the partner and 

commitment to the relationship are the main variables of interest in the model. 

The final group of constructs - future acquiescence to seller's policies, propensity 

to leave the relationship, future functionality of conflict, and future uncertainty -
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represent the consequences of relationship commitment and trust that have been chosen 

for this study. 

Summary of Method 

The model was tested using the linear structural relations analysis program of 

JOreskog and SOrbom (1989), LISREL 7, using the two-step approach for measurement 

and structural model analysis proposed by Anderson and Gerbing (1988). LISREL, 

given certain assumptions, allows analysis of causal rather than merely simple empirical 

relationships (Dillon and Goldstein 1984, p. 432). As such, models analyzed for causal 

relations provide information not only on the strength of relationships, but the direction 

of effects as well. The two-step approach to analysis promotes the testing of the 

measurement and structural models independently, and therefore provides the researcher 

with greater confidence in the reliability and validity of the measures, and the paths 

suggested to connect the observed and latent constructs. Using this method, the 

proposed model was tested and respecification of the structural model was performed 

following the guidelines of JOreskog and SOrbom (1990), to arrive at the final structural 

model discussed in Chapter 6. 



CHAPTER 2 

LITERATURE REVIEW 

AND MODEL DEVELOPMENT 

Review of Interorganizational 
Relationships and Marketing Channels Thought 

The study of distribution channels in marketing has evolved quite extensively in 

the last three decades. From the focus on the economics and logistics of marketing 

channels by those such as Bucklin (1973) and Palamountain (1955), that had been the 

traditional approach to studies of distribution systems, the literature progressed in the 

late 1960's and early 1970's to a more behavioral focus. This shift was in part building 

on the work of Alderson (1965), and forwarded by Stern (Beier and Stern 1969, and 

Stem and Gorman 1969). This was followed by other contributions to the behavioral 

aspects of marketing channels, such as power measurement (El-Ansary and Stern 1972), 

types or sources of power (Etgar 1976, Hunt and Nevin 1974, and Lusch and Brown 

1982), and frameworks for studying channel relations (Stern and Reve 1980). 

More recently, the behavioral literature in channels has approached the study of 

power and behavior in distribution systems through examining how power affects 

interactions between members of the channels. Though some of this work has focused 

on such topics as bargaining and negotiating (Dwyer and Walker 1981, and Wilemon 

1972), much has dealt with the development of general models of channel member 

interaction from a behavioral perspective (Anderson, Lodish and Weitz 1987, Anderson 

and Narus 1984, Anderson and Narus 1990, Cadotte and Stern 1979, Frazier 1983b, 

Robicheaux and El-Ansary 1975). 

8 
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As the literature has progressed, more focus has been placed by some on the 

interaction between members of specific dyads within channels, attempting to identify 

behavioral processes that lead to specific channel decisions. Situation-specific 

characteristics that influence behavior at the dyad level include environmental 

uncertainty (Achrol and Stem 1988), customer power (Butaney and Wortzel 1988), 

dependence (Dwyer, Schurr, and Oh 1987), trust and communication (Bialaszewski and 

Giallourakis 1985, and Dwyer, Schurr, and Oh 1987), conflict (Rosenberg and Stern 

1970, and Rosenbloom 1973), and cooperation (Anderson and Narus 1986, Dwyer, 

Schurr, and Oh 1987). Anand and Stern (1985) applied attribution theory to these 

relationships, attempting to explain why weaker channel members defer important 

channel decisions to others. 

Finally, this line of research is augmented by that of Frazier and associates 

(Frazier and Summers 1984, Frazier and Sheth 1985, Frazier and Rody 1991), and others 

(Wilkinson and Kipnis 1978), examining the strategies that powerful firms adopt for 

influencing less powerful firms to acquiesce to their wishes regarding channel decisions. 

This line of research is important for at least two reasons. First, it attacks the problem 

of interorganizational relations at the finest point of focus - - the individual interaction. 

Secondly, as many researchers in this area of study have commented, possessing superior 

bases of power does not ensure that the firm will be perceived as powerful or successful 

at influencing others. How well one chooses his/her influence strategies, and how well 

they are implemented, can be as important as the bases supporting those attempts. 

Influence strategy research relies on the idea that firms tend to adopt strategies for 

achieving their objectives, and in doing so will rely on specific types of influence or 

influence sets (Frazier 1983a). 
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One notes that upon reviewing the marketing channels literature that though 

some progress has been made in examining and identifying important behavioral aspects 

of channels relationships, there continues to be a tendency to focus on the political 

economy perspectives, evident by the emphasis on power, influence, and dependence. 

Relationship Commitment 

The marriage metaphor is often used in discussions of social exchange, whether 

the parties of the exchange are friends or negotiating partners of Fortune 500 firms, to 

exemplify many of the principles of commitment. The metaphor is not a bad one, for 

not only have many marriage researchers, like organizational behavior scholars, adopted 

social exchange theory (McDonald 1981), but many of the antecedents and consequences 

of commitment gleaned from the marriage research literature could be applied to other 

commitment situations, such as that occurring in channels of distribution. It has been 

found that in marriages where satisfaction with the relationship is high, low levels of 

monitoring altematives and high levels of cohesion and solidarity exist (Sabatelli and 

Cecil-Pigo 1985). In addition, shared religious values among marriage partners and 

duration of marriage have been shown to be major predictors of structural commitment 

(Larson and Goltz 1989). 

Though the concept of commitment has not been used extensively in the 

marketing channels behavioral literature (Anderson and Weitz 1991, and Dwyer, Schurr, 

and Oh 1987), it has been viewed as a major constmct in the social psychology literature. 

As mentioned earlier. Cook and Emerson (1978) view commitment as a central aspect 

differentiating social exchange theory from economic exchange theory. As economics 

assumes a perfectly competitive market, where loyalties or friendships do not develop. 
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social exchange theory relies on the existence of such relationships. Commitment is also 

important to the development of dependencies and the use of power. As Cook and 

Emerson (1978, p. 728) note, "power use varies inversely with commitment." In addition, 

to the extent that commitment develops between two parties, the search for alternative 

modes of satisfying needs dwindles. 

The main stream of research dealing with commitment on a social level, which 

could easily be related to interorganizational relationship commitment, is that of 

organizational commitment. However, organizational behavior scholars have yet to agree 

on a clear definition of commitment. Morrow (1983) identified 29 different 

commitment-related concepts in the literature. In addition, there exists a wide disparity 

of ways in which commitment is conceptualized. Though researchers operated for 

decades under the assumption that commitment was a unidimensional construct, a 

concem over its multidimensional nature has become a major focus of commitment 

theory and research. 

Commitment, and organizational commitment in particular, is believed to be 

composed of at least two separate components, typically an affective component, 

reflecting an emotional side of commitment, and a behavioral component, reflecting cost-

induced commitment (Allen and Meyer 1990, McGee and Ford 1987, Meyer and Allen 

1984, Meyer, Paunonen, Gellatly, Goffin, and Jackson 1989, Morrow 1983, Mowday, 

Porter, and Steers 1982, and Penley and Gould 1988). A third component, referred to 

as normative conwrntment is ako commonly accepted, although its impact has only 

recently been studied to any large extent (Weiner 1982, Allen and Meyer 1990). 

The conceptualization of behavioral conmiitment, also known as calculative, 

continuance (Meyer and Allen 1984), cognitive-continuance (Kanter 1968), cost-induced 
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(Ritzer and Trice 1969), or lost side-bets (Becker 1960), originated with Becker (1960), 

who described commitment as a tendency to engage in "consistent lines of activity" 

(p. 33) due to the accrual of "side bets" that would be lost if the individual stopped 

perforaiing the behavior. Kanter defines behavioral commitment as occurring when 

there is a "profit associated with continued participation and a cost associated with 

leaving" (p. 504). Salancik (1977) posits that individuals become behaviorally committed 

as an ongoing process of defending previous actions. An employee continues to work 

for the same firm because he/she feels that to terminate the relationship would imply 

that his/her past actions were in error. In addition, the Meyer and Allen (1984) 

formulation of behavioral commitment heavily emphasizes feelings of dependence on the 

other party, and high perceived switching costs. Thus, behavioral commitment, as it has 

been measured, is very similar to some of the characteristics of channel exchange 

relationships that have been studied in the past, such as dependence and its switching 

cost component. 

As noted by Meyer and Allen (1984), the measure of commitment developed by 

Ritzer and Trice (1969) and modified by Hrebiniak and Allutto (1972) (and further 

modified by Hunt, Chonko, and Wood 1985), though developed to measure continuance 

conmiitment, actually reflects affective attachment rather than cost-induced commitment, 

for the individual chooses not to leave the organization in spite of attractive inducements 

to do so (Allen and Meyer 1990). 

Affective or emotional commitment is the most prevalently used 

conceptualization of organizational commitment (Allen and Meyer 1990). This view was 

initiated by Kanter (1968) and furthered by Buchanan (1974), who defined commitment 

as a "partisan, affective attachment to the goals and values, and to the organization for 
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its own sake, apart from its purely instrumental worth" (p. 533). Affective commitment 

is most generally associated with Porter and his associates (Mowday, Steers, and Porter 

1979, Porter, Steers, Mowday, and Boulian 1974, and Porter, Crampon, and Smith 1976), 

who defined organizational commitment as "the relative strength of an individual's 

identification with and involvement in a particular organization" (Porter, Steers, Mowday, 

and Boulian 1974, p. 604). Thus, under such a conceptualization, the committed 

employee is one who intemalizes the values and goals of the organization, and is 

motivated to act in such a way as to further those goals and values. Allen and Meyer 

(1990) hold that the affectively committed employee enjoys membership in the 

organization and wants to belong, while the employee motivated by behavioral or 

continuance commitment may not enjoy his/her involvement and needs to continue 

membership. 

The third component of commitment, obligation or normative commitment, 

proposes that individuals act because "they believe it is the right and moral thing to do" 

(Weiner 1982, p. 421). Under this conceptualization, persons perform sacrifices for the 

organization because they feel obligated to do so. Such feelings are typically associated 

with the individual's early socialization, especially that involving his/her parents (Allen 

and Meyer 1990). 

As noted earlier, most studies of organizational commitment, though not 

explicitly stating so, have been concerned with the affective component of commitment. 

As such, the Organizational Commitment Questionnaire (Mowday, Steers, and Porter 

1979), has traditionally been used to measure organizational commitment. However, as 

will be discussed later, due to the multidimensional character of this scale, other scales 

have been developed to measure the specific components of commitment discussed 
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above (Meyer and AUen 1984, McGee and Ford 1987, and Allen and Meyer 1990), 

though very little is known about the component-specific effects of commitment. 

In marketing channels, Dwyer, Schurr, and Oh (1987) and Anderson and Weitz 

(1991) have criticized marketing research for neglecting "relational elements of buyer-

seller exchanges," and propose commitment as a major facet of relations. They propose 

that if conmiitment is present, relationships will be durable, assets (both human and 

physical) will be exchanged (e.g., manufacturer sponsored training programs, on-site 

customer service representatives, etc.), and relationships will be consistent, in that both 

parties will be wilHng to expend resources to maintain the relationship. 

When conmiitment to a channel relationship is present, targets of influence 

should be more tolerant of strong influence attempts. However, as noted by many in 

both the marketing channels and social psychology literature, though coercive influence 

will be tolerated, it will eventually destroy relationships (Dwyer, Schurr, and Oh 1987, 

Kelman 1974). In addition, sources should be more lenient in their influence attempts, 

in efforts to maintain the relationship. 

Given these characteristics, relationship commitment seems to be most closely 

conceptualized to what has been labelled "affective commitment" in the context of 

organizational commitment. However, labelling this type of commitment as simply 

"affective" seems problematic and incorrect. "Affect" implies that the concept can be 

totally captured by one's hking of another. As such, the label becomes problematic not 

only for theory development, but measurement as well, for it would be difficult to 

separate what one would expect to be a global or general effect from precursors of 

behavioral and sentient aspects of one's regard for a relationship. In addition, affect 
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neglects the Vanting to continue for the sake of the relationship," and the felt 

importance of the relationship to the well-being of oneself. 

To capture this concept, we will refer to this commitment as "relationship 

coDMnitment." 

Trust 

Though seen as increasingly important in the social psychology literature 

(Deutsch 1958, Bonoma 1976, Riker 1974, and Pruitt and Smith 1981), the concept of 

trust in relationships has been given little attention in the marketing relationships 

literature until recently (Anderson and Narus 1984, Schurr and Ozanne 1985, Dwyer, 

Schurr, and Oh 1987, Anderson, Lodish, and Weitz 1987, and Anderson and Narus 

1990). Pmitt and Smith (1981) define trust as a belief that the other party is "wanting to 

achieve a mutually acceptable outcome." Trust is important in marketing channels where 

termination of the relationship is a realistic possibility. Though realizing this possibility, 

partner firms are more inclined to allocate scarce resources, be they physical or human, 

to the relationship if they trust the other member, believing that their efforts will be 

reciprocated (Anderson, Lodish, and Weitz 1987). 

However, trust has an additional function that is applied on a daily basis in 

marketing relationships, involving the exchanges that occur between two parties in which 

one party takes significant risks on the word or advice of another, without any explicitly 

binding promise from the latter that the word or advice will be good. Examples of such 

interactions abound. In the retail setting, a retailer may, acting on the advice of a 

supplier's representative whom he trusts, agree to stock a new product or adopt a new 

promotional campaign. Though the retailer assumes the entire short-term risk, he does 
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so because he trusts the representative without any great deal of contemplation. Thus, 

in these circumstances, trust allows the retailer a great economy in his or her decision 

making. This concept of trust is similar to that developed by Hunt (1990): "In essence, 

all researchers who share their research with clients implicitly state: 'Trust me'" (p. 11). 

Just as one researcher accepts the findings of another with some level of certainty 

because he or she trusts the other's integrity, motives, and skills, so does the retailer 

accept the advice of a trusted supplier's representative. 

Trust is important also because it heavily influences the strategy of one entity 

bargaining with another. Pmitt and Smith thus identify three types of bargaining 

strategies that may be adopted in a bargaining situation: (1) concede unilaterally, (2) 

stand firm and employ pressure tactics to persuade the other party to concede (Walton 

and McKersie's (1965) "distributive bargaining"), and (3) collaborate with the other party 

to reach a mutually acceptable agreement. Thus, they conclude that "In the context of 

bargaining, tmst can be viewed as a belief that the adversary is cooperatively motivated, 

that is, has abandoned a strictly distributive approach and is seeking a mutually 

acceptable agreement" (p. 256). 

Based on their observations, Pruitt and Smith (1981) proposed that trust's major 

antecedent is cooperation, and that cooperation will increase trust in several ways. First, 

more recent cooperation by the other party will engender more trust. Second, 

cooperative behavior not attributable to extemal incentives will be more likely to 

increase trust. Thus cooperative behavior on the part of the other firm or party that is 

(a) costly, (b) not required, and (c) taken by an actor who also seems firm, will increase 

trust because such behavior is perceived as a greater sacrifice. Third, all cooperative 

behavior increases trust, because it shows that the party is interested in problem solving; 
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i.e., it shows good faith. Fourth, trust will be greater when the other party has power 

over the bargainer, yet chooses to cooperate. In addition, sources who are seen as 

appealing will be trusted more than sources that are unappealing. This is similar to 

findings in consumer behavior related to messenger effects. It is interesting that Pearson 

and Monoky (1979) found trust to be a strong predictor of channel performance in one 

of the few marketing channels studies that explored trust as a dimension on the conflict-

cooperation continuum. 

Dwyer, Schurr, and Oh (1987) proposed that trust begins to be established in the 

exploration phase of a relationship when relational exchanges are being tried and tested. 

As the relationship matures, trust increases, leading to increased risk taking. Of course, 

one could imagine relationships that are mature, in terms of age at least, that continue 

despite a complete lack of trust. Such relationships should exhibit high monitoring costs. 

Anderson and Narus (1986, p. 326) define trust as: 

the firm's belief that another company will perform actions that will result 
in positive outcomes for the firm, as well as not take unexpected actions 
that would result in negative outcomes for the firm. The strength of this 
belief may lead the firm to make a tmsting response or action, whereby 
the firm commits itself to a possible loss, depending upon the subsequent 
actions of the other company. 

This definition was adopted as well by Dwyer and Oh (1987). They suggested that trust 

leads to conflict being perceived as functional (i.e., "just a part of doing business") rather 

than harmful (Anderson and Narus 1990). 

Missing from these conceptualizations is a necessary condition that in order for a 

party to believe that the other party is acting in the former's best interest, the two firms 

must have some history with each other; i.e., the former must from past experience have 

reason to believe that the party whom they trust will act benevolently. Therefore, the 
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feeling of reliability must be built up over time, with experience. Blau (1964) and Zand 

(1972) acknowledge this requirement, noting that the foundation for a firm's trust in a 

partner firm is direct experience and degree of interaction between the firms in the 

ongoing relationship. In a study of industrial salespeople. Swan, Trawick, and Silva 

(1985) relate that salespeople reported that a number of calls were necessary in order to 

gain the customer's trust. 

Finally, Bonoma (1976) holds that trust and cooperation are traditionally 

important variables to consider only for the subordinate member of a relationship, for 

"only the weak must trust; the strong can just act and rely on their own power" (p. 502). 

However, it would seem that trust would afford even the stronger party benefits, for the 

stronger partner that trusts could devote less effort and expense to monitoring the 

behavior of the weaker firm. 

Throughout this literature we see that in the development of relationships, the 

two parties, after a reasonable amount of experience with each other (in cooperative 

and/or conflictual interactions) may or may not trust each other. This trust leads firms to 

make conmiitments, as proposed by Anderson and Narus (1986) and reach what Dwyer, 

Schurr, and Oh (1987) posited to be the peak of one's regard for the relationship, 

commitment. Thus, it is proposed: 

Hji Trust of the supplier by the buyer will be positively related to 

commitment to the relationship on the part of the buyer. 

The Antecedents of Relationship Commitment and Trust 

Just as findings related to organizational commitment were used to strengthen 

the theory supporting the model, behaviors and beliefs suggested in previous research to 
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be antecedents of organizational commitment were considered for inclusion in the 

present model. In addition, several of the constmcts chosen as antecedents here have 

been commonly used in the marketing channels literature. 

As mentioned previously, the constructs economic dependence and outcomes 

given comparison levels reflect economic and somewhat traditional channels relations 

constructs. Communication, cooperation, opportunistic behavior, and conflict are non-

economic concems and have also been somewhat extensively studied in the context of 

channels relations, while shared values has not been previously studied in a channels 

context, but may have much to offer in explaining these relationships. 

Shared Values 

Like commitment and other facets of interorganizational social exchange, the 

importance of shared values among firms that interact with each other has received little 

attention, despite the great amount of attention paid to shared values and corporate 

culture within organizations (Weiner 1988). Hunt, Wood, and Chonko (1989) found that 

organizational commitment was stronger in situations where firms actively promoted 

strong ethical values. 

Kelman (1961, 1974) proposed that acquiescence in the form of internalization 

would be greatest when both parties share similar values. Thus, shared values would 

lead to a deeper level of acceptance of policies in a social system and, thus, greater 

commitment to the social system. This notion was supported empirically by Enz (1986), 

who found that when employees perceived that they shared values with their employers, 

they were more committed to their organizations. Thus, we can hypothesize the 

following: 
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H2: Shared values between the buyer and the seller will be positively 

related to buyer's commitment to the buyer-seller relationship. 

H3: Shared values between the buyer and the seller will be positively 

related to buyer's trust in the seller. 

Outcomes Given Comparison Levels 

Outcomes given comparison levels reflects the quality of the outcomes received 

from participation in a relationship, compared to expectations derived from past and 

present experiences with other relationships. Outcomes given comparison levels (CL) is 

a gauge developed by Thibaut and Kelley (1959), which they define in the following way 

(Kelley and Thibaut 1978, pp. 8-9): 

The CL is the standard against which the participant evaluates the "attractiveness" 
of the relationship or how satisfactory it is. This is the standard that reflects the 
quality of outcomes that the participant feels he or she deserves. Outcomes 
falling above CL are experienced as relatively satisfying and those below CL are 
unsatisfactory. 

Therefore, as one becomes more satisfied with a relationship, he/she will become 

more committed to maintaining the relationship. Empirical support for such a 

relationship has been found in the organizational behavior literature (Williams and 

Hazer 1986). This leads us to the next hypothesis: 

H4: Outcomes given comparison levels will be positively related to 

relationship commitment. 

Economic Dependence 

As mentioned in the discussion of types of commitment, behavioral commitment 

is usually seen as a belief that one stands to gain from staying in the relationship, and 
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lose if leaving (Meyer and Allen 1984). These losses are most commonly attributed to 

the costs of obtaining a new partner (switching costs), or lost opportunity due to the lack 

of viable alternative partners (dependency). Thus, scales that have been developed to 

measure, or found to measure, behavioral commitment heavily concern themselves with 

switching costs and availability of altematives (see Meyer and Allen 1984, and Mowday, 

Steers and Porter 1979). As such, these measures are perhaps more precisely labelled 

"economic dependence." Commitment implies that continuance in the relationship is 

intended despite changes in the external environment, while dependence acknowledges 

the assumption that continuance is predicated upon the presence of exit barriers, such as 

lack of altematives and formidable switching costs. Thus, for the present study, this 

compulsion to continue in the relationship will be labelled "economic dependence." 

Although a relationship between economic dependence and commitment has not 

been previously empirically studied, Kelman (1961) proposed that such a path often 

exists. Since perceived dependence and switching costs are seen as major facets of 

economic dependence, we will discuss them briefly here. 

A commonly encountered barrier to entry to new markets is high switching custs 

for buyers. Switching costs may arise from multiple sources: (a) costs to the buyer of 

modifying products to match a new supplier's product; (b) costs of testing or certifying a 

new supplier's product to insure substitutability; (c) investments in retraining employees; 

(d) investments required in new ancillary equipment that is necessary to use a new 

supplier's products (tools, test equipment, etc.); (e) cost of establishing new logistical 

arrangements; and (f) psychic costs of severing a relationship (Porter 1980, p. 114). 

The classic conceptual work on dependence is that of Emerson (1962) in the 

social psychology hterature, and it is from this work that most thought on dependence 
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relationships in other disciplines is founded. This is the case for marketing as well, from 

the early days of behavioral research in marketing channels (Beier and Stern 1969), to 

the development of present theories of interorganizational relationships (Anderson and 

Narus 1990), marketing researchers have drawn on Emerson's contribution. Emerson 

developed his theory of power-dependence relationships because he saw a lack of 

available theory related to social power, despite the amount of literature regarding power 

per se at that time. It is Emerson's belief that power is derived, at least in part, from 

dependency: "power resides implicitly in the other's dependency" (p. 32). Emerson 

defined dependency in the following manner: "The dependence of actor A upon actor B 

is (1) directly proportional to A's motivational investment in goals mediated by B, and 

(2) inversely proportional to the availability of those goals to A outside of the A-B 

relation" (p. 32). Despite the amount of effort that has been applied toward 

developing clear definitions of power and dependency—definitions that would allow one 

to recognize power and dependency as two separate concepts-the social sciences are still 

without such definitions (Frazier 1983a). The most commonly adopted approach is to 

view dependency and sources of power as the two variables that impart power upon 

some individual or entity. Such is the approach taken by El-Ansary and Stern (1972, p. 

49), defining dependency as a function of: 

(1) the percentage of a channel member's business which he contracts 
with another member and the size of the contribution which that business 
makes to his profits; (2) the commitment of a channel member to another 
member in terms of the relative importance of the latter's marketing 
policies to him; and (3) the difficulty in effort and cost faced by a channel 
member in attempting to replace another member as a source of supply 
or as a customer. 

This type of measure of dependence was used in marketing channels literature 

for some time (El-Ansary 1975, Etgar 1976). In the early 1980's, however, a somewhat 
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different approach began to be used more commonly, in which dependence was 

measured by comparing performance of the party that was depended upon, with the 

performance of similar firms in the same industry (Frazier 1983a). Thus, the dependence 

of an automobile dealer upon an automobile manufacturer was measured by comparing 

the manufacturer with other automobile manufacturers on items such as services and 

assistances provided. This is likely a measure of part 2 of Emerson's definition of 

dependence; i.e., looking at the availability of the same "goals to A outside the A-B 

relation." It is this type of conceptualization that Kelley and Thibaut (1978) used earlier, 

developing the constmct "comparison level for altematives" (CL^n). CLjj, represents the 

"lowest level of outcomes a member will accept in the light of available opportunities" 

(Thibaut and Kelley, 1959). In marketing, Anderson and Narus (1984, 1990) have used a 

modification of CLjjt as a measure of relative dependence in their studies of channel 

relationships. This type of conceptualization of dependence is also consistent with that 

used in the transaction cost analysis literature (Heide and John 1988). 

Dwyer, Schurr, and Oh (1987) propose that dependence is increased by attraction 

among channel members, communication and bargaining, power and justice, norm 

development, and expectations development, with actors in highly interdependent firms 

displaying high levels of commitment to the relationship. Thus, unlike the measure of 

dependence used by El-Ansary and Stem (1972), these later versions separated 

dependency from commitment, and while most have ignored commitment, Dwyer, 

Schurr, and Oh (1987) saw dependence as, perhaps, an antecedent of commitment. 

However, the association is far from clear, for one could think of many situations in 

which one firm may be very dependent upon another, yet have no commitment to that 
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firm in the sense that, if another alternative were suddenly presented, it would not 

hesitate to abandon the firm upon which they were previously dependent. 

Dependence and interdependence in the marketing channels relationships 

literature in recent years has included the work of Achrol and Stem (1988) regarding the 

effects of interdependence on decision making uncertainty. They proposed that 

increasing interdependence would lead to higher perceived environmental conflict and 

greater decision making uncertainty. However, their empirical efforts supported only the 

former proposition. 

The preceding, especially the suggestions of a causal relationship between 

economic dependence and relationship commitment, motivated the fifth hypothesis: 

H5: Buyer's economic dependence on the seller will be positively related 

to relationship commitment on the part of the buyer. 

Communication 

One of the most extensively studied antecedents of trust is communication. In 

this context, communication is measured not simply by quantity but more importantly the 

quality of information provided (Anderson, Lodish, and Weitz 1987, Anderson and Narus 

1990, Guiltinan, Rejab, and Rodgers 1980, and Zand 1972). This focus on efficacy of 

information is consistent with the typology of communication levels proposed by 

Davidson and Duberman (1982) in the sociology literature. Here, communication is 

categorized as either topical (conversations on an extemal level), relational 

(conversations on an interactional level), or personal (conversations involve sensitive 

information). 
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The frequency and quantity of information is seen as a major antecedent not only 

of trust (Bialaszewski and Giallourakis 1985), but of cooperative behavior as well (Assael 

1969). Thus, 

H^: High quality, frequent communication will be positively related to trust 

of the seller on the part of the buyer. 

Opportunistic Behavior 

Opportunistic behavior is founded in the transaction cost analysis literature, and 

is most commonly associated with the work of Williamson (1975). Williamson defines 

opportunism as "self-interest seeking with guile" (p. 6). Opportunistic behavior involves 

one party taking advantage of a weakness or vulnerability of an exchange partner in a 

way that involves deceit (MacNeil 1982). Therefore, tough bargaining, conflictual 

behaviors, and intense disagreements would not constitute opportunistic behavior, while 

withholding or distorting information, and failing to fulfill obligations would constitute 

opportunistic behavior (John 1984). 

Opportunistic behavior destroys relationships (Dwyer and Oh 1987, and John 

1984). For relationships to remain effective at providing desirable outcomes for both 

parties, opportunism must be minimized. Dwyer and Oh (1987) found very high 

correlations between minimal opportunism, trust in the trading partner, and satisfaction 

with the relationship. As such, we would hypothesize that: 

H7: Opportunistic behavior on the part of the supplier will be negatively 

related to the buyer's trust in the seller. 
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Cooperation 

Alderson (1965) was the first to address the need for cooperation in marketing 

channels, though this was not related to any empirical work. Hunt and Nevin (1974) 

were perhaps the first to address cooperation in marketing channels in relation to 

outcomes of empirical work, suggesting that satisfied channel members would also be 

more cooperative, although the testing of this proposal was not included in their study. 

Despite its intuitive appeal, cooperation has received scant coverage in empirical work in 

marketing. This is perhaps due to many researchers sharing the opinion of Gattorna 

(1978), that conflict and cooperation are merely opposite ends of a continuum, and 

measuring conflict obviates the need for measuring cooperation. 

Conceptualizing cooperation as the opposite of conflict lacks intuitive appeal, for 

it would imply that a relationship could not involve extreme levels of both conflict and 

cooperation at the same time. Such an assumption is negated by examples of two parties 

having similar goals but substantially different strategies for reaching those goals. 

Though they experience significant conflict due to different perspectives of how their 

goal should be reached, they may also act cooperatively so that the goal can be achieved. 

Frazier (1983b) offers a similar argument, pointing out that conflict and cooperation may 

co-exist in the same relationship when parties are often in disagreement over goals, yet 

the expected rewards for cooperating with the other party are high, and no reasonable 

alternative relationships exist that can match the incentives of cooperating. 

As Anderson and Narus (1984) noted, "the concept of cooperation has been 

posited as being related to conflict, although the nature of this relationship is uncertain." 

Ross and Lusch (1982) also noted the lack of studies explicitly looking at cooperation. 

Bonoma and Johnston (1978), as noted earlier, believe cooperation to be a major 
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variable of interest in marketing, and distinct from conflict. However, Bonoma (1976) 

posits that in relationships involving unilateral power stmctures, cooperation is almost 

exclusively applied to the weaker party. The importance of cooperation is supported by 

the findings of Brown (1979), who found strong evidence that cooperation results in 

superior performance by the firms involved in the relationship. 

In the social psychology hterature, we find cooperation defined as action in which 

two persons act in an agreed-on, coordinated manner, in the interest of providing each 

one with better outcomes than are available by individual action (Kelley and Thibaut 

1978). It is important to note that in this literature cooperation is seen as activity 

involving more than one party. Benson (1975) has stressed that cooperation must 

involve participation by all affected social units (p. 241). In marketing, cooperation has 

been defined as "similar or complementary coordinated actions taken by firms iii 

interdependent relationships to achieve mutual outcomes or singular outcomes with 

expected reciprocation over time" (Anderson and Nams 1990). Stern and Gorman 

(1969) defined channel cooperation as "a state or condition characterized by members' 

wilhngness to coordinate their activities in an effort to help all channel members achieve 

superordinate goals." This characteristic of striving for synergistic outcomes by all 

members of the relationship is common to most conceptualizations of cooperation. As 

one of the few studies in which cooperation was measured and tested in a model of 

marketing channel relationships, the Anderson and Narus (1990) causal model was found 

to perform better with cooperation included. 

It is interesting to note that social psychology research dealing with cooperation 

and trust indicates that cooperation is an antecedent of trust (Pruitt and Smith 1981). 

Anderson and Narus (1990) chose to model trust as an antecedent of cooperation, yet 
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found evidence to suggest that the relationship perhaps would provide better 

performance for the model if the direction was reversed. 

It would seem for the model I have proposed that cooperation, as an antecedent 

of trust or otherwise, would lead to higher levels of commitment on the part of the 

buyer. 

Hg: Cooperation between the buyer and the seller will be positively related 

to buyer's tmst in the seller. 

Conflict 

Conflict has received much greater coverage than cooperation in both the 

marketing channels and sociology literature. Sociologists, such as Harsanyi (1962) and 

Bachrach and Baratz (1963), hold that power is only important when there exists conflict. 

In other words, in relationships where conflict does not exist, where goals are congruent 

and roles are clearly defined and ascribed to, power is not needed to achieve satisfactory 

outcomes. 

Conflict is generally held to be the result of disagreements over preferences of 

goals and objectives, and perceptions of which paths best lead to obtaining those goals 

and objectives (Dahrendorf 1959, Schmidt and Kockan 1972, and Pfeffer 1981). 

In marketing channels, much of the work with conflict began in the late 1960's, 

addressed by Alderson (1965), Assael (1968), and Stern and Gorman (1969). It is 

commonly held that conflict is rooted in dependency (Anderson and Narus 1984, 

Robicheaux and El-Ansary 1975, Rosenberg and Stern 1971, Stern and Gorman 1969, 

and Tedeschi, Schlenker, and Bonoma 1973). Sociologists have traditionally associated 

conflict with goal incompatibihty alone (Boulding 1962, Deutsch 1969b, and Tedeschi, 
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Schlenker, and Bonoma 1973). However in marketing, the definition has been more 

broadly conceived. In the earliest extensive conceptual work on conflict in marketing 

channels. Stem and Gorman (1969) defined conflict as follows: 

In any social system, when a component perceives the behavior of another 
component to be impeding the attainment of its goals or the effective 
performance of its instrumental behavior patterns, an atmosphere of 
frustration prevails. A state of conflict may, therefore, exist when two or 
more components of any given system of action, e.g., a channel of 
distribution, become objects of each other's frustration. 

As such. Stem and Gorman propose seven possible causes of conflict: (1) role deviance; 

(2) distribution of scarce resources; (3) perceptual errors in decision making; (4) 

inaccurate expectations; (5) attempted control over decision making; (6) incompatible 

goals; and (7) ineffective communication. Stern and Gorman held that conflict leads one 

to influence another's behavior. 

The first empirical study of conflict in marketing channels (Rosenberg and Stern 

1971) dealt with attempting to uncover the causes of conflict, to support the conceptual 

work of Stern and Gorman (1969). Rosenberg and Stern found significant effects for 

goal incongruency, domain dissensus, and perceptual differences. Lusch (1976) defined 

conflict operationally as "the frequency of disagreement between manufacturers and 

dealers, over numerous issues as perceived by the dealer." Similar definitions have been 

adopted by others (Anderson and Narus 1984, 1990, and Reve and Stern 1979). It has 

become customary to measure channel conflict on two dimensions, the frequency of 

disagreements and the intensity of those disagreements (Eliashberg and Michie 1984). 

Lusch found a positive correlation between use of coercive power sources and conflict, a 

negative correlation between use of noncoercive power sources and conflict, and that 
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coercive power sources explained more conflict. These results were later verified by 

others (Ehashberg and Michie 1984, and Gaski and Nevin 1985). 

Perceptions of the effect of conflict on relationships have varied. Lucas and 

Gresham (1985); note that conflict is often viewed negatively, but is founded on the 

stmcture developed to perform distributive functions for goods and services; without 

these tasks, the channel would not exist. This type of mked effects conception of 

conflict is shared by other disciplines as well, such as social psychology (Boulding 1965). 

Firat, Tybout and Stern (1974) proposed four possible responses to conflict: (1) 

withdrawal; (2) repression or concealment; (3) intraorganizational change; and (4) 

exercise of power. 

As conflict arises, in part from the use of coercive sources of power, conflict 

should result indirectly in decreased affective commitment, via its adverse effects on 

trust. This is supported by findings in organizational commitment research, that job 

characteristics, such as job conflict, can influence the level of commitment that develops 

(Morris and Sherman 1981 and Morris and Steers 1980). However, one could also argue 

that conflict will be perceived to be lower by more committed channel members. As 

Anderson and Narus (1990) found, firms that believed their partnership involved high 

levels of cooperation also saw conflict as functional, and not harmful to the relationship. 

H9: Frequent conflict in the relationship will be negatively related to trust 

by the buyer of the seller. 

Consequences of Relationship Commitment and Trust 

Just as high commitment among employees is desirable to employers, for reasons 

such as lower tumover rates (Mowday, Steers, and Porter 1979), commitment to channel 
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relationships should also be desirable. Intuitively, commitment to current channel 

relationships among channel members should be desirable to all current channel 

members for several reasons. One such reason is that costs are incurred when channels 

are restmctured, and avoiding such costs leads to higher profits. Another possibility is 

that maintaining long-term relationships leads to lower uncertainty and, thus, lower 

monitoring costs. 

The possible consequences of commitment to channel relationships are many, but 

among those chosen to be studied here were acquiescence to supplier's policies, 

propensity to leave the relationship (turnover), future functionality of conflict, and future 

uncertainty. The reasoning for choosing these constructs as possible outcomes of 

relationship commitment and trust is very simple. The organization-level counterparts of 

each of the constructs have been widely studied in the organizational commitment 

literature. In addition, each of the four construct chosen here are intuitively important 

to marketing channels relationships, as any supplier would like to have distributors that: 

(a) follow his/her distribution policies; (b) desire to continue the relationship, reducing 

the costs of finding and training new distributors; (c) will approach the working 

relationship and conflicts that develop with a positive attitude; and (d) make good 

business decisions regarding his/her product lines, decisions made in a certain 

environment. 

Future Acquiescence to Seller's Policies 

Just as commitment to organizations leads employees to adhere to their 

employers' policies regarding such things as absenteeism, buyers will be more likely to 

adhere to their suppliers' policies when they (the buyers) are committed to the 
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relationships. One would expect that policies regarding pricing, customer service, and 

participation in promotional campaigns would be adhered to more closely by buyers who 

trust their trading partners and are committed to the relationship than by those who are 

not. 

HIQ: Buyers' commitment to the buyer-seller relationship will be positively 

related to future acquiescence to suppliers' policies. 

Hji: Buyers' trust in the seller will be positively related to future 

acquiescence to suppUers' policies. 

Propensity to Leave the Relationship 

Though the consequences of employees' commitment to the organization have 

been widely studied, none has been as thoroughly tested as the effects of organizational 

conmiitment on the propensity of employees to leave the organization. Furthermore, the 

studies have been performed for a wide variety of occupations, including hospital 

employees (Steers 1977; Shore and Martin 1989), bank tellers (Shore and Martin 1989), 

steelworkers (Nicholson, Wall, and Lischeron 1977), research scientists (Steers 1977), 

insurance company employees (Bluedom 1982), nursing home employees (Newman 

1974), Japanese electrical workers (Marsh and Mannari 1977), transportation workers 

(Angle and Perry 1981), restaurant managers (DeCotis and Summers 1987), university 

faculty (Chelte and Tausky 1986), financial services employees (Lee and Mowday 1987), 

and most commonly salespeople (Apasu 1986, Good, Sisler, and Gentry 1988, Johnston, 

Futrell, Parasuraman, and Sager 1988, Kraut 1975, and Parasuraman and Futrell 1983). 

The association between organizational commitment and propensity to leave the 

organization has been found to be quite strong. It would be expected that the same type 



33 

of effect would be found for relationship commitment and propensity to leave the 

relationship. 

It is interesting to note that in a meta-analysis of the relationship between 

behavioral intentions (to leave the organization) and actual employee tumover, a 

weighted average correlation of 0.50 was found between behavioral intentions and 

employee tumover. Furthermore, intentions to leave were more predictive of turnover 

than any other variable studied, including overall job satisfaction (Steel and Ovalle 1984). 

H12: Buyer's commitment to the buyer-seller relationship will be negatively 

related to the propensity of the buyer to leave the relationship. 

H13: Buyer's trust in the seller will be negatively related to the propensity 

of the buyer to leave the relationship. 

Future Functionality of Conflict 

Deutsch (1969a) proposed that conflict could take two distinctively different 

routes in a relationship. On the one hand, it can escalate and become destructive, 

resulting in pathological consequences such as dissolution of the relationship. On the 

other hand, conflict can be used as a method of bringing differences of opinion and 

dissatisfactions to the attention of the other party, allowing for some sort of mutual 

adjustment of the relationship in a constructive or functional way that improves the 

quality of the relationship. Conflict is destructive when the participants are dissatisfied 

with the outcome of the interaction and feel that they have suffered loss from their 

participation. Conflict is functional when the parties to a relationship are all satisfied 

with the outcomes of the conflictual interaction, and feel that they have gained as the 

result of the conflict involved. Therefore, as Deutsch states, conflict is functional in that 
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"it prevents stagnation, it stimulates interest and curiosity, it is the medium through 

which problems can be aired and solutions arrived at; it is the root of personal and social 

exchange" (p. 19). Deutsch posited that conflict would tend to be seen as constructive 

(functional) in relationships characterized by high levels of past cooperation. Similarly, 

Assael (1969) proposed that conflict would tend to be constructive (functional) in nature 

when communication between parties is high. 

As mentioned earher, Anderson and Narus (1990) found that as channel 

members' perceptions of cooperation in the channel increase, so does perceived 

functionahty of conflict. Though conflict is perceived, channel members feel that the 

conflict serves a purpose, or at least is not detrimental to them achieving their objectives. 

In relation to commitment, this attitude of functionality of conflict relates to Scanzoni's 

(1979) formulation of the durability quality of commitment. Therefore, functionality of 

conflict should increase with commitment. In addition, recall from the earlier discussion 

of trust, Anderson and Narus (1990) suggest that trust leads to conflict being perceived 

as functional. Thus, 

H14: Buyer's commitment to the buyer-seller relationship will be positively 

related to functionality of conflict. 

H15: Buyer's trust of the seller will be positively related to functionality of 

conflict. 

Future Uncertainty 

Thompson (1967) proposed that organizations engage in exchange relationships 

not only for the purpose of obtaining what they need to fulfill their objectives, as was 

proposed by Levine and White (1961), but also so that they may reduce organizational 
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uncertainty - - uncertainty related to resources, environment, or availability of exchange 

partners. Cbok (1977) and Cook and Emerson (1978) proposed that reduction of 

uncertainty is seen by exchange partners as a major positive consequence of relationships 

that involve commitment. 

In marketing, Achrol and Stem (1988, p. 37) conceptualized decision-making 

uncertainty at three levels: "(1) adequacy of available information from all sources for 

making key decisions, (2) predictability of the consequences of these decisions, that is, 

the gain or loss to the organization if the decision is correct/incorrect, and (3) the degree 

of confidence of the decision maker when making these decisions." Guiltinan, Rejab and 

Rodgers (1980) chose to measure uncertainty related to the ability to predict future sales 

and profits. In the context of this study, the concern should be regarding the broader 

concept of decision making uncertainty, which seems to be more consistent with Cook 

(1977) and Thompson (1967). As trust grows between channel members, we would 

expect uncertainty to decrease, as members feel that their trading partners are more 

likely to take actions consistent with the trusting party's best interest. Thus, we 

hypothesize: 

Hî : Buyer's commitment to the buyer-seller relationship will be negatively 

related to future uncertainty in decision making in the channel 

environment. 

H17: Buyer's trust of the seller will be negatively related to future 

uncertainty in decision making in the channel environment. 



36 

Summary of the Hypotheses 

Chapter 2 presented theoretical and empirical evidence for the hypotheses 

tested in this study, as well as each specific hypothesis. For the convenience of the 

reader, all hypotheses are restated in Figure 2.1. In addition. Table 2.1 provides a 

representation of the expected significant relationships of the constmcts. 
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Hj: Trust of the supplier by the buyer will be positively related to commitment to the relationship 
on the part of the buyer. 

Hj: Shared values between the buyer and the seller will be positively related to commitment to the 
buyer-seller relationship. 

H3: Shared values between the buyer and the seller will be positively related to trust in the seller. 

H4: Higher outcomes given comparison levels will be positively related to relationship commitment. 

H5: Buyer's economic dependence on the seller will be positively related to relationship commitment 
on the part of the buyer. 

H^: High quality, frequent communication will be positively related to trust of the seller on the part 
of the buyer. 

H7: Opportunistic behavior on the part of the supplier will be negatively related to the buyer's trust 
in the seller. 

Hg: Cooperation between the buyer and the seller will be positively related to buyer's trust in the 
seller. 

H9: Frequent conflict in the relationship will be negatively related to trust by the buyer in the seller. 

HIQ: Buyers' commitment to the buyer-seller relationship will be positively related to future 
acquiescence to suppliers' policies. 

Hji: Buyers' trust in the seller will be positively related to future acquiescence to suppliers' policies. 

H12: Buyer's commitment to the buyer-seller relationship will be negatively related to the propensity 
of the buyer to leave the relationship. 

H13: Buyer's trust in the seller will be negatively related to the propensity of the buyer to leave the 
relationship. 

H14: Buyer's commitment to the buyer-seller relationship will be positively related to functionality 
of conflict. 

H15: Buyer's trust of the seller will be positively related to functionality of conflict. 

Hjg: Buyer's commitment to the buyer-seller relationship will be negatively related to future 
uncertainty in decision making in the channel environment. 

H17: Buyer's trust of the seller will be negatively related to future uncertainty in decision making in 
the channel environment. 

Figure 2.1 Summary of Hypothesized Causal Relationships 
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CHAPTER 3 

STUDY METHOD 

Measures of the Constructs 

During the discussion of the measures used in this research, it is helpful to point 

out three things. First, the constructs studied in this research are measured using self-

report measures of the respondents' perceptions. Second, though discussed in much 

more detail later, key informants representing the buyer firms were used as respondents. 

Support for the use of self-report measures based on respondents' perceptions is found 

in Walker, Churchill, and Ford (1977). Finally, each measure is identified as formative 

or reflective in type. When designing measures of unobserved constructs, it is important 

to determine whether the questionnaire responses are "reflections" (thus reflective 

measures) of this unobservable, or if they, taken collectively, define the construct 

(Fomell and Bookstein 1982). For formative measures, composites of the facets of the 

construct are often used to determine the amount of the construct present. As Howell 

(1987, p. 121) explains, multidimensional composites are like "'checklist' tasks, wherein 

each item represents a single dimension and 'more' of the construct is defined as higher 

frequency or intensity across its dimension" (emphasis in original). The categorization of 

measures as formative versus reflective becomes a more salient issue during the analysis 

of the measurement model, and will be mentioned again at that time. 

Note that the items of the scales used are listed separately as they are discussed, 

and collectively as they appeared in the questionnaire in Appendbc A. Also, the coding 

designation (e.g., "V32") for each item is listed to the left of the item, to simplify the 
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process of identifying the items in question later in the discussion. Items that have been 

reverse-coded are designated by an asterisk (*). 

Relationship Commitment 

Prior to the current study, no measurement scale existed that could be used to 

measure interorganizational or relationship commitment. However, several scales had 

been developed and used to test organizational commitment (Allen and Meyer 1990, 

Cbok and Wall 1980, Hunt, Chonko, and Wood 1985, Meyer and Allen 1984, and 

Mowday, Steers, and Porter 1979). Among these, the scale developed by Mowday, 

Steers, and Porter has been subjected to the most intense validity testing, though the 

scale developed by Hunt, Chonko, and Wood (1985), adapted from the organizational 

commitment scale of Hrebiniak and Allutto (1972), was developed for use in a marketing 

context. 

As mentioned earlier, the Organizational Commitment Questionnaire (OCQ), 

developed by Mowday, Steers, and Porter (1979), was designed to measure affective 

commitment. However, the original 15-item scale is often criticized for being 

multidimensional. It has been proposed that a measure of affective commitment should 

not measure intentions to stay (Angle and Perry 1981, DeCotis and Summers 1987, and 

Shore and Martin 1989), yet OCQ items 4, 7, 10, 12, and 14 have been shown to 

measure intentions to stay (Angle and Perry 1981, and Shore and Martin 1989). In 

addition, the OCQ has been found to significantly correlate with Meyer and Allen's 

measure of behavioral commitment, the Continuance Commitment Scale (Meyer and 

Allen 1984). 
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Finally, neither the Hunt, Chonko, and Wood (1985) or the OCQ scales measure 

normative commitment. Only the Normative Commitment Scale (Allen and Meyer, 

1990) measures the normative component of commitment. 

For the present study, items from the Meyer and Allen (1984) affective 

conmiitment scale were combined with items from the OCQ which had been shown to 

measure, among other things, what has been labelled affective commitment. The items 

were modified to reflect relationship commitment, as discussed earlier. The measure is 

reflective, and is shown in Figure 3.1. 

The relationship that mv Orm has with mv major supplier Tstronglv asree/stronelv 
disagree) 

Vl l 

V12 

* V13 . 

V14 

* V15 

V16 

V17 

V18 

...is something we are very committed to. 

...is very important to my firm. 

..is of very little significance to us. 

...is something my firm intends to maintain indefinitely. 

..is something my firm could "walk away from tomorrow." 

...is very much like being family. 

...is something my firm really cares about. 

...deserves our firm's maximum effort to maintain. 

Figure 3.1 Relationship Commitment Items 
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Trust 

In a review of both the sociology and business literature, three different scales 

used to measure trust were found and considered for inclusion in this study. The first is 

a trust scale originally developed by Rotter (1967), and later revised by many, including 

Sullivan and Peterson (1982), whose version of the scale was most recently used by 

Dwyer and Oh (1987). This scale is consistent with the conceptualization of trust posed 

by Pruitt and Kimmel (1977), but was originally developed to tap general interpersonal 

trust, rather than dyadic trust. 

A second trust scale that is appealing is the scale developed by Anderson and 

Narus (1990), used in a model similar to the one proposed here for buyer-seller 

relationships. This measure is a three-item scale that includes statements such as: 

"Based upon your past and present experience, how would you characterize the level of 

trust your firm has in its working relationship with Manufacturer X?" (7-point scale: 

don't trust Manufacturer X/trust Manufacturer X completely) 

The final scale is a scale known as the Dyadic Tmst Scale (DTS), developed by 

Larzelere and Huston (1980). In developing the DTS, Larzelere and Huston were 

concemed that their scale: (1) be specific to dyadic trust, unlike most interpersonal trust 

scales that measure trust of others in general (Rotter 1967); and (2) reflect a measure of 

the attributions of benevolence and honesty on the part of the other member of the 

dyad. Originally tested with married and dating couples, the scale was found to have 

high discriminant validity relative to generalized trust and social desirability, using the 

Marlowe-Crowne Social Desirability Scale (Crowne and Marlowe 1964). Though not 

developed specifically for interorganizational trust, the scale was appealing for this 
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application, and was adapted to measure interorganizational, dyadic trust. The reflective 

measure, as used, includes the items shown in Figure 3.2. 

In our relationship, my major supplier (strongly agree/strongly disagree) 

* V19 ...cannot be trusted at times. 

V20 ...is perfectly honest and truthful. 

V21 ...can be trusted completely. 

V22 ...can be counted on to do what is right. 

V23 ...is always faithful. 

V24 ...is someone that I have great confidence in. 

V25 ...has high integrity. 

V26 ...is someone that I can depend on to do the right thing. 

* V27 ...is very unreliable. 

Figure 3.2 Trust Items 

Shared Values 

Enz (1986, 1988) studied perceptions of shared values among employees and 

management in the restaurant and robotics industries, to determine the effect of value 

congmity on intraorganizational power. Perceived shared values were measured by 

asking respondents to indicate the degree of similarity between their department and top 

management on each of several organizational values. The values that were scored in 

both industries dealt with ethics (concern for the honesty and integrity of all employees 

in conducting company activities), superior quality and service (making a good product 

and addressing all the needs of the customer in as fast and friendly a way as possible). 
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high morale (a positive feeling for the company, a feeling of belonging), and 

professionalism (behaving in a business-like manner). 

For this study, items from the Hunt, Wood, and Chonko (1989) and Enz (1986) 

scales were modified to allow a format using Likert-type scales anchored by strongly 

agree/strongly disagree, to test the hypotheses regarding the relationship between shared 

values and trust and relationship commitment. The measure is reflective and the items are 

displayed in Figure 3.3. 

In our relationship, my major supplier (strongly agree/strongly disagree) 

V32 ...and I have very similar feelings about the desired level of quality for our 

products. 

V33 ...and I often disagree about the importance of satisfying our customers. 

V34 ...and I place very similar importance on the integrity and honesty of our 

employees. 

Please answer the following: (strongly agree/strongly disagree) 

V49 I find that the values of my firm and the values of our supplier are very similar. 

Figure 3.3 Shared Values Items 

Economic Dependence 

As discussed earlier, economic dependence entails the individual or group 

beheving that leaving the relationship would be costly, either due to significant switching 

costs or a lack of altematives. The Meyers and Allen Continuance Commitment Scale 

(1984) was designed to measure behavioral commitment with a focus on these two 
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situational aspects, which are very familiar in the marketing literature. Thus, the Meyers 

and Allen scale, a reflective measure, was modified to reflect interorganizational 

economic dependence. The items are displayed in Figure 3.4. 

Please answer the following: (strongly agree/strongly disagree) 

V38 If we considered leaving this supplier, we would have very few options. 

* V39 There are many alternative suppliers we could choose from if we were to leave this 

supplier. 

V40 Leaving this supplier would require considerable sacrifice on our part - another 

supplier may not match the overall benefits we have here. 

V41 I am afraid of what might happen if we severed our relationship with this supplier 

without having another one lined up. 

V42 Leaving this supplier right now would be very difficult, even if we wanted to. 

V43 Our business would be greatly disrupted if we decided we wanted to leave this 

supplier now. 

* V44 It would cost very little for my firm to leave this supplier now. 

V45 Right now, staying with this supplier is more an economic necessity than a desire 

on our part. 

V46 The costs for us to switch to another supplier would be very high at this time. 

Figure 3.4 Economic Dependence Items 

Communication 

As noted earlier, for communication to contribute to the quality of the buyer-

seller relationship, it must be not only frequent, but of a reasonably high quality as well. 
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In marketing, several researchers have taken this perspective in designing scales to 

measure communication activity (Anderson, Lodish, and Weitz 1987, Anderson and 

Narus 1990, Bialaszewski and Giallourakis 1985, and Guiltinan, Rejab, and Rodgers 

1980). Of these, the scale developed by Anderson, Lodish, and Weitz seems the most 

intuitively appeahng, for it attempts to measure more than one aspect of communication. 

While the other communication scales restrict their measures to day-to-day 

communication activities, the Anderson, Lodish and Weitz scale includes items that deal 

with training programs, feedback, expression of manufacturer's expectations, and 

recognition programs. Thus, four of the original six items from the Anderson, Lodish, 

and Weitz (1987) scale were used, as a formative measure. The items are displayed in 

Figure 3.5. 

In our relationship, my major supplier (strongly agree/strongly disagree) 

V28 ...keeps us informed of new developments. 

V29 ...provides us with frequent positive feedback on our performance. 

* V30 ...offers us very poor recognition programs. 

V31 ...communicates well his expectations for our firm's performance. 

Figure 3.5 Communication Items 

Opportunistic Behavior 

Dwyer and Oh (1987) used a scale of opportunism items derived from John 

(1984). The items probed for opportunistic behavior on the part of the respondent 

rather than the relationship partner, and therefore the wording was changed to reflect 

opportunistic behavior being performed by the seller. Dwyer and Oh found the 
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opportunism scale to perform very well. The scale is composed of eight items that 

inquire about masking information, compliance only in the face of audit, overstatement 

of difficulties, empty promises, data falsification, exaggerated claims, neglected 

obHgations, and perfunctory role performance. To achieve a single factor, they deleted 

the items dealing with masking information, empty promises, and audited compliance. 

This scale, a formative measure, with modifications to reflect seller opportunism, 

was believed suitable. The items are displayed in Figure 3.6. 

To accomplish his own objectives, sometimes my supplier (strongly agree/strongly 

disagree) 

V35 ...alters the facts slightly. 

V36 ...promises to do things without actually doing them later. 

V37 ...fails to provide us with the support that he is obligated to. 

Figure 3.6 Opportunistic Behavior Items 

Cooperation 

As mentioned earlier, very Uttle empirical work has been performed involving the 

measurement of cooperation. In marketing, Anderson and Narus (1990) used a three-

item scale; however, the items involved computing a sum of scores for two aspects of 

each item, one aspect being cooperation of the manufacturer with the distributor, and 

the other aspect being the reverse condition. This method is flawed in that a dyad that 

involves one party receiving a high score and the other party receiving a zero score 

would erroneously reflect higher cooperation for the dyad than would another dyad in 

which both parties were thought to participate equally but perhaps on a low level. 
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Whereas the latter situation does reflect cooperation, albeit low cooperation, the former 

situation, which scores higher, reflects no cooperation if one accepts the 

conceptualization of cooperation as requiring joint action. 

Brown (1979) measured cooperation by asking automobile dealers to rate their 

manufacturers on cooperativeness regarding several important relationship policies, such 

as reimbursement for warranty work and dealer discounts. The respondents were asked 

to rate the manufacturers on a seven-point scale anchored as "not very cooperative/very 

cooperative." This approach is similar to that taken for measuring conflict (Lusch 1976), 

and seems a reasonable approach. Therefore, five formative items were developed 

similar to those used by Lusch. These items are displayed in Figure 3.7. 

How would you characterize the cooperation between you and your supplier regarding the 

following activities? (not at all cooperative/very cooperative) 

V81 Local/Regional Cooperative Advertising 

V82 Dealer Advertising 

V83 Warranty Reimbursements 

V84 Dealer Discounts 

V85 Inventory levels 

Figure 3.7 Cooperation Items 

Conflict 

Lusch (1976) and others in the marketing literature have typically measured 

conflict in marketing channels relationships by defining several issues regarding the 

conduct of business that are important to the weaker member, and asking the 
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respondent to characterize the frequency of arguments that occur between their supplier 

and themselves regarding those issues. Lusch (1976) found adequate content, 

convergent, and criterion validity in this approach, as well as reliability {a = 0.89) in the 

measure. Thus, this type of approach was used for the present study. Like the 

cooperation scale, this is a formative measure. The items are displayed in Figure 3.8. 

Please indicate the frequency to which you and your supplier disagree regarding each of 

the following issues: (very frequently/very infrequently) 

V51 Product availability 

V52 Product quality 

V53 Sales contests 

V54 Warranty work/replacement 

V55 Product inventory levels 

V56 Sales levels 

V57 Percent of your total purchases that come from this supplier 

V58 Sales promotion displays 

V59 Promotion allowances 

V60 Customer relations 

V61 National advertising 

V62 Local advertising 

V63 Number of service people 

V64 Number of sales people 

V65 Pricing 

V66 Hours of operation 

Figure 3.8 Conflict Items 
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Outcomes Given Comparison Levels 

As mentioned earlier, outcomes given comparison levels reflect the quality of the 

outcomes received from participation in a relationship, compared to expectations derived 

from other past and present experiences with other relationships. Anderson and Narus 

(1984) used outcomes given comparison levels, and in their most recent report of their 

work (1990), used a one-item measure of CL. The item is phrased: "The financial 

returns our firm gets from Manufacturer X's product line are what we look for in 

distributing a product line" (5-point scale: greatly above/greatly below). Using this one-

item measure, CL was included in their final structural model, and added to the 

explanatory power of the model. Thus, this measure of CL seems appropriate for the 

present study. In addition, items developed by Anderson and Narus (1990) to measure 

CLjit (discussed in the next section), comparing the current supplier with a hypothetical 

alternative supplier, were modified to measure instead CL, by asking the respondent to 

compare the present supplier with another supplier on several issues. These items are 

represented below. It seems that CL may be to relationship commitment what income is 

to the employee in organizational commitment. These scales are treated as reflective 

measures and are displayed in Figure 3.9. 

Future Acquiescence to Seller's Policies 

No scales have previously been developed for measuring buyer's perception of 

future acquiescence to supplier's policies. Thus, a single-item, formative measure was 

developed that expUcitly inquires about the respondents' intentions regarding 

acquiescence to policies that the supplier may have for its distributors. The items are 

displayed in Figure 3.10. 
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If you could not buy your stock from your present major supplier, you would likely be 

puichasing from some other supplier (weTl call this the "alternate supplier"). Please 

compare your major supplier with this alternate supplier concerning the following items: 

(Present supplier is much better/present supplier is much worse) 

V86 Gross profit provided 

V87 Support services provided 

V88 Reasonable policies for dealing with distributors 

Please compare this supplier with the best alternate supplier regarding your experiences 

with a product line common to both suppliers: (Present supplier is much better/present 

supplier is much worse) 

V89 Customer satisfaction 

V90 Gross profit provided 

V91 Product performance 

V93 The total profits our firm gets from this supplier's product line are what we 

expect in distributing a product line. 

(circle one) greatly about greatly 

above the same be\c¥t 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

Figure 3.9 Outcomes Given Comparison Levels Items 
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Please answer the following: (strongly disagree/strongly agree) 
V50 In the future, my firm will likely comply with the policies that this supplier 

establishes for the marketing of its products by its distributors. 

Figure 3.10 Future Acquiescence Item 

Propensity to Leave the Relationship 

Two measures of propensity to leave, previously used to measure propensity to 

leave one's organization, were modified to reflect the propensity of the buyer firm to 

leave the relationship with the seller firm. The first measure was adapted from a scale 

developed by Bluedorn (1982), and used previously in a marketing context by Johnston 

et al.. The measure inquires about intentions to leave the relationship at three points in 

the future. The second scale was adapted from Hunt, Osbom, and Martin (1981), and 

involves a single question about intent to stay. Both are formative measures and are 

displayed in Figure 3.11. 

What do you think are the chances of your firm terminating this relationship... (very 

high/very low) 

V94 within the next six months? 

V95 within the next one year? 

V96 within the next two years? 

V97 Which of the following statements most clearly reflects your feelings about your 

firm's future with this relationship in the next year? (circle one) 

We definitely We probably We are We probably We definitely 
will not leave will not leave uncertain will leave will leave 

1 2 3 4 5 

Figure 3.11 Propensity to Leave Measures 
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Future Functionality of Conflict 

Anderson and Narus (1990) measured functionality of conflict through the use of 

a single-item scale that asked respondents to complete the statement "Disagreements 

between Manufacturer X and our firm have the productivity of our working 

relationship" (5-point scale: considerably increased/considerably decreased) (p. 49). We 

included two additional Likert-type items anchored by strongly agree/strongly disagree. 

The measure is formative in nature, and shown in Figure 3.12. 

Please answer the following: (strongly agree/strongly disagree) 

V47 In the future, differences of opinion between my supplier and me will probably be 

viewed as "just a part of doing business," and will likely result in benefits to both 

of us. 

V48 In the future, disagreements with my supplier will be more constructive, dialogue, 

rather than fighting. 

V92 In the future, disagreements between the supplier and our firm will likely 

the productivity of our working relationship by bringing problems out into the 

open. 

(circle one) considerably 
ir>crBa8e 

1 2 

not 
affect 

3 4 5 

considerably 
decrease 

6 7 

Figure 3.12 Future Functionality of Conflict Items 

Uncertainty Toward the Future 

Much discussion of uncertainty, its causes, and consequences, appears in the 

management and marketing literature. I chose to measure uncertainty as perceived 
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future uncertainty in decision making, using the scales derived from Duncan (1972) by 

Achrol and Stem (1988). The scales, as used by Achrol and Stern, attempt to measure 

three aspects of decision making uncertainty: (1) adequacy of available information from 

all sources for making key decisions (UINFO); (2) predictability of the consequences of 

these decisions (that is, the gain or loss to the organization if the decision is 

correct/incorrect (UPRED)); and (3) the degree of confidence of the decision maker 

when making these decisions (UCONF) (Achrol and Stern 1988, p. 37). However, in 

examining the scales, it seems that the UPRED and UCONF items might lack 

discriminant validity. Thus, only the UINFO and UCONF items were used. These 

reflective scales seem appropriate for the present study, and have been tested. These 

items are displayed in Figure 3.13. 

Collection of the Data 

In selecting a sample for this study, it was believed that the theory would be best 

tested in an industry that displayed a wide degree of variance for the constructs of the 

model. Such an industry would demonstrate a reasonable degree of vertical integration, 

while maintaining conventional channel relations, as many of the constructs of interest 

would be moot points in corporately-owned channels. In addition an industry that was 

fairly competitive, determined by the number of producers and relative market shares, 

would provide an opportunity for conflict to arise, for which commitment and trust could 

be tested. The theoretic population for the study was retail members of distribution 

channels. 
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To what extent do you now have adequate information for making future decisions 

regarding: (information is very adequate/information is very inadequate) 

VI Which products or brands to carry in stock? 

V2 How much inventory to carry? 

V3 Which products or brands should be the focus of your sales efforts? 

V4 The amount you should spend on local sales promotions and advertising? 

V5 How sales promotions and advertising dollars should be spent? 

How confident are you in your ability to make future decisions regarding: 

(I have complete confidence/I have no confidence) 

V6 Which products or brands to carry in stock? 

V7 How much inventory to carry? 

V8 Which products or brands should be the focus of your sales efforts? 

V9 The amount you should spend on local sales promotions and advertising? 

VIO How sales promotions and advertising dollars should be spent? 

Figure 3.13 Future Uncertainty Items 

The sample selected included principal agents of automobile tire retailing 

establishments, the respondents serving as representatives of the customer firms. Tire 

retailers display many characteristics demonstrating integration of the marketing channel 

to which they belong. First, most tire retailers sell fewer than four to six brands of tires, 

which leads to their relationships with the manufacturers involved to be fairly important 

to them. In addition, because some retailers rely on one or two primary brands while 
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others take full advantage of their entire line, a continuum of specific relationship 

importance should be provided. 

The data were collected in five stages. First, a prototype of the questionnaire 

was given individually to nine local, independent tire dealers. These respondents 

completed the questionnaires in the presence of the researcher, so that any questions or 

problems conceming the format or wording of the questions could be recorded 

concurrently, and changes made before the other phases of the questionnaire-distribution 

were performed. After finishing the questionnaires, the respondents were asked about 

the difficulty of completing the questions. In addition, the amount of time required to 

complete the questionnaire was recorded for each respondent. 

During the second phase, questionnaires were mailed to 41 members of the West 

Texas Tire Dealers Association. Included with the questionnaire were a postage-paid 

business reply envelope and a letter of introduction, requesting the respondent's 

participation (See Appendk B). Two questionnaires were returned by the postal service. 

Eighteen questionnaires were returned by the respondents, one unanswered, for an 

adjusted response rate of 43.6% (17/39). The purpose of this phase of collection was to 

determine if the questionnaire was of such format to allow complete responses in the 

absence of the researcher. In addition, an idea of response rate might be obtained; 

however, this was not believed to reflect what would be achieved by later phases of the 

data collection for two reasons. First, the subjects in the sample used in this phase were 

in close proximity to the University, and it was believed that familiarity might increase 

the response rate. Second, the questionnaires were mailed with first-class postage, rather 

than bulk mail. 
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In the third phase of the data collection, large numbers of questionnaires were 

distributed to the presidents of seven local affiliate chapters of the National Tire Dealers 

and Retreaders Association. The association presidents then distributed the 

questionnaires to their members at the monthly chapter meetings. Using this method, 

341 questionnaires, with introductory letters (see Appendbc C) and business reply 

envelopes, were distributed, and 49 of these were returned, for a response rate of 

14.37%. It was hoped that by using local chapters of the trade association, higher 

response rates would be achieved. However, this was not the case in this study, and it 

was decided that a mass mailing would be just as effective as continuing to use the local 

chapters, and would allow more control over the distribution of the questionnaires. 

In the last two phases of data collection, two mailings of 500 questionnaires each 

were performed. Again, included with each questionnaire were the letter of introduction 

and a business reply envelope. The first mailing was performed in December of 1990. 

Of the 5(X) questionnaires, 61 were retumed for a response rate of 12.2%. The second 

mailing of 500 was performed in February of 1991. Of the 500 questionnaires mailed 

out, 63 were returned for a response rate of 12.6%. 

Nonresponse and Multi-Sample Bias 

The overall response rate for phases II-V of the data collection was 13.77% 

(190/1380). As a result, one might raise questions regarding the possibiUty of non-

response bias. Two items of evidence suggest nonresponse bias is not a problem in 

interpreting the results of the current study. 

Armstrong and Overton (1977) propose that nonresponse bias can be assessed 

for mail surveys by comparing the responses of early respondents with those of late 
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respondents. The notion is that late respondents will be similar to those in the sample 

that chose not to respond. As such, one can simply assess group effects on the 

responses to various items measured through the use of multivariate analysis of variance 

(MANOVA). For the present study, early and late respondents were compared for both 

phase rv and phase V of the data collection. The results, shown in Table 3.1, indicate 

that there is no significant difference between early and late respondents, and therefore 

we can assume that non-response bias is not a problem. 

Table 3.1 Test for the Presence of Nonresponse Bias* 

Group Value'' F Prob>F 

First Mailing: Early vs. Late Respondents 0.298 0.816 0.6551 

Second Mailing: Early vs. Late 0.476 1.111 0.3826 

Respondents 

" Items used: Relationship Commitment (V11-V18), Shared Values (V32-V34), Tenure, 

Firm's annual sales. 

^ Hotelling's T^-statistic 

Response rates of this degree are not uncommon in marketing channels studies. 

For instance, Phillips (1981) reported a response rate of 15%. More recently, Anderson 

and Narus (1990) reported 1,365 of 1,952 (69.9%) representatives of manufacturer and 

distributor firms responded in their study, but this is based on representatives of 504 

firms out of a contacted sample of 5,000 who agreed previously to participate in the 

study, which places the response rate, based on the number contacted, below 10%. 
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In addition to the potential of nonresponse bias, one must be concerned with 

method bias arising from using data collected in different manners and at different times. 

To test for this multi-sample bias, the technique used to assess the presence of 

nonresponse bias was used to test for the presence of multi-sample bias. Several items 

were tested for group effects for phases III, IV, and V of the data. No significant effects 

were found. The results of this analysis are shown in Table 3.2. 

Table 3.2 Test for the Presence of Method Error due to Multiple Samples* 

Group Value** F Prob>F 

Questionnaire distributed through local trade 0.101 0.908 0.5571 

associations vs. Mail Surveys 

First Mail Survey vs. Second Mail Survey 0.180 1.106 0.3626 

^ Items used: Relationship Commitment (V11-V18), Shared Values (V32-V34), Tenure, 

Firm's annual sales. 

^ Hotelling's T -̂statistic 

Sample Characteristics 

Generalizabihty of a sample is often a concern in research. However, in cases of 

early theory development, it seems unreasonable, and perhaps undesirable, to require a 

high degree of generalizabihty from a sample. By choosing a very homogeneous sample 

frame, one can often avoid many uncontrollable background factors that could not 

otherwise be eliminated or controlled for, let alone recognized. It is quite common to 
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use narrowly defined sample populations for early theory development and testing, at 

stages when generalizabihty is far from being able to be realized. 

As mentioned above, the present sample consisted of owners and managers of 

independent tire dealerships that were members of the National Tire Dealers and 

Retreaders Association. Several characteristics of the individuals who responded are 

displayed in Table 3.3. As might be expected in a sample of small businesses, a high 

proportion (76.7%) of the respondents are the owners or presidents of the firms they 

represent. Likewise, tenure, or years with the firm, is also higher than what one might 

expect for larger corporations, but is not uncommon for small business. 

Characteristics of the firms represented in the sample are displayed in Table 3.4. 
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Table 3.3 Respondent Characteristics 

Job Title 

Owner 

President 

General Manager/Manager 

Other Officer 

Tenure (Years with the Firm) 

1-5 

6 - 10 

11-15 

16-20 

21-30 

>i31 

Mean: 16.99 years 

Years with Current Title 

1-5 

6 - 10 

11 - 15 

16-20 

>i20 

Mean: 12.9 years 

Number of Finns in Career 

1 

2 - 3 

4 - 6 

>6 

Mean: 3.02 Firms 

Number (N=198) 

83 

69 

27 

19 

Number (N=198) 

22 

39 

37 

45 

34 

21 

Number (N=198) 

45 

56 

35 

29 

33 

Number (N=l%) 

32 

112 

44 

8 

Percentage 

41.9 

34.8 

13.6 

9.6 

Percentage 

11.1 

19.7 

18.7 

22.7 

17.2 

10.6 

Percentage 

22.7 

28.3 

17.7 

14.6 

16.7 

Percentage 

16.3 

57.1 

22.4 

4.1 
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Table 3.3 continued 

Total Years Business Experience 
:< 10 
11-20 
21-30 
31-40 
>.41 

Mean: 26.3 years 

Age 
:< 35 
36-45 
46-55 
56-65 
>.65 

Mean: 48.1 years 

Sex 

Male 

Female 

Marital Status 

Married 

Single 

Divorced/Widowed 

Education 

< High School Degree 

High School Degree 

Some College 

College Degree 

Some Graduate Work 

Graduate Degree 

Number 

Number 

Number 

Number 

Number 

(N= 

(N= 

(N= 

(N= 

(N= 

=196) 

13 
52 
66 
51 
14 

=196) 
26 
57 
62 
44 
7 

=193) 

190 

3 

=195) 

183 

6 

6 

=197) 

8 

22 

67 

76 

16 

8 

Percentage 

6.6 
26.5 
33.7 
26.0 
7.1 

Percentage 

13.3 
29.1 
31.6 
22.4 
3.6 

Percentage 

98.4 

1.6 

Percentage 

93.8 

3.1 

3.1 

Percentage 

4.1 

11.2 

34.0 

38.6 

8.1 

4.1 
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Table 3.4 Respondent Firm Characteristics 

Number of Employees 

1 

2 - 9 

10-19 

20-49 

50-99 

>ilOO 

Total Sales 

:< 500,000 

500,001 - 750,000 

750,001 - 1,000,000 

1,000,001 - 2,000,000 

2,000,001 - 5,000,000 

5,000,001 - 10,000,000 

> 10,000,000 

Mean: $2,767,800.64 

Tire Sales as % of Total Sales 

1 -25 

26-50 

51-75 

76- 100 

Mean: 69.6% 

Major Supplier's Products as % of Total Sales 

1-20 

21-40 

41-60 

61-80 

8 1 - 100 

Mean: 53.6% 

Number (N=199) 

1 

75 

53 

46 

15 

9 

Number (N=186) 

21 

27 

27 

50 

36 

17 

8 

Number (N=190) 

9 

47 

49 

85 

Number (N=186) 

14 

58 

51 

36 

27 

Percentage 

0.5 

37.7 

26.6 

23.1 

7.5 

4.5 

Percentage 

11.3 

14.5 

14.5 

26.9 

19.4 

9.1 

4.3 

Percentage 

4.7 

24.7 

25.8 

44.7 

Percentage 

7.5 

31.2 

27.4 

19.4 

14.5 
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Table 3.4 continued 

Number of Years Dealt with Major Supplier Number (N=196) Percentage 

1-5 43 21.9 

6 -10 58 29.6 

11-15 26 13.3 

16 - 20 27 13.8 

21-30 22 11.2 

>. 30 20 10.2 

Mean: 14.7 years 



CHAPTER 4 

THE MEASUREMENT MODEL 

Although structural equation modeling programs, such as LISREL, allow the 

simultaneous evaluation of the qualities of the measures and the ability of the structural 

model to capture the causal relations of the unobserved constructs, clearly the most 

appropriate approach is a two-step approach. Using a two-step approach, as advocated 

by Anderson and Gerbing (1988) among others, the measures are analyzed 

simultaneously, but separately from the structural model, to determine the quality of the 

measures in terms of the traditional concerns for scientific measures; i.e., their validity 

and rehability. Such an approach was used in the present research, and will be discussed 

presently. However, before discussing the results of the analysis, the respecification 

process for measurement models used here should first be discussed. It should be noted 

that the input matrix for these analyses was the covariance matrix. 

Objectives for Testing the Measurement Model 

Measurement model analysis is very similar to confirmatory factor analysis. The 

measurement model can be represented by two equations. The first: 

y = Ay 17 + e 

specifies the relations between the observable indicants ( the /? x 1 vector y) and the 

endogenous latent constructs (17) through the loadings (the pxm matrix Ay of Ay's) of 

the observable indicants and their error terms (the pxl vector e). The second equation: 

65 
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specifies the same relations for the indicants (x's) of the independent or exogenous 

latent constmcts (|) through the indicants' loadings (the Â '̂s of the matrk AJ and their 

error terms (6). Typically, however, during the measurement model phase of the analysis 

one does not discriminate between the endogenous and exogenous constructs. Thus, for 

simplicity, all are items are treated as indicants of exogenous variables. 

When multiple indicants of a latent construct are used, by convention one 

indicant's coefficient (A) for the construct is set to equal 1.00. This sets the scale for the 

latent constmct to be the same as the observed indicator. A similar process is involved 

in determining the measurement error for single-item measures and suggestions for how 

measurement error should be estimated vary. For single item measures, the researcher 

must provide the portion of the variance of the item due to error and the portion to be 

assigned for the loading, A. Dillon and Goldstein (1984, p. 456) suggest that the error 

term d be set to zero, making the single item a perfect indicant of the construct. 

Hayduk (1987) suggests that the portion of the variance specified as due to error be 

somewhat consistent with expectations, or similar to the observed error of indicants from 

multi-item constructs. As noted by Anderson and Gerbing (1988, p. 415), the choice is 

often arbitrary, and most often conservative estimates are used. In fact, the impact of 

the decision is rarely of any consequence, as has been explained by Hayduk (1987). In 

the present analysis, the values for ©^.. were set at O.lcr̂ , and the values for X- were set 

at (0.90^) .̂ 

Once the scales have been set and allowances made for the error portion of the 

variance of single-indicant measures, the LISREL program attempts to find a solution 

for the equation 

x = \^ + d 
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given the hypothesized measurement model's parameters that provides a model-specified 

variance-covariance matrk, 2, that best reproduces the observed variance-covariance 

matrk S. Thus, it is one objective of the measurement model phase of the analysis to 

arrive at a group of indicators for each latent construct whose variance is largely 

composed of the common variance between the items of the construct intended. At the 

same time, one would like items with little variance that is either (a) unexplained 

(indicated by large terms appearing on the diagonal of the variance-covariance matrix of 

error terms, G^, where 1 - Q^lci^ = reliability), (b) commonly shared with multiple items 

proposed to measure some other construct(s) (indicated by large modification indices for 

AJ, or (c) shared with one or more indicants of the intended construct, or indicants of 

another constmct, this shared variance not being commonly shared by all items of the 

given construct(s) (indicated by large off-diagonal terms for the modification indices of 

matrix G«). 

In addition to these sources of information, LISREL provides standardized 

residuals to help assess the fit of the model. The standardized residual is derived from 

the fitted residual, which is simply the difference between the elements of the observed 

variance-covariance matrix S and the fitted matrix 2. Because of the difficulty in 

interpreting the meaning of these fitted residuals, LISREL produces the standardized 

residuals by dividing the fitted residual by its asymptotic standard error. In large sample 

sizes, these standard residuals can be interpreted as standard deviates and therefore are 

generally considered large if they exceed 2-2.58 (JOreskog and SOrbom 1989, Dillon and 

Goldstein 1984). 
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Measurement Model Respecification Procedure 

Following this approach for the current study, items were candidates for deletion 

from the model if they: (a) showed several large (>2.58) residuals with other indicants; 

(b) displayed insignificant loadings {X^ for the expected constmct; (c) shared large, 

unexplainable shared variance due to error (O^'s) with other indicants, as indicated in 

the modification indices for 0^; or (d) shared common variance with multiple indicators 

of some other constmct(s), as indicated by large modification indices for Â .̂ At each 

stage, it was necessary to bear in mind that the most defensible decision is that based not 

only on statistical indicators, but on content considerations and the underlying theory of 

the model as well. Items were deleted in a stepwise fashion, the specific progression of 

the respecification is discussed later in this chapter. After a brief discussion of overall fit 

measures, the discussion elaborates on the general procedure used for the measurement 

model analysis and respecification. 

Overall Fit Measures 

LISREL provides four measures of overall fit of measurement and structural 

models: (1) the chi-square (x^) statistic; (2) the goodness-of-fit index (GFI); (3) the 

adjusted goodness-of-fit statistic (AGFI); and (4) the root mean squared residual 

(RMR). In those cases where the sample size is sufficiently large and the model is 

correctly specified, x^ can be used to test the model against the altemative that 2, the 

population covariance matrix, is unconstrained. Although often viewed as a test statistic 

for testing the hypothesis that the model-impUed 2 is superior to 2 unconstrained, this is 

usually not valid (JOreskog and SOrbom 1989, p. 43). As noted by Dillon and Goldstein 

(1984, p. 479), technically the x^ statistic is only valid when (1) all the observed variables 
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have a multivariate normal distribution; (2) the analysis is based on the sample 

covariance matrix; and (3) the sample size is fairly large. Furthermore, as the yi^ is a 

direct function of the sample size, with large samples it is very likely that any 2 will be 

found to be different from S. Thus, the x^ can more appropriately be used as a general 

measure of goodness, or badness, of fit, where large values in relation to the number of 

degrees of freedom (d.f.) indicate bad fit, and smaller relative values indicate good fit. 

JOreskog and SOrbom advise that the y^ measure be used in comparative model fitting, 

where models with ;t̂ :d.f. ratios larger than competing models are less likely to reflect 

reality. 

The goodness-of-fit index and goodness-of-fit index adjusted for degrees of 

freedom (adjusted goodness-of-fit or AGFI) measure represent a comparison of the fit 

function after (numerator) and before (denominator) any model has been fitted. Like 

X^, GFT and AGFI can be used to compare alternative models. The root mean squared 

residual is a measure of the average of the fitted residuals, must be interpreted in 

relation to the size of the variances and covariances observed in matrbc S, the covariance 

matrix for the observed data, and is most useful when all observed variables are 

standardized (JOreskog and SOrbom 1989, p. 44). 

In general, the root mean squared residual is most appropriately applied to 

comparing alternative models based on the same set of data. Goodness-of-fit indicators 

(GFI, AGFI) are similarly useful for this task, but also may be used to compare fit 

functions for models of different data. 
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Reflective Measures 

As mentioned earlier, some of the measurement scales used are formative 

measures, in which the items of the scale serve as indices of the quantity of the construct 

present, while other measures are reflective, reflections of the underlying, unobservable 

constmct. Before testing the full measurement model, the reflective measures were 

tested separately from the formative measures. Such an approach makes the overall 

analysis of the measurement model more manageable. Two of the reflective measures, 

future uncertainty and outcomes given comparison levels, were treated as special cases in 

preparing for the analysis of the reflective measures. The following discussion addresses 

this treatment. 

Occasionally, groups of items within a reflective measure will share variance that 

is not totally attributed to the desired common factor. For instance, in a ten-item scale 

intended to measure job stress, three of the items may share additional variance common 

amongst themselves but not common to the entire group. Another three items may do 

the same, and the remaining four the same as well. Upon further examination, it may be 

found that although all ten items are indicants of job stress, the first group of three items 

also specifically mention decision making. The second group of three items may all 

mention exposure to hazards. The final four items may simply relate to general job 

stress. When subjected to factor analysis, it may be found that three factors emerge. All 

the items may load on the first factor, but the first group of three heavily load on the 

second factor, and the second group of three load on the third factor. The four items of 

the last group, mentioning job stress in general, load heaviest on the first factor. 

Furthermore, it may be found that the three factors are highly correlated. From this 

analysis, one could propose that the items are all measuring job stress, but that since 
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they are not equally represented (i.e., 3-3-4), some procedure should be performed to 

account for the difference in representation. One possibility would be to choose to 

include only three items from each group in the final model. Another possibility would 

be to compose three indicants, each made up of one indicant from each of the three 

groups, or factors. A third alternative, which is used for the present study for two such 

measures, is to make a composite indicant from the indicators of each factor. The 

rationale for this choice is mentioned below in each case in which it was used. We will 

now turn to the specific handhng of each of the two measures, future uncertainty and 

outcomes given comparison levels. 

The future uncertainty measures were introduced by Achrol and Stem (1988) as 

reflective measures. In the present study, however, though factor analysis showed shared 

variance among the measures, the items of the two scales, dealing with information 

adequacy and confidence in decisions, did require three highly correlated, but separate, 

factors. Therefore, using factor analysis, the items were analyzed for underlying 

similarities that might relate to the problems addressed in the items. Items V4, V5, V9, 

and VIO loaded heavily on the first factor. These items, as may be seen upon review of 

Figure 3.13, relate to promotions and advertising, and therefore deal with future 

uncertainty regarding promotions and advertising decisions and were combined to form 

the indicant FUTUNCl. Items VI, V2, and V3 all loaded heavily on the second factor, 

and relate to adequacy of information in making decisions regarding general marketing 

decisions. From the three items the indicant FUTUNC2 was formed. Items V6, V7, and 

V8 were found to similarly load together to reflect confidence in decisions regarding 

these same functions. A third and final indicant, FUTUNC3, was formed from these 

three items. 
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Five of the seven outcomes given comparison levels (CL) items were found to 

load strongly on two separate factors, while the other two items loaded weakly on both 

factors. Items V86, V90, and V93 loaded together, but since V93 was not presented in 

the same format as the other two items, it was decided that the indicant (OGCLl) 

should include V86 and V90 alone. Both of these items relate to satisfaction with gross 

profits. Items V89 and V91 loaded together and strongly on the second factor, and 

therefore the second indicant (OGCL2), was created from these two items. Items V89 

and V91 relate to satisfaction with supplier's product line that is exclusive of profit 

considerations. 

To review, the reflective measures used were affective commitment, trust, shared 

values, behavioral commitment, future uncertainty, and outcomes given comparison 

levels. The analysis of these measures began with 35 indicators. Table 4.1 shows the 

results of this first step of the analysis, in which 25 of the items were retained. The 

goodness-of-fit index is 0.886, AGFI = 0.855, RMR = 0.156, and x^^Tze) = 312.01 

(p=0.000). Recall that the input matrix was the covariance matrix. 

Formative Measures 

Before analyzing the formative measures in LISREL, principal components 

analysis was performed for two of these measures (cooperation and conflict) to 

determine the manner in which summates could or should be used to represent the 

indicators of the constructs, due to the large number of items present, and the desire to 

reduce redundancy among the indicants. 

Because previous researchers had experienced problems separating the measures 

of cooperation and conflict (Gattorna 1978), it was decided that principal components 
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Table 4.1 Measurement Model - Reflective Measure Loadings (A's) 

Item 
Vll 
V12 
V13 
V14 
V16 
V17 
V20 
V22 
V23 
V24 
V25 
V27 
V32 
V33 
V34 
V41 
V42 
V43 
V44 
V46 
OGCLl 
OGCL2 
FUTUNCl 
FUTUNC2 
FUTUNC3 

Relationship 
Commitment 

GFI = 0.886 
AGFI = 
RMR = 1 

0.855 
0.156 

0.829 
0.837 
0.616 
0.673 
0.578 
0.847 

0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 

Trust 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 

0.755 
0.930 
0.902 
0.935 
0.915 
0.586 

0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 

Shared 
Values 

0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 

0.759 
0.560 
0.292 

0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 

x ' -
d.f. = 

Economic 
Dependence 

0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 

0.745 
0.870 
0.948 
0.685 
0.660 

0 
0 
0 
0 
0 

312.01 (p=0. 
: 236 

Outcomes 
Given 

Comparison 
Levels 

0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 

0.578 
0.531 

0 
0 
0 

OOl) 

Future 
Uncertainty 

0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 

0.692 
0.771 
0.838 

analysis should be performed simultaneously for the cooperation and conflict items. 

Consistent with prior researchers' experience, the conflict and cooperation items did not 

load on separate factors, though they displayed the expected opposite valences. It was 

decided that the cooperation items would be reverse coded, allowing them to load in 

thesame direction as the conflict items, and a composite summate (CONFLICT), 

adjusted for the number of items loading on each factor, would be created for these 

items. 
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Full Measurement Model 

Table 4.2 shows the results of the analysis of the full measurement model. Once 

the separate analyses of the formative and reflective measures had been performed, 

arriving at the final full measurement model was achieved by deleting a single item, VI7. 

For the full measurement model, the resulting goodness-of-fit index is 0.874, AGFI = 

0.826, RMR = 0.146, and;cV6) = 452.81 (p=0.000). 

As mentioned earlier, Anderson and Gerbing (1988) propose that a reasonable 

measure of discriminant validity is to determine if any of the confidence intervals {± two 

standard errors) for the estimated correlations (O) for the constructs include 1.0. Table 

4.3 presents these estimated correlations as well as the associated standard errors. Three 

of these correlations are noted to fail this test: Oj ̂  (Shared Values and Relationship 

Commitment), O72 (Opportunistic Behavior and Trust), and O53 (Outcomes Given 

Comparison Levels and Shared Values). Given content considerations, the first and 

third of these do not appear to be due to lack of discriminant validity. The shared 

values items are clearly discrete from the items used to measure affective commitment 

and outcomes given comparison levels. The second of the offending correlations is likely 

not due to lack of discriminant validity, but rather to the close theoretical association of 

the two constructs. In fact, we would expect acts that are highly pathological to trust to 

be negatively and strongly correlated with trust. The respecification process is outlined 

in Table 4.4. 

The final group of items is listed in Appendix D. Based on these outcomes, 

analysis of the structural model was undertaken, and the details and results of this 

analysis are discussed in Chapter 5. 
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Table 4.4 Summary of the Measurement Model Respecification Process 

Changes Made From Previous Test GFI AGFI R M R x^ ^^^• 

Reflective Measures 

None 0.771 0.736 0.328 1065.91 545 

Delete V38, V39, and V45 0.805 0.771 0.223 781.17 449 

Free TD(27,26) (Allows V44 and V46 error 0.810 0.776 0.222 756.96 448 

terms to correlate. Both Items relate to 

switching costs.) 

Delete V15, V26, and V49 0.843 0.810 0.204 550.54 361 

Delete V40 and V27 0.857 0.825 0.172 462.96 308 

Delete V18, V19, and V21 0.886 0.855 0.156 312.01 236 

Full Measurement Model 

None 

Delete V17 

0.866 0.818 0.150 499.23 344 

0.874 0.826 0.146 452.81 316 



CHAPTERS 

ANALYSIS OF THE STRUCTURAL MODEL 

If the analysis of the measurement model is successful, measurement 

respecification is obviated or minimal during the analysis of the structural model. Such 

was the case in the present analysis. Upon moving to the analysis of the structural 

model only one item, VI2, required deletion from the measurement model. However, 

this was performed after the testing of the structural model proposed in Figure 1.1. 

Therefore, before any further discussion of structural model respecification, the results of 

the analysis of the proposed model will be reviewed. 

Proposed Structural Model 

The structural model proposed in Figure 1.1 was analyzed using the measures 

that resulted from the measurement model analysis listed in Table 4.3. The results of 

this analysis are displayed in tabular form in Table 5.1 and in the illustrated model, 

shown in Figure 5.1. The proposed structural model has a resulting goodness-of-fit index 

of 0.849, AGR = 0.813, RMR = 0.181, and^^i) = 549.84 (p=0.000). Assessing the 

results in terms of paths, 11 of the 16 proposed paths have the correct direction of signs 

and significant /-values. However five of the proposed paths (731, Shared Values -

Trust; y^ 3, CL - Affective Commitment; ft j. Affective Commitment - Future 

Functionality of Conflict; ft 1, Affective Commitment - Future Uncertainty; and ft 2, 

Trust - Propensity to Leave) are not supported. Three of these paths (721, Yi 3, and ft j) 

did not have significant / values and, coincidentally, had signs that were counter to that 

hypothesized. The other two paths 0̂ 51 and ft 2) simply did not have significant t values. 
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In addition, the modification indices for F and B indicate the need for inclusion of some 

paths that had not been specified in the model. 

Table 5.1 Proposed Structural Model 

Path Estimate 
Shared Values - Relationship Commitment 
Shared Values - Trust 

Economic Dependence - Relationship Commitment 

Outcomes Given CL - Relationship Commitment 

Communication -* Trust 

Opportunistic Behavior - Trust 

Conflict - Trust 

Relationship Commitment - Future Acquiescence 

Relationship Commitment -» Propensity to Leave 

Relationship Commitment - Fut. Functionality of Conflict 

Relationship Commitment - Future Uncertainty 

Trust - Future Acquiescence 

Trust - Propensity to Leave 

Trust - Future Functionality of Conflict 

Trust - Future Uncertainty 

Trust - Relationship Commitment 

Goodness of Fit Index = 0.849 

Adjusted Goodness of Fit Index = 0.813 

Root Mean Squared Residual = 0.181 

t-value 

.600 

-.116 

.426 

-.222 

.208 

-.548 

.266 

.437 

-.503 

.140 

.049 

.216 

-.120 

.376 

-.342 

.380 

2.765 

-.940 

4.383 

-.957 

2.678 

-5.736 

-3.032 

4.809 

-5.423 

1.491 

.467 

2.515 

-1.398 

4.058 

-3.227 

3.856 

•^ = 549.84 

d.f. = 351 

Respecification of the Structural Model 

Based on the results of the analysis of the proposed structural model steps to 

respecify the model were undertaken. The approach to respecification was consistent 

with that proposed by JOreskog and SOrbom (1990). As noted by JOreskog and S'Orbom, 

only those respecifications of the structural model that can be explained by theory should 
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be made. Generally, many altemative models will display equal goodness-of-fit measures, 

and are "observationally equivalent" (p. 94). Therefore, the researcher must make 

respecifications in light of substantive arguments for the validity of such modifications, 

relying on theory to guide such arguments. One cannot know simply by observing the 

values of two variables what causal relationship, if any, exists between the variables. 

Knowledge or arguments of any causal relationships can only be made when additional 

information is available, again, such as theory. 

Following this directive for respecification, JOreskog and SOrbom offer several 

specific suggestions for modification of structural models. First, fked parameters with 

large modification indices should be relaxed. Next, estimated parameters whose r-values 

are not significant should be fixed at zero and estimated parameters whose signs are not 

supported by theory should be considered for fixing at zero. Finally, modifications 

should be made in steps, with one parameter fixed or freed at a time, and the results 

carefully examined. 

The first respecification of the structural model involved the addition of a path 

from conflict to future uncertainty. Intuitively, one might expect that frequent 

disagreement about certain marketing-related aspects of the distributor's business, such 

as advertising and promotion policies, would lead to uncertainty in decisions made 

concerning those activities. The addition of this path is important to the final structural 

model, as it can be seen that the addition of a direct path from conflict to future 

uncertainty obviated the need for a path from trust to future uncertainty, which had 

been significant in the proposed model 0̂ 6 2= -0-342, t = -3.227), due to the strong 

indirect effect of conflict on future uncertainty routed through trust. 
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The second respecification step involved making three changes. Usually, only 

one change is made in each step, but based on the strength of the indication for each of 

the changes as well as familiarity with the data from previous analyses, it was felt that all 

three changes could be made simultaneously with confidence that each was necessary 

and would not disguise any indications for other respecification. One of these changes 

was deleting item V12, the only change made to the measurement model. The other two 

changes involved adding direct paths from outcomes given comparison levels to both 

future acquiescence and propensity to leave. Williams and Hazer (1986), in a path 

analytic model, found that satisfaction (to which outcomes given comparison levels is 

often Ukened) was negatively related to propensity to leave. Though I am unaware of 

any empirical support for a direct positive relationship between outcomes given 

comparison levels and future acquiescence, an indirect path was hypothesized, so it is 

believed that a direct path is plausible. 

The third respecification involved deleting the path from relationship 

commitment to future uncertainty. Though Cook (1977) and Cook and Emerson (1978) 

proposed that commitments would be made in an effort to decrease uncertainty, the 

results of this study would suggest that either that is not true, or is an ineffective 

strategy. 

The next stage of respecification was the second, and last, step in which multiple 

changes in the model were made simultaneously. Once paths were allowed to future 

acquiescence and propensity to leave for outcomes given comparison levels, and to 

future uncertainty from conflict, the effects of trust on these three variables began to 

dechne. Trust exhibited insignificant levels of direct effects on these outcomes. 

However, tmst did retain indirect effects on two of the constmcts, future acquiescence 
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and propensity to leave, through relationship commitment. This step included adding a 

path from outcomes given comparison levels to trust, which had been suggested by the 

modification indices. It seems plausible that outcomes given comparison levels could 

influence trust. 

As indicated above, the next step involved deleting the path from trust to future 

uncertainty. As mentioned earlier, seemingly much of the affect of trust on future 

uncertainty had been in allowing a path for conflict to future uncertainty. There are 

undoubtedly several possible explanations for the failure to find support for the 

hypothesized direct effect. One explanation is that such an effect does not exist. In 

other words, the level of uncertainty regarding future decisions about promotion and 

inventory is independent of the distributor's trust in the manufacturer. A second 

explanation is that the measure or conceptualization of future uncertainty used here was 

poorly chosen in terms of the domain of the construct which it measures. 

The next step involved deleting the path from relationship commitment to future 

functionality of conflict. As discussed later, this is contrary to what was hypothesized. A 

likely explanation for the lack of need for such a path is that relationship commitment 

and future functionality of conflict exist independently and are related only spuriously, 

through trust. 

The seventh respecification step involved deleting the path from shared values to 

trust, which had not been significant during any stage of the analysis. Although an effect 

was expected, it could be argued that no relationship exists between shared values and 

trust. For instance, you as a distributor may believe that your trading partner believes 

similarly about the importance of product quaUty, yet you may believe that the 

manufacturer does not place a high priority on doing what is in your best interest. 
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The final respecification involved simply deleting the path from outcomes given 

comparison levels to trust which had been added earlier but became unnecessary, and 

thus was consistent with the initial hypothesis that no relationship existed. 

Respecification of the proposed model resulted in the model presented in Figure 

5.2, whose paths are listed in Table 5.2. For this model, the goodness-of-fit index = 

0.871, AGH = 0.838, RMR = 0.171, and;̂ 2̂ 328) = 450.31 (p=0.000). The model's fit is 

significantly improved over the proposed model, and the paths involved are consistent 

with theory. In addition, the model compares favorably with the model in which all 

paths are relaxed, and GFI = 0.879, AGH = 0.833, RMR = 0.145, and x^m) = 409.36. 

In other words, by giving up 34 degrees of freedom, x^ improves by only 40.95. A 

summary of the specific steps taken in respecification of the structural model is 

presented in Table 5.3. 

As no causal construct had both direct and indirect effects on any other single 

constmct, the total effects of any construct on another are equal to either the direct or 

indirect effect of that construct solely. Therefore, Table 5.4 lists the indirect effects that 

result from the final structural model. Table 5.5 lists the variance explained for each of 

the endogenous constructs by the stmctural equations. Finally, Table 5.6 presents the 

proposed hypotheses and the support, when present, for these hypotheses by the final 

stmctural model. The specific hypotheses and results are discussed further in Chapter 

6.1t should be noted that in testing the stmctural model, every possible path has an 

imphed, separate hypothesis. 

As a final note, the antecedents were allowed to correlate in both the proposed 

and the final structural models. These correlations are displayed in Table 5.7. 
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Table 5.2 Final Stmctural Model 

Path 

Shared Values - Relationship Commitment 

Outcomes Given CL -* Future Acquiescence 

Outcomes Given CL - Propensity to Leave 

Communication - Trust 

Opportunistic Behavior - Trust 

Conflict - Trust 

Conflict - Future Uncertainty 

Trust - Future Functionality of Conflict 

Trust - Relationship Commitment 

Estimate t-value 

.350 

Economic Dependence - Relationship Commitment .344 

.414 

.352 

.183 

.553 

Relationship Commitment - Future Acquiescence .293 

Relationship Commitment - Propensity to Leave -.325 

.462 

.425 

3.344 

5.062 

3.339 

-2.886 

2.590 

.517 -6.005 

.209 -2.763 

6.541 

2.620 

-2.846 

6.194 

4.564 

Goodness of Fit Index = 0.871 

Adjusted Goodness of Fit Index = 0.838 

•^ = 450.31 

d.f. = 328 

Root Mean Squared Residual = 0.171 
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Table 5.3 Summary of the Structural Model Respecification Process 

Changes Made From Previous Test GFI AGFI RMR -^^ d.f. 

Proposed Model 0.849 0.813 0.181549.84 351 

Add Conflict - Future Uncertainty (y^^) 0.858 0.824 0.169 508.03 350 

a) Delete V12 0.870 0.836 0.159 441.12 321 

b) Add OGCL* -» Future Acquiescence(y3 3) 

c) Add OGCL -* Propensity to Leave {y^ 3) 

Delete Relationship Commitment - Fut. Uncert. (yŜ  1) 0.869 0.835 0.165 444.12 322 

a) Delete Trust - Fut. Acquiescence 0832) 0.870 0.837 0.163 443.02 324 

b) Delete Trust -* Propensity to Leave {^^ 2) 

c) Delete OGCL - Relationship Commitment (ŷ  3) 

d) Add OGCL -* Trust {y^ 3) 

Delete Trust - Future Uncertainty (^62) 0-870 0.837 0.170 445.71 325 

Delete Rel. Commitment -* Fut. Function, of ConflictOSj 1) 0.869 0.837 0.170 447.97 326 

Delete Shared Values -* Trust (y^ 1) 0.869 0.837 0.170 449.99 327 

Delete OGCL - Trust (733) 0-869 0.838 0.171 450.31 328 

" OGCL = Outcomes Given Comparison Levels 
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Table 5.5 Variance of Endogenous Constructs Explained 
by Stmctural Equations 

Construct Explained Variance* 

Tmst 0.660 

Relationship Commitment 0.613 

Future Acquiescence 0.443 

Propensity to Leave 0.386 

Future Functionality of Conflict 0.213 

Future Uncertainty 0.305 

' Calculated as 1 - V̂^ 
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Table 5.6 Summary of Hypothesized Findings 

Hypothesis Result 

Hj: Trust of the supplier by the buyer will be positively related to 
commitment to the relationship on the part of the buyer. 

Hj: Shared values between the buyer and the seller will be positively related 
to commitment to the buyer-seller relationship. 

H3: Shared values between the buyer and the seller will be positively related 
to trust in the seller. 

H4: Outcomes given comparison levels will be positively related to 
relationship commitment. 

H5: Buyer's economic dependence on the seller will positively related to 
relationship commitment on the part of the buyer. 

Ĥ : High quality, frequent communication will be positively related to trust 
of the seller on the part of the buyer. 

H7: Opportunistic behavior on the part of the supplier will be negatively 
related to the buyer's trust in the seller. 

Hg: Cooperation between the buyer and the seller will be positively related to Not Tested* 
buyer's trust in the seller. 

H9: Frequent conflict in the relationship will be negatively related to trust by Supported 
the buyer in the seller. 

HIQ: Buyers' commitment to the buyer-seller relationship will be positively 
related to future acquiescence to suppliers' policies. 

Supported 

Supported 

Not Supported 

Not Supported 

Supported 

Supported 

Supported 

Supported 

Not Supported Hii: Buyers' trust in the seller will be positively related to future 
acquiescence to suppliers' policies. 

H12: Buyer's commitment to the buyer-seller relationship wiU be negatively Supported 
related to the propensity of the buyer to leave the relationship. 

H13: Buyer's trust in the seller will be negatively related to the propensity of Not Supported 
the buyer to leave the relationship. 

H14: Buyer's commitment to the buyer-seller relationship will be positively 
related to functionality of conflict. 

H15: Buyer's trust of the seller will be positively related to functionality of 
conflict. 

Not Supported 

Supported 

Not Supported Hî : Buyer's commitment to the buyer-seller relationship will be negatively 
related to future uncertainty in decision making in the channel 
environment. 

H17: Buyer's trust of the seller will be negatively related to future uncertainty Not Supported 
in decision making in the channel environment. 

' Recall that the ^operation measure did not display discriminant validity from the contlict 
measure, and was therefore the items were reverse scored and combined with the conflict items. 
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Table 5.7 Correlations of the Antecedent Constructs of the Final Structural Model 

Outcomes 
Given 

Shared Economic Comparison Communication Opportunistic 
Values Dependence Levels Behavior Conflict 

Shared Values 

Economic 
Dependence 

Outcomes 
Given 
Comparison 
Levels 

Communication 

Opportunistic 
Behavior 

Conflict 

1.000 

0.074 

0.848 

0.635 

-0.687 

-0.667 

1.000 

0.331 

0.105 

0.069 

0.050 

1.000 

0.669 

-0.679 

-0.792 

1.000 

-0.642 

-0.588 
1.000 

0.686 1.000 



CHAPTER 6 

CONCLUSIONS AND DISCUSSION 

This study has attempted to accomplish two tasks. The first task was to develop 

a framework for marketing relationships in which several antecedents and consequences 

of relationship commitment and trust could be identified and the strength of these 

relationships could be quantified and compared. In other words, the study attempted to 

address the questions: Are relationship commitment and trust key variables in marketing 

relationships? Do they moderate, facilitate, or possibly link behaviors and beliefs about 

the relationships? Do they serve as catalysts in cementing relationships? And aside 

from these facihtative roles, do they themselves offer something unique in bringing about 

the consequences discussed? The second task was to integrate several components of 

social exchange theory with some constructs traditionally studied in marketing channels, 

and compare how they act to bring about certain outcomes that should be important not 

only to marketing relationship theorists, but marketing managers as well. Hence, we will 

discuss the results of the study with these questions in mind and compare and contrast 

the model initially proposed for this study with the final structural model, shown in 

Figure 5.2. 

Building and Destroying Trust 

Trust has been conceptualized for the present study as the belief that another 

party: (a) will not act in a way that is harmful to the trusting firm; (b) will act in such a 

way that is beneficial to the trusting firm; and (c) will act reliably. Such a 

conceptualization is a composite of the propositions and findings of other researchers in 

92 



93 

marketing (Anderson and Narus 1990, Bonoma 1976, and Dwyer and Oh 1987) and 

other discipHnes (Blau 1964, Zand 1972, and Pruitt and Smith 1981). For this study, 

shared values, communication, opportunistic behavior, and conflict were chosen as 

possible antecedents of trust. In testing the theory, only shared values failed to show a 

significant relationship with trust. It had been hypothesized that shared values, which in 

the present study related to shared beliefs regarding the importance of product quality, 

employee integrity, and customer satisfaction, would lead two parties to have greater 

trust in each other. However, shared values, while showing a strong relationship with 

commitment, did not lead to trust. 

For this research, it has often been helpful when trying to conceptualize the 

associations between constructs, to utilize metaphors and analogies. In many cases if the 

constmcts are viewed in a similar but different setting, such as a friendship, courtship, or 

marriage, their associations become more easily conceptualized due to greater familiarity 

with the situation. If we think of the association of shared values and trust in a 

friendship it is easy to imagine, or simply recall, friendships in which trust occurred 

though the two friends did not significantly share common values, be they religious, 

professional, ethical, or familial. In the same way, business partners may trust each 

other, as trust has been measured here, even though they place a different emphasis on 

the importance of product quality, satisfying customers, or having honest employees. 

As proposed, the model supports the contentions that communication acts to 

increase tmst, while opportunistic behavior and conflict destroy trust. These results are 

intuitively plausible, and the implications are perhaps the easiest of all the implications 

of the model to grasp. If you want a trading partner to trust you, communicate with him 

or her frequently and discuss issues that are of mutual importance. Furthermore, if you 
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want to avoid destroying the trust of your trading partners, try to resolve differences of 

opmion when possible to avoid frequent arguments. Most importantly, do not perform 

opportunistic acts. For the present model, the path coefficient for opportunistic 

behavior to tmst of -0.517 indicates that opportunistic behavior strongly decreases trust. 

Building and Destroying Relationship Commitment 

Relationship commitment was conceptualized in this study in a manner similar to 

that of affective commitment in the organizational commitment hterature - - that type of 

commitment seen as a "partisan, affective attachment to the goals and values, and to the 

organization (trading partner) for its own sake, apart from its purely instrumental worth" 

(Buchanan 1974, p, 533). It was hypothesized that relationship commitment could be 

brought about by shared values, economic dependence, outcomes given comparison 

levels, and trust. Of these antecedents, outcomes given comparison levels was the only 

construct for which an antecedent relationship was not supported. The results may 

suggest that outcomes given comparison levels, as a measure of satisfaction, may occur 

concurrently with (exist at the same level as) relationship commitment. Satisfaction 

would not be a necessary requirement for commitment to occur, but may augment the 

effects of commitment. Perhaps satisfaction with profits or services, as it was measured 

in the present study, is more closely associated with the development of behavioral 

commitment, the commitment that occurs when it is perceived that a cost is associated 

with leaving the relationship while a reward can be gained by remaining. More likely is 

the situation that these two constmcts occur somewhat concurrently, but are not 

necessary for the other to occur. Situations can be imagined in which one would 

perceive a high cost of leaving a relationship (e.g., the supplier's product provides a 
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higher profit than competing lines) and therefore would be economically dependent, 

though satisfaction may be low, due to the supplier's levels of service, distribution 

policies, or frequent shortages of product. The relationship between satisfaction and the 

focal constmcts of this study, relationship commitment and trust, requires further 

research. 

Shared values, economic dependence, and trust were found to significantly 

directly influence relationship commitment. This supports existing theory, but more 

importantly introduces shared values to the channels literature as an important construct 

for research and application. The hypothesized influence of economic dependence, 

though not intuitively obvious perhaps on the surface, is consistent with social exchange 

research in other discipHnes (Kelman 1961, 1974). The implications for these findings 

are perhaps not as clear as the findings discussed for trust's antecedents. One possible 

implication would be that channel members should be more selective in choosing trading 

partners if they want to avoid monitoring costs, turnover of partners, and costs arising 

from pathological conflict and uncertainty. Seeking partners that share similar values 

relating to product quality, customer service, and employee honesty, may result in 

benefits related to these costs. Additionally, steps taken to strengthen the social nature 

of relationships, e.g., more frequent quality interactions, with partners that are already 

economically dependent upon the relationship (i.e., few alternatives, high switching costs) 

may encourage the development of relationship commitment. In other words, if a 

suppher perceives that economic dependence is high but relationship commitment is 

below that expected, it may be due to a lack of perception of shared values and trust on 

the part of the buyer, which could possibly be remedied by more attention to 
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communication and stronger expression of the supplier's values. This is supported by the 

positive, albeit low, indirect effect of communication on relationship commitment. 

As with trust, relationship commitment can also be destroyed by the 

performance of opportunistic acts and frequent conflict, this notion being supported by 

the negative indirect effects of these constructs on relationship commitment. 

Future Acquiescence 

One of the proposed outcomes of achieving relationship commitment and trust 

was future acquiescence to supplier's policies. The strong theoretical support for a 

relationship between relationship commitment and future acquiescence, taken from the 

organizational commitment literature relating to absenteeism, held for the present 

setting. Trust, however, was not supported as a direct antecedent of future 

acquiescence, although it does have a small 0̂ 3 2 = 0.087) indirect effect through 

relationship commitment. 

It becomes apparent then that there are benefits to the supplier for cultivating 

relationship commitment in trading relationships. It would be expected that as future 

acquiescence increases, monitoring channel members' activities would become less 

necessary and monitoring costs could be reduced. 

An unexpected but plausible path emerged from the analysis, supporting a 

relationship between outcomes given comparison levels and future acquiescence. Hence, 

it would be suggested that as a trading partner becomes more satisfied with the levels of 

profits and services provided in the relationship as compared to other relationships, he 

or she would become more likely to follow the policies set by their trading partner. 

Surely, as one sees that the benefits of the current relationship outweigh those that 
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could be obtained outside the relationship, they become less likely to resist the wishes of 

the party that is providing them with the opportunity to achieve those benefits. 

Propensity to Leave 

As for future acquiescence, it was proposed that the propensity to leave the 

relationship would be decreased by relationship commitment and trust. Likewise, the 

findings regarding these relationships are similar. The path of trust to propensity to 

leave is not supported, while relationship commitment is found to decrease the 

propensity to leave the relationship. Again, trust has a small indirect negative effect on 

propensity to leave (fi^2~ -0-097). 

Similar to the results for antecedents of future acquiescence, propensity to leave 

is found to be affected by outcomes given comparison levels. As previously supported by 

the empirical findings of WiUiams and Hazer (1986), as satisfaction with the present 

supplier relative to other experiences increases, the propensity of the buyer to leave the 

relationship declines. Though an indirect effect for this path was expected, the resulting 

direct effect is significant and similar in degree to that of relationship commitment. The 

direct path, though unexpected, is not surprising. 

Once again, the benefits of building relationship commitment, through trust, 

communication, promodng values, and avoiding pathological behaviors, can be realized, 

in this case in terms of decreasing the cost of losing and replacing trading partners and 

distribution routes. 
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Future Functionality of Conflict 

As noted, not all conflict is bad. At times, conflict is productive as it brings 

problems out into the open where they can be addressed. Conflict serves as a way for 

two parties to identify problems. The question becomes: what leads the members of a 

relationship to view conflict as productive, or functional, rather than detrimental and 

pathological? It was proposed that relationship commitment and trust would both lead 

directly to conflict being perceived as functional. However, as can be seen in Figure 5.2, 

only a path for trust was supported. 

It makes sense that as a party becomes more trusting of another, he or she tends 

to see arguments or disagreements as less threatening to the relationship. As long as 

one trusts the other party's underlying motives, one is less likely to believe that 

disagreements reflect a decline in the productivity of the relationship. But why does not 

the same hold for relationship commitment? The implication is not that being 

committed to another party is not associated with conflict being viewed as anymore 

functional than it would be if commitment were not present. Rather, the implication is 

that commitment itself does not increase beliefs concerning the functionality of conflict 

beyond those achieved by the trust associated with that given level of commitment. 

Future functionahty of conflict is seen to increase concurrently with commitment, as both 

are influenced in part by trust. However, commitment on its own does not appear to 

increase future functionality of conflict. 

Future Uncertainty 

Theoretical support exists for a relationship between relationship commitment 

and future uncertainty (Cook and Emerson 1978). Likewise, it would seem plausible 
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that as one's level of trust in a trading partner increased, they would be less likely to be 

uncertain m decisions made regarding the relationship. These hypothesized paths were 

not supported by the data. Explanations for these results, as for all results in this type of 

analysis, include the failure to adequately and appropriately measure the specified 

constmcts, unique characteristics of the sample tested or selected, and of course the 

possibility that such results tmly reflect reality. The measures for the present study were 

designed to reflect uncertainty in decision making regarding promotional and other 

marketing activities related to the supplier's products. Analysis of the measures for 

rehability and validity was encouraging. Thus, it is not totally clear what the explanation 

is for the lack of support of the relationships hypothesized. 

Interestingly, a strong, plausible path did emerge between conflict and future 

uncertainty. The path indicates that conflict strongly contributes to the development of 

uncertainty regarding future decisions. Intuitively, this can be explained in that the more 

that disagreements occur between the distributor and the supplier over marketing 

activities such as promotion, service levels, and product availability, the more uncertain 

the distributor will be about future decisions regarding these activities. Though only an 

indirect path was hypothesized for these constmcts, the direct path is not totally 

surprising. The implication would be that distributors may avoid the costs of uncertainty 

by deahng with those suppliers with whom they don't frequently disagree over marketing 

activities. 

Major Contributions 

The managerial contributions of the study have been discussed in large part in 

the preceding. The theoretical contributions of this research are potentially substantial. 
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First, empirical studies of relationship commitment and trust have been very limited in 

the marketing literature, and especially in channels of distribution. The present study 

serves to show that commitment and trust not only are important to the outcomes of 

relationships in marketing, but can possibly be influenced by managerial action, such as 

communication, avoiding performing behaviors that are opportunistic, and seeking 

partners with similar values. Furthermore, this research indicates that the effects of 

previously studied, economics-oriented characteristics of marketing relationships, such as 

dependence, opportunistic behavior, and switching costs, and their consequences (e.g., 

conflict), on important relationship outcomes (e.g., turnover, acquiescence to policies) 

are moderated by the social exchange concepts of affective commitment to the 

relationship as well as trust. This would indicate that the recent new direction taken in 

marketing exchange relationships research toward social rather than political and 

economics-oriented frameworks, is justified. 

A second potential contribution of this research is the introduction of shared 

values to marketing exchange, and specifically marketing channels, research. Though 

recognized as important within the organization (Hunt, Wood, and Chonko 1989), the 

importance of the perception of shared values between organizations has not been 

previously identified in the marketing literature. In the present study, shared values was 

a strong influence on relationship commitment, second only to trust. Therefore, the 

presence of shared values is important in cultivating relationships characterized by low 

turnover and high acquiescence, and therefore lower monitoring costs. 
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Limitations 

At least two possible limitations to the study might be claimed. The first is the 

lack of generalizabihty of the findings due to the sample used. Such a limitation is true 

of almost all research used to develop and test theories. A trade-off exists between 

generahzability and the ability to control, to some degree, for background factors that 

could interfere with the study. However, in testing a theory one can claim further 

support for the theory with each successive test of the theory on different populations. 

Eventually, if the theory is repeatedly supported, it becomes more or less accepted as a 

rehable explanation of the processes. As such, generalizabihty in theory testing, rather 

than projecting, research is not a significant limitation, as long as the "testing" purpose of 

the research is kept in mind when formulating conclusions. 

The second possible limitation of the study is the use of single sources of 

information. In the present study, information was acquired from one side of the 

relationship dyad rather than both. The single source in each observation is then 

assumed to be reUably providing responses that reflect its perceptions of the constructs 

in question. Admittedly, this is a limitation of the study; however, true dyadic response 

studies are uncommon in marketing research, due to the difficulty of obtaining responses 

from both partners. 

Another problem related to the use of single sources of information is cognitive 

balancing. Potentially, respondents may bias their responses to certain questions based 

on their responses to earlier questions. For instance, a person answering the 

questionnaire used in the present study upon answering positively the questions 

regarding trust in the suppher and commitment to the relationship, may then feel 

compelled to respond positively to the items dealing with future acquiescence and future 
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fimctionahty of conflict. One possible solution to the cognitive balancing problem is to 

have one group answer questions regarding the antecedents and a second group answer 

the questions regarding the consequences. However, this approach is just as problematic 

as the single source approach, because it then becomes difficult to connect the 

antecedents and consequences without any common measurement tool. 

Future Research 

Further research related to this study could take many different directions. 

Offered here are a small number of these, which at the present would seem to yield the 

greatest amount of explanation for marketing processes. A first area of future research 

might involve expanding the list of possible antecedents and consequences of relationship 

commitment and trust. It is unlikely that the six antecedents used for the present 

research exhaust the domain of plausible causes of relationship commitment and trust. 

Likewise, other consequences of these variables need to be identified and the relative 

effects of commitment and trust measured. 

A second possible direction for this research might be a horizontal expansion, to 

study the importance of relationship commitment and trust in other types of marketing 

relationships. This could include not only other types of strict channels relationships, but 

nonchannels relationships as well, such as relationships between consumers and brands, 

consumers and manufacturers, or consumers and service providers. Within the realm of 

marketing channels relationships, one might research the role of these constructs in more 

formally controlled channels. Although the propensity to leave may not be a concern in 

franchise relationships, one could propose that it would be in the best interest of the 

franchiser to minimize uncertainty and maximize acquiescence and functionality of 
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conflict among firanchisees, as the franchiser's success depends directly on the success of 

the franchisees. 

A third and possibly substantial area of future research would include the role of 

the boundary spanner in cultivating commitment and trust among other channel 

members. In many channel relationships, the opinions of the buyer regarding the seller 

are largely based on impressions the buyer forms of the supplier's representatives. To 

quantify the strength of this association and the consequences of these impressions could 

further our understanding of the dynamics of marketing channels. 
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NATIONAL SURVEY OF TIRE RETAILERS 

Though business owners and managers often participate in investigations of business practices, sales 
techniques, and other issues, very little is known atxjut what affects the relationships between manufacturers, 
distributors, and retailers. Our research explores some of these issues. 

Would you please assist in this research by completing this questionnaire within the next five days and 
return it to us in the enclosed postage-paid return envelope. It should take no more than 20 minutes to 
complete. Some of the questions may seem repetitive, and others a little strange, but they all have a purpose. 
For the questionnaire results to be meaningful, K is of great importance that each retailer participates. 

Although there is a code number on the questionnaire, it is only used to allow us to compare responses 
from different geographical areas, to ensure a representative sample. Your responses will be coded for 
anonymity and will remain totally confidential. 

Finally, we again guarantee that your responses are confidential. If you have any questions, please call us 
at (806) 74^165. Thank you very much! 

Robert M. Morgan 
Project Director 
Texas Tech University 

Shelby D. Hunt, Ph.D. 
Texas Tech University 

PART 1 

A. To what extent do you now have adequate information for making future decisions regarding: 
Information Information 

la vary la vary 
adaquata Inadaquata 

1. Which products or brands to carry in stock? i 2 
2. How much inventory to carry? i 2 
3. Which products or brands should be the focus of 

your sales efforts? i 2 
4. The amount you should spend on local sales promotions 

and advertising? i 2 
5. How sales promotions and advertising dollars should 

be spent? ^ 2 

B. How confident are you In your ability to make future decisions regarding: 
I hava complata 
confldanca 

1. Which products or brands to carry in stock? i 2 3 
2. How much inventory to carry? i 2 3 
3. Which products or brands should be the focus of 

your sales efforts? ^ 2 3 
4. The amount you should spend on local sales 

promotions and advertising? ^ 2 3 
5. How sales promotions and advertising dollars should 

be spent? ' 2 3 

I h iva no 
confldanca 

Please continue on the next page. 
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PART 2 

For the questions appearing In this section, please respond to the Items 
with regard to your MAJOR SUPPLIER, that Is, the supplier that you 
purchase the largest amount of your stock from. For this section of the 
questionnaire, your major supplier will be referred to as the "Supplier." 

Please express agreement or disagreement with each of the following statements. It is very important that you 
try to carefully, but quickly, answer each question. Please circle the number that best represents your opinion. 
The responses are: 

(1) Strongly Disagree (2) Disagree (3) Slightly Disagree (4) Neither Disagree nor Agree (5) Slightly Agree (6) Agree (7) Strongly Agree 

A. The relationship that my firm has with my major supplier: strongly strongly 
DItagraa Agree 

1. ...is something we are very committed to 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
2. ...is very important to my firm 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
3. ...is of very little significance to us 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
4. ...is something my firm intends to maintain indefinitely 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
5. ...is something my firm could "walk away from tomorrow.' 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
6. ...is very much like being family 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
7. ...is something my firm really cares about 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
8. ...deserves our firm's maximum effort to maintain 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

B. In our relationship, my major supplier: strongly strongly 
DIsagraa Agree 

1. ...cannot be trusted at times 1 2 3 4 5 8 7 
2. ...is perfectly honest and truthful 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
3. ...can be trusted completely i 2 3 4 5 6 7 
4. ...can be counted on to do what is right 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
5. ...is always faithful 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
6. ...is someone that I have great confidence in 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
7. ...has high integrity 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
8. ...is someone that I can depend on to do the right thing 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

9. ...is very unreliable i 2 3 4 5 6 7 
10. ...keeps us informed of new developments 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
11. ...provides us with frequent positive feedback on our performance 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
12. ...offers us very poor recognition programs 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
13. ...communicates well his expectations for our firm's performance 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
14. ...and I have very similar feelings about the desired level of quality for 

our products 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
15. ...and I often disagree about the importance of satisfying our customers i 2 3 4 5 6 7 
16. ...and I place very similar importance on the integrity and honesty of our 

employees 1 2 3 4 5 5 7 

C. To accomplish his own objectives, sometimes my supplier: strongly strongly 
Disagree Agree 

1. ...alters the facts Slightly 1 2 3 4 5 5 7 
2. ...promises to do things without actually doing them later 1 2 3 4 5 5 7 
3. ...fails to provide us with the support that he is obligated to 1 2 3 4 5 5 7 

Please continue on the next page. 
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D. Please answer the following: 

1. 
2. 

3. 

4. 

5. 
6. 

7. 

8. 

Strongly 
DIsagraa 

If we considered leaving this supplier, we would have very few options 1 2 3 4 5 
There are many alternative suppliers we could choose from if we were to 
leave this supplier 1 
Leaving this supplier would require considerable sacrifice on our part -
another supplier may not match the overall benefits we have here 1 
I am afraid of what might happen if we severed our relationship with this 
supplier without having another one lined up 1 2 
Leaving this supplier right now would be very difficult, even if we wanted to.... 1 2 
Our business would be greatly disrupted if we decided we wanted to leave 
this supplier now 1 2 
It would cost very little for my firm to leave this supplier now 1 2 

Right now, staying with this supplier is more an economic necessity than a 
desire on our part 1 

9. The costs for us to switch to another supplier would be very high at this time. 1 
10. In the future, differences of opinion between my supplier and me will 

probably be viewed as 'just a part of doing business,' and will likely 
result in benefits to both of us 1 

11. In the future, disagreements with my supplier will be more constructive, 
dialogue, rather than fighting 

12. I find that the values of my firm and the values of our supplier are 
very similar 

13. In the future, my firm will likely comply with the policies that this supplier 
establishes for the marketing of its products by its distributors 

strongly 
Agree 

6 7 

2 3 4 5 6 7 

2 3 4 5 6 7 

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 

E. Please indicate the frequency to which you and your supplier disagree regarding each of the 
following issues: 

very very 
frequently sometime* Infrequently 

1. Product availability 
2. Product quality 
3. Sales contests 
4. Warranty work/replacement 
5. Product inventory levels 
6. Sales levels 
7. Percent of your total purchases that come from 

this supplier 
8. Sales promotion displays 
9. Promotion allowances 
10. Customer relations 
11. National advertising 
12. Local advertising 
13. Number of service people 
14. Number of sales people 
15. Pricing 
16. Hours of operation 

Please continue on the next page. 
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''• ^t^ttmon,?''?!. !of ^®^'^® ^° ""̂ '"̂ ^ y ° " ®̂®' ^^3' (^) y°"^ supplier would agree with the following 
statements, and (2) you would agree with the following statements: 

My auppllar would: | would: 
strongly Strongly Strongly Strongly 

1. Employers Should be concerned for the ° " " ' " * ^^'"" " ' • " " - ' ' ' " -
honesty and integrity of all employees 
in conducting company activrties. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

2. In order to succeed in this business, it is 
often necessary to compromise one's ethics. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

3. Top management in a business must let 
it be known in no uncertain terms that 
unethical behaviors will not be tolerated. 

4. 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. 

5. 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. 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

6. One of a business's top concerns should 
be making a good product and addressing 
all the needs of the customer in as fast 
and friendly a way as possible. i 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

2 3 4 5 6 7 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

1 2 3 4 5 5 7 

7. Employers should assure that their 
employees are behaving in a business-like 
manner. i 2 3 4 5 6 7 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

G. How would you characterize the cooperation between you and your supplier regarding the following 
activities?' not at all moderately very 

cooparatlva cooparatlva cooparatlva 
1. Local/Regional Cooperative Advertising i 2 3 4 5 5 7 
2. Dealer Advertising 1 2 3 4 5 5 7 
3. Warranty Reimbursements 1 2 3 4 5 5 7 
4. Dealer Discounts 1 2 3 4 5 5 7 
5. Inventory levels 1 2 3 4 5 5 7 

H. If you could not buy your stock from your present major supplier, you would likely be purchasing from 
some other supplier (we'll call this the 'alternate supplier*). Please compare your major supplier with this 
alternate supplier concerning the following items: Praaam Ptt—nt 

auppllar la atwut auppller la 
much batter the aama much woraa 

1. Gross profit provided 1 2 3 4 5 5 7 
2. Support services provided 1 2 3 4 5 5 7 
3. Reasonable policies for dealing with distributors 1 2 3 4 5 5 7 
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I. Please compare this supplier with the best alternate supplier regarding your experiences with a pi ..duct 
line common to both suppliers: Presanl Present 

supplier la about supplier is 
. - much batter the same much worse 
1. Customer satisfaction , 2 3 4 5 6 7 
2. Gross profit provided Z"'^''''"Z'"'Z^Zi 1 2 3 4 5 5 7 
3. Product performance 1 2 3 4 5 5 7 

K. Please answer the following: 
1. In the future, disagreements between the supplier and our firm will likely the productivity of our 

working relationship by bringing problems out into the open. 
(circle one) considerably not considerably 

increase enact dacraaaa 
1 2 3 4 5 5 7 

2. The total profits our firm gets from this supplier's product line are what we expect in 
distributing a product line. 
(circle one) greatly about greatly 

above the same below 
1 2 3 4 5 5 7 

3. What do you think are the chances of your firm terminating this relationship... 
very high very low 

a. within the next six months? 1 2 3 4 5 5 7 
b. within the next one year? 1 2 3 4 5 5 7 
c. within the next two years? 1 2 3 4 5 5 7 

4. Which of the following statements most clearly reflects your feelings about your firm's future with this 
relationship in the next year? (circle one) 

Wa dafinhaly Wa probably We are We probably We deflnitely 
will not leave will not leave uncertain will leave will leave 

1 2 3 4 5 

5. What are the chances out of 10 that you would switch right now to another supplier if a good alternative 
supplier were present? 
(circle one) 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 

L Please answer the following: 

1. In what percentage of your monthly contacts (whether personal, by phone, or other) does this supplier 
or his representative try to influence your decision making on at least one business decision area 
(e.g. local advertising, inventory levels, or adoption of special programs)? % 

2. In what percentage of these contacts does the supplier or his representative merely state his 
wishes on an issue without mentioning or implying any consequence of your compliance or 
noncompliance?' % 

3. In what percentage of these contacts does the supplier or his representative compliment you. entertain you 
(e.g., take you to lunch, buy you drinks, etc.), or provide you with small gifts? % 

4. In what percentage of these contacts does the supplier or his representative merely discuss the 
overall strategy of dealership operations (e.g., the effects of inventory levels on sales or the 
necessity of a good service department) without making specific statements at>out what he would 
like for you to do? % 

Please continue on the next page. 
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5. In what percentage of these contacts does the supplier or his representative state or imply that: 
% of times 

a. ...'you would receive better service and or cooperation if you complied with his request'.. 

b. ...'by following his suggestions, your dealership would be more profitable" 

c. ..."you might receive poorer service and/or cooperation if you did not comply' 

d. ...'the franchise agreement either required or suggested compliance" 

e. ...'by not following his suggestions, your dealership will experience difficulty making 
sales, and will be less profitable* 

Part 3 
In this section, please give us some background information. 

1. What is your current job title (please be as specific as possible) 

2. How long, in years, have you been employed by your current firm? 

3. How long have you held your current job title with your current firm? 

4. How many firms have you worked for in your adult working career? _ 

5 How many total years of business experience have you had? 

6. How many total employees (including yourselQ are there in your current firm? 

1 10 to 19 50 to 99 
2 to 9 20 to 49 100 or more 

7. What is your (a) Age? (b) Sex? (c) Marital Status? 

8. Would you please tell us the name of your major supplier? 

9. What was your firm's total sales last year? $ 

10. What percentage of this revenue came from tire-related sales? % 

11 What percentage of these sales are attributed to the products of your major supplier? % 

12. I have dealt with this supplier for years. 

13. What is the highest formal education that you have recieved? 

_ less than high school diploma _ some college _ some graduate work 

_ high school diploma _ _ college degree _ graduate degree 

Thank you for your help! 
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November 2, 1990 

Dear Tire Dealer 

Would you help us explore how tire dealers feel about their relationships with their 
manufacturers and suppliers? Enclosed please find a questionnaire aimed at exploring this 
question that is being sent to owners and managers of tire dealerships. Although responses 
will remain anonymous, there are some background information questions which will be used 
only to classify respondents. 

The questionnaire should take 20-25 minutes to complete. Some of the questions may seem 
repetitive, and others even strange, but they all have a purpose. It is important that you 
mark the answer that you feel is most like your opinion. 

Your cooperation is vital to this project and would be most appreciated! A business reply 
envelope has been provided for your convenience. 

< ^ ^ - ^ ^ 

Robert M. Morgary / Shelby^. Hunt 
Project Director ' Paul Whitfield Horn Professor of Marketing 

P.S.: If you have any questions concerning this project, please contact Robert M. Morgan 
at (806) 742-3162. 

SDH/RMM/jm 

PO, Ik.x .320 a l.ublx.ck. Texxs 79409 2101 D Telephone 806/742 39S8 D Kax H06/-.2 2099 
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L N I V E R S I T V 

COLLEGE OF BUSINESS ADMINISTRATION 

February 4, 1991 

Dear Tire Dealer 

Would you help us explore how tire dealers feel about their relationships with their 
manufacturers and suppliers? Enclosed please find a questionnaire aimed at exploring 
this question that is being sent to owners and managers of tire dealerships. Although 
responses will remain anonymous, there are some background information questions 
which will be used only to classify respondents. 

The questionnaire should take 20-25 minutes to complete. Some of the questions may 
seem repetitive, and others even strange, but they all have a purpose. It is important 
that you mark the answer that you feel is most like your opinion. 

Your cooperation is vital to this project and would be most appreciated! A postage-paid 
pre-addressed envelope has been provided for your convenience. 

Sine 

Robert M. Morgan Shelby D. Hunt 
Project Director Paul Whitfield Horn Professor of 
Marketing 

P.S.: If you have any questions concerning this project, please contact Robert M. Morgan 
at (806) 742-3162. 

SDH/RMM/jm 

HO Box 4320 D Utblx)ck. Texas-'9409 2101 O Telephone 806, 7.2 39SH D Kax 806,742 20̂ )0 
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The relationshiE ^at my finn has with my major suppUen (strongly agree/strongly 

Vl l ...is something we are very committed to. 

* V13 ...is of very little significance to us. 

V14 ...is something my firm intends to maintain indefinitely. 

V16 ...is very much like being family. 

V17 ...is something my firm really cares about. 

Figure D.l Relationship Commitment Items 

In our relationship, my major supplier (strongly agree/strongly disagree) 

V20 ...is perfectly honest and truthful. 

V22 ...can be counted on to do what is right. 

V23 ...is always faithful. 

V24 ...is someone that I have great confidence in. 

V25 ...has high integrity. 

* V27 ...is very unreliable. 

Figure D.2 Trust Items 
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In our relationship, my major suppUen (strongly agree/strongly disagree) 

V32 ...and I have very similar feelings about the desired level of quality for our 

products. 

V33 ...and I often disagree about the importance of satisfying our customers. 

V34 ...and I place very similar importance on the integrity and honesty of our 

employees. 

Figure D.3 Shared Values Items 

Please answer the following: (strongly agree/strongly disagree) 

V41 I am afraid of what might happen if we severed our relationship with this supplier 

without having another one lined up. 

V42 Leaving this supplier right now would be very difficult, even if we wanted to. 

V43 Our business would be greatly disrupted if we decided we wanted to leave this 

supplier now. 

* V44 It would cost very little for my firm to leave this supplier now. 

V46 The costs for us to switch to another supplier would be very high at this time. 

Figure D.4 Economic Dependence Items 
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In our relationship, my major supplier (strongly agree/strongly disagree) 

V28 ...keeps us informed of new developments. 

V29 ...provides us with frequent positive feedback on our performance. 

* V30 ...offers us very poor recognition programs. 

V31 ...communicates well his expectations for our firm's performance. 

Figure D.5 Communication Items 

To accomplish his own objectives, sometimes my supplier (stongly agree/strongly disagree) 

V35 ...alters the facts slightly. 

V36 ...promises to do things without actually doing them later. 

V37 ...fails to provide us with the support that he is obligated to. 

Figure D.6 Opportunistic Behavior Items 
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How would you diaracterize the cooperation between you and your supplier regarding the 

following activities? (not at all cooperative/very cooperative) 

V81 Local/Regional Cooperative Advertising 

V82 Dealer Advertising 

V83 Warranty Reimbursements 

V84 Dealer Discounts 

V85 Inventory levels 

Figure D.7 Cooperation Items 
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Please indicate the frequency to which you and your supplier disagree regarding each of 

the following issues: (very frequently/very infrequently) 

V51 Product availability 

V52 Product quality 

V53 Sales contests 

V54 Warranty work/replacement 

V55 Product inventory levels 

V56 Sales levels 

V57 Percent of your total purchases that come from this supplier 

V58 Sales promotion displays 

V59 Promotion allowances 

V60 Customer relations 

V61 National advertising 

V62 Local advertising 

V63 Number of service people 

V64 Number of sales people 

V65 Pricing 

V66 Hours of operation 

Figure D.8 Conflict Items 
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If you could not buy your stodc from your present major supplier, you would likely be 
purchasing from some otiier supplier (well call Uiis the 'alternate supplier'). Please 
compare your major supplier with this alternate supplier conceming die foUowing items: 

(Present supplier is much better/present supplier is much worse) 
V86 Gross profit provided 

Please compare this supplier with the best alternate supplier regarding your experiences 
with a product line conmion to both suppliers: (Present supplier is much better/present 
supplier is much worse) 

V89 Customer satisfaction 
V90 Gross profit provided 
V91 Product performance 

Figure D.9 Outcomes Given Comparison Levels Items 

Please answer the following: (strongly disagree/strongly agree) 
V50 In the future, my firm will likely comply with the policies that this supplier 

establishes for the marketing of its products by its distributors. 

Figure D.IO Future Acquiescence Item 

What do you think are the chances of your firm terminating this relationship... (very 
high/very low) 
V94 within the next six months? 
V95 within the next one year? 
V96 within the next two years? 

Figure D.U Propensity to Leave Measures 
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Please answer the foUowing: (strongly agree/strongly disagree) 

V47 In the future, differences of opinion between my supplier and me will probably be 

viewed as "just a part of doing business," and will likely result in benefits to both 

of us. 

V48 In the future, disagreements with my supplier will be more constructive, dialogue, 

rather than fighting. 

Figure D.12 Future Functionality of Conflict Items 
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To ^iiat extent do you now have adequate information for making future decisions 

regarding: (information is very adequate/information is very inadequate) 

VI Which products or brands to carry in stock? 

V2 How much inventory to carry? 

V3 Which products or brands should be the focus of your sales efforts? 

V4 The amount you should spend on local sales promotions and advertising? 

V5 How sales promotions and advertising dollars should be spent? 

How confident are you in your ability to make future dedsions regarding: 

(I have complete confidence/I have no confidence) 

V6 Which products or brands to carry in stock? 

V7 How much inventory to carry? 

V8 Which products or brands should be the focus of your sales efforts? 

V9 The amount you should spend on local sales promotions and advertising? 

VIO How sales promotions and advertising dollars shotild be spent? 

Figure D.13 Future Uncertainty Items 
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