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(Name), Editor






(Date)

(Journal Name)

(Address)

Dear Professor (Name):


Thank you for the opportunity to revise the paper. I have enclosed a revision of MS# (Number), titled "(Title)," as you requested. I have also enclosed point-by-point responses to the comments from reviewers and you.

I look forward to hearing from you.

Sincerely, 

(Authors)

(Titles)

(E-mail addresses)

Responses to the Reviewers and the Editor's Comments Regarding:

"(Paper Title) " (MS# (Number)).

Summary

Thank you for your helpful suggestions. We have incorporated most of them, and as a result we hope you will find the paper much improved. In summary, the changes include correcting several errors of omission and commission (e.g., (Example))--our apologies for these errors. The paper is shorter.... It has been extensively edited... The tables are improved.... (Etc., etc.) 

Responses to the Editor: (Text of Editor's letter with authors' responses in italics)

In general the reviewers and I are favorable. There are, however, rather serious concerns about the structure of the manuscript and the contribution per page. With that said, I am willing to entertain a revision but the revised version of the manuscript must be demonstrably different in the areas noted by me and the reviewers for publication consideration.

Below, please find my synopsis of the key issues you would need to address in this manuscript revision.

· Overall, the contribution per page is unclear. (The paper is now shorter.)
· I suggest you use a categorized schema in organizing the variables you investigate (more on this later). (We do not completely understand this comment. However, we have used Reviewer 3's classification suggestion of behaviors, attitudes and situational descriptors, and the behaviors have been categorized as relationship positive or negative, and active or passive.)
· The findings do not exhibit much in the way of a difference across the five different behaviors. As such, there is not much of a story to tell. If the story were interesting, the pattern should not be consistent. (The patterns are actually rather different: The attitudes produce different (total) effects from the situational descriptors, and some of the antecedents explain considerable variance in the behaviors, while others do not. Previous research on responses to relationship problems also has revealed some of the same "patterns," and it apparently has been interesting enough to generate nearly 200 substantive articles in other venues.) Restructure your hypothesis, analysis and/or rationale to enhance the contribution. (Done.)
· The paper reads like sound bites without clearly spelling out its contribution to both theory and practice. There needs to be an integrating framework. (The integrating framework is exchange theory and Hirschman's groundbreaking work based on "social economics." The contributions to theory are the model's integration of important (venue) management constructs such as organizational commitment (and its failure to perform) and goal congruity. The contributions to (venue)-management practice include (re)introducing goal congruity, a managerially actionable construct, and the responses to relationship problems and their (venue) management implications. We have tried to make these matters clearer in the paper.)
· One of the reviewers suggests that the constructs need to be classified as dependent, independent or mediator. This or some other framework is appealing as there are simply too many constructs (unwieldy) in the present paper. Further, this approach permits you to focus on your key contribution. (These were good suggestions and we have incorporated some of them in the paper. However, the proposed model is only slightly more "unwieldy" than for example the Rusbult model that has apparently interested more than a hundred other substantive authors, and presumably readers of their published results in employer-employee relations and other literatures.)
· You might want to consider treating the substantial descriptors as moderators.  This perspective might be used to elevate (focus) the contributions of your paper. (This was also a good suggestion. We had not considered situational moderation. Podsakoff, Todor, Glover and Huber's (1984, OBHP) did not find many situational moderators, but as reported in the previous version of the present paper, we found (post-hoc) the Ping (1994, JAMS) SATxALT interaction, which is situational, and evidence of several others involving ALT. Nevertheless, there is the knotty matter of how to report moderators after a completed test of a model where they were not hypothesized. It may be a fine point, but restructuring the paper as a test of moderation after data was collected to test an unmoderated Figure 1 model should be reported, which might then appear to be altering the model to suite the data to a finicky reader. In fact, we actually have "snooped" the data with the post hoc probing reported in the previous version of the present paper. An alternative would be to expand the existing post-hoc moderation analysis at the end of the paper, or add additional moderation theorizing, or both. Because the paper is so large, however, we have elected to forgo these alternatives for another time, and have removed the interaction discussions altogether, except for a brief comment in Future Research.)
· You might want to drop the “attractiveness of alternatives” construct as a situational descriptor based on the evidence from the correlation matrix. (Attractiveness of alternatives was a major antecedent of turnover and several other responses to relationship problems in the study. As a result, dropping it will create the well-known "missing variables problem" (see for example James 1980, JAP) which then biases the structural coefficients of the remaining variables in the model. Ignoring this difficulty, the attractiveness of alternatives is a major theoretical contribution to the turnover literature. Hirschman considered it the reason for voice; Rusbult and her colleagues considered it one of the reasons for relationship neglect; and we consider it one of the reasons for opportunism. Thus, we would prefer to retain the attractiveness of alternatives in the Figure 1 model.)
· Your excessive use of citations contributes to the cumbersome nature of the paper. I am particularly referring to long citation strings. (While citation strings are cumbersome, it is customary in many literatures to give credit where credit is due and to demonstrate the authors' familiarity with the literature on a topic. It is also customary to enable others to dig deeper into a topic without undue difficulty, especially if the literature it is fragmented. Nevertheless, we have reduced some of the "citation strings.")
· The tables appear to be cut and pasted from an analysis package and in many cases, are not clear. The tables need to be redone in compliance with (Journal Name) standards. (Done.)
· The introduction is too long and convoluted. You need to get to the point of the paper and clearly spell out its contributions. (The introduction has been better focused on introducing the responses to relationship problems to (venue) managers and positioning the paper.) 
· I agree with Reviewer #2 about the Hirschman-Rusbult-Ping model as there is no evidence in the literature to support that these three individuals collaborated in the formation of this model; hence a suggestion/implication that there is an intended common linkage among these three researchers is inappropriate. (Actually there is considerable linkage across the previous work, which was acknowledged by the authors, and hyphenation is common in math, physics, econ, philanthropy, etc. to credit an elaboration or combination of efforts, with or without actual collaboration. Well-known non-collaborative hyphenation examples include the Slone-Kettering Institute. Less well known non-collaborative hyphenation examples include Bose-Einstein statistics and the recent production of a Bose-Einstein condensate in physics; the Maxwell-Boltzmann distribution and the Newton-Rapson method in mathematics; the Hicks-Hansen model in economics; and the Gauss-Markov theorem and Gauss-Markov processes, and the Wess-Zumino-Witten (Wess-Zumino-Novikov-Witten) model also in mathematics. Nevertheless, we have dropped the hyphenated label.)
· The literature review would benefit from a clear (easy to read and understand) figure/framework which could then be referenced as you lead the reader through this section. As it is now the section rambles without a clear rationale/underlying framework. (Done.)
· Many of your early hypotheses are empirically as opposed to conceptually/theoretically based. You need to provide better evidence to advance these cases. (Most of the hypotheses have been cogently argued in other articles, and the previous version's citing these articles may have appeared to be citing empirical support. The revision now provides improved theoretical rational for the hypotheses.)
· Overall, your method section could use a bit more attention to detail - see reviewer comments for examples. (Done.)
· The organizational commitment construct measurement problem needs to be addressed. Either drop the constructs (and related problem items) that are creating the discriminant validity problem or remove the OC construct from the framework. As noted by the Reviewer #2, the later option would help reduce the length of the paper. (As we stated to Reviewer 2, there are several reasons for not completely ignoring OC, although it is now much less prominent later in the revised paper. Deleting it completely saves little more space. In addition, based on the attention it has received in the past, it has been an important construct and probably deserves better than to be discarded. More important, most studies have concluded that OC and Sat are actually distinct, and some readers may not accept that Sat and OC were empirically the same in this study based on a possibly unfamiliar statistic (AVE). These readers might be interested in the effects of OC on the responses to relationship problems, and they also may be interested in comparing the similar performance of OC and goal congruency. Thus, we have retained a minimal number of remarks about OC after its validity and estimation problems, because we believe it may be relevant to future models involving OC.)
· The discussion section is confusing and struggles getting to the essence of the key contribution of the paper to theory, practice and future research. Again, with better organization possibly based on two-three major themes, the paper would be easier to rationalize, test, report and ultimately discuss. (Done.)
Of course the issues raised by all the reviewers beyond those highlighted above, need to be addressed in your revision as well. Again, while there is always risk associated with a revision, this project has promise. I encourage you to rework the paper and re-submit. (Thank you.)
Responses to the Reviewers and the Editor's Comments Regarding:

"(Paper Title) " (MS# (Number)).

Summary

Thank you for your helpful suggestions. We have incorporated most of them, and as a result we hope you will find the paper much improved. In summary, the changes include correcting several errors of omission and commission (e.g., (Example))--our apologies for these errors. The paper is shorter.... It has been extensively edited... The tables are improved.... (Etc., etc.) 

Responses to Reviewer 1: (Text of Reviewer 1's comments with authors' responses in italics)

General Comments:
The authors have provided an excellent example of a manuscript that is both of likely extreme interest to the audience of (venue) management research and excellent with respect to many of the primary indicators of a quality paper: application of relevant literature, relevance, and insightful discussions of implications. Clearly the potential is here for this manuscript to make a meaningful contribution to our discipline. (Thank you.)
I was particularly pleased with two aspects of the manuscript. First, there was an honest effort to capture both the roots of and the current state of knowledge of multiple research streams. It was refreshing to see original works both cited and used well so as to articulate alternative perspectives in the literature. Secondly, I liked your philosophical position/approach taken with respect to the organizational commitment construct.  Some reviewers may take exception to your approach, I strongly support your full discussion and “opening of the door” on the issue of validity.  Well done! (Thank you.)
Although a relatively minor complaint given this expressed reaction to your manuscript, I did find the writing style to be bordering on the verbose side.  Small copy edit type changes could enhance the manuscript’s readability.  For example, there are multiple places in the manuscript where you, for example only, list relevant cites.  When using this approach an attempt needs to be made to select the most relevant cites so as to avoid the appearance of a grocery list of cites (e.g.,. see lines of citations of on p. 7). (Done. The revised manuscript is now less verbose and we have worked on readability. The p. 7 list of citations has been moved to an endnote.) 

Specific Comments:
p. 3 “apparently he never tested his proposal” Please consider removal of such comments that seem to only add editorial flare to the manuscript. (Done.)
p. 5 “performance of organizational commitment”  I suggest a rewording here to add clarity, i.e., briefly speak to the specific performance issue. (Done.)
p. 6 Check the Bansal et al. 2005 paper.  My recollection is that Harvir’s work doesn’t fit the (venue) literature as indicated. (Done. The revision is clearer about the Bansal cite, which as you noted is not in the (venue).)
pp. 6-7 Your statement is correct but may be taken or adapted by others to support a false view of the loyalty literature.  Acknowledgment of the “hostage” or false loyals type of returning customer would complete the picture here e.g. Jones and Sasser, HBR, 1995 (Nov-Dec). (We were not aware of the article. We wish we could write that well. However, the article appeared to be primarily an amalgam of others' (uncited) writings and others' (confirmatory and uncited) research, well known by 1995 (see Porter 1980 and Farrell 1983 on "trapped," "hostage" or false loyals (Neglectors, actually)), that the authors joined to an exploratory (qualitative) study. Nevertheless, we have cited the article.)
pp. 14-15, p, 22  Focus Groups.  Focus groups are noted in your discussion (p. 22) .  For this reviewer, this only added confusion given that a complete picture of the methods employed was not provided earlier in the manuscript.  A complete story detailing methodology needs to be place on or about p. 14.  If endnote #1’s description of scenario analyses involved focus groups, this needs to be explained. (We conducted informal focus groups primarily to improve questionnaire language, and because they were small and not very scientific we are inclined not to emphasize them. However, we have added a brief explanatory note (Endnote 11). Regarding scenario analysis, it did not involve focus groups, and we have revised its Endnote 2 description for clarity.)
p. 15 More detail needs to be provided to make your case for your respondents’ representativeness.  I can’t overstate the importance of this issue and the need to provide much more detail concerning your sample and related issues such as non-response bias. (The objective of a representative sample is important. However, the difficulty of judging, much less obtaining, a "representative" sample are well known. Thus, we stated the sources of bias (sampling frame, non-response and an industry publication's profile that likely was also biased), and carefully phrased any implications of study "confirmations" in the previous version of the paper. We now have weakened the representativeness claim to "generally representative" and have added Endnote 3 with more on "representativeness.")

p. 23 (neglect > 3); p. 24 (investment > 3), etc.   Not so fast on these ones.   Why 3?  Why greater in some cases, greater or equal in others?  You need to speak to the logic of splitting and its methodological soundness. (Thank you. The "neglect > 3" error has been corrected and the wording has been improved.)
p. 36  Please check and qualify your claim that your investigation is the first to assess OC’s discriminant validity.  Certainly a false statement, at the least the type of claim that should be phrased, “no known studies have …” (Thank you. OC's discriminant validity has been previously assessed (e.g., Mowday, Steers and Porter 1979; Mowday, Steers and Porter 1982; see Brooke, Russell and Price 1988; Davy, Knicki and Scheck 1991). However, to the best of our knowledge the statement is true for discriminant validity as it was defined in the study (a construct's error-free variance should exceed its shared variance with any other construct). We have revised the claim to be more specific.) 

Citations.  My review of your references (both within text and your reference pages) indicates several omissions, typos, etc.  Each needs to be carefully checked.  For example only:, p. 5 Rusbult et al 1983 – should this be 1982?; p. 8 Ping 1982 – should this be 1993?; p. 25 Aiken and West 199? – appears to be missing from your reference list; Fornell and Wernerfelt (1987) – is also missing.  Two or more are also missing in the Endnotes section. (Done. We apologize for the errors.)
Copyedit.  Not noted above are several very minor typos and word choice issues that will be picked up with a careful edit. (Done. Again, we apologize for the errors.)
Responses to the Reviewers and the Editor's Comments Regarding:

"(Paper Title) " (MS# (Number)).

Summary

Thank you for your helpful suggestions. We have incorporated most of them, and as a result we hope you will find the paper much improved. In summary, the changes include correcting several errors of omission and commission (e.g., (Example))--our apologies for these errors. The paper is shorter.... It has been extensively edited... The tables are improved.... (Etc., etc.) 

Responses to Reviewer 2: (Text of Reviewer 2's comments with authors' responses in italics)

Overall, I was enthusiastic about this paper when I began reading it. The topic is close to my heart and it is heartening to see the social psychological literature making its way into (venue) management. That said, by the end of the paper I was in a less enthusiastic mood. Personally, I think there is a contribution in here, but I had to battle through a very long and convoluted story to get to it. It is not easy to evaluate such a complex and sizeable piece of work, but I have tried to do so as thoroughly as possible. (Thank you.)
Following my usual practice, I will present an annotated list of key points by section.

OVERALL WRITING STYLE AND PRESENTATION

My first real point, which I have alluded to already, is the sheer length of the paper. Bluntly, I feel it is far too long in absolute terms. This is quite apart from its contribution. It is simply too long and complicated for all but the most dedicated reader to absorb. If I was reading it without the charge of reviewing it, I would definitely have put it down before finishing. This can not be a good thing. I will discuss some options for reducing the overall length as I move through the paper, but I think it certainly bears serious thought. (Done.)
Secondly, I was disappointed with both the figures and tables in this manuscript. The figures are overcomplicated and appear to be cut-and-pasted from an analysis package. Please rethink your presentation of the structural models along the lines of those published in the (Journal Name). It is a similar situation for table 1. While there is nothing wrong per se with this table, it could do with a reformatting along the lines of those published in (Journal Name) (particularly regarding the grid lines). When it comes to your tables of results however, these appear to be clearly cut-and-pasted from various analysis packages. This frankly is not good enough. First I imagine that they will be extremely difficult for a lay-reader to follow, and secondly they are actually not as clear as they could be for even the methodologically-astute reader to follow. Again, at the very least they need to be formatted according to (Journal Name) guidelines. Have a look at similar tables in current issues, and you will find some ideas – the American Psychological Association (APA) also publishes a useful work on table and figure presentation. I realise that it is not easy with such a complex model, but part of our remit as scholars is to make the results of our work as easy to follow as possible for the reader. Most readers will not even look at the tables you have provided, which leaves them in a poor position to evaluate your findings. In fact, if this paper had been submitted to an APA journal, it may have been desk-rejected purely on this basis. (Done.)
Finally, there are numerous typos and grammatical errors, and I recommend a thorough proof-reading before resubmission. Also, you refer to tables and figures in the text, but do not provide any indication as to where these tables and figures should be located. (Done. We apologize for the errors.)
INTRODUCTION

1. I must admit that this section was not as compelling as I would have liked. While I as a scholar in the area can understand the point you are making, I don’t think you have made it in a compelling way.

1. In particular, the introduction is too long. You need to very simply describe the area you are researching and its importance, what we know and don’t know and why this is important, and then what you are going to do about it.

2. The extra conceptual work you provide can either be removed or put in the literature section.

3. Also, I think the very first paragraph does a poor job. You need to give me more evidence here – I don’t want to know what you ‘guess’ they may do. I am sure you can make a more compelling introduction.

(Done. The first paragraph has been removed, and the introduction should be slightly more compelling.)

2. Furthermore (and this comment relates to a lot of the theory in the paper), I think it is somewhat disingenuous to refer to a ‘Hirschman-Rusbult-Ping’ model. Rusbult based her ‘investment model’ primarily on the work of Kelley and Thibault (1978; Thibault and Kelley 1959), and I can find few references to Hirschman in Rusbult’s work. Certainly there are none in her seminal work on the development of the investment model (e.g. 1980 in the Journal of Experimental Psychology), nor in her overview of interdependence theory in a 1996 social psychology reader (Rusbult and Van Lange, 1996). It is one thing that these theories share common sources, but quite another to imply some kind of cumulative ‘lineage’ of theory. I therefore think you need to reconsider your theoretical development, and at the very least avoid the implication I have detailed above. (While we do not disagree that the label is incomplete, it was not intentionally insincere; and there is evidence of a lineage. Hirschman's ideas of other responses to dissatisfaction besides exiting obviously were added, with acknowledgement, to Rusbult's investment model, and Ping acknowledged adding constructs to that result. Nevertheless, we have dropped the hyphenated term.)

LITERATURE

3. I am generally happy with this section (notwithstanding point 2). However I am not too sure what the overall point of it is. It does not really drive me forward in the story of this paper. I would advise considering very carefully what this section needs to say and why, and then make this obvious to the reader. One good way of finishing it off would be to allude to your conceptual model, provide a (improved) Figure of it, and move the reader to the next section where you detail the relationships. (Done. Figure 1 has been slightly improved, and it is mentioned early in the revision)

RESPONSES TO RELATIONSHIP PROBLEMS…

4. As I alluded to in point 3, I think a good Figure of your conceptual model (it can be a simplified version) will provide a nice structure for your hypotheses and begin this section well. (Done.)
5. The terms ‘relationship positive’ and ‘relationship negative’ should be defined. They sound like technical terms to the uninitiated. (Done.)
6. In general, many of your (especially) early hypotheses are heavily based on prior findings as their justification. Unless these are ‘controls’ (i.e. not the main thrust of your contribution) then you still need to provide a good conceptual logic and argument as to why these hypotheses are there. This is especially true of H1a. (Most of the hypotheses have been cogently argued in other articles, and the previous version's citing these articles may have appeared to be citing empirical support. The revision now provides improved theoretical rational for the hypotheses.) 
7. In general, I think the hypotheses are poorly designed. For example, H1a is in fact 5 hypotheses in one. I think it should read as follows

H1: satisfaction is positively associated with a) loyalty, b) voice, and c) organizational commitment, and negatively associated with d) opportunism and e) neglect. (Thank you. The hypotheses have been restructured using this suggestion.)
8. I think you should do the same thing with all the relevant hypotheses (renumber H1b to H2 and so forth). This would make it so much easier to follow. (Done.)
9. On page 9, you spend a long time discussing a relationship which you don’t even hypothesize (or have previously mentioned). I don’t find this paragraph very enlightening or necessary for your paper. It also contains some rather patronising statements – I don’t think I or other readers need to be given the cloud-rain-puddle analogy. I don’t think you need to discuss this ‘non-relationship’ unless asked for it. Perhaps a sentence or two would be enough. (Done.)
10. On page 10, you cite Hirschman as arguing that one is likely to be vocal when there are few alternatives. However, I would like to see some conceptual evidence, not just citing of other arguments (especially as very few will be familiar with Hirschman). Give the reader a conceptual argument. (Done.)
11. I am not too happy with your argument for H3, although it is certainly interesting enough to pursue. Firstly, on page 11 you state evidence suggests partners do not ‘keep score’ – please provide some cites. However, it seems that your argument only applies to low-quality relationships, where you say parties ‘keep score’ and use opportunism to restore equity. Your H3 does not mention this though, and appears a general hypothesis. Either your argument is general, and confusing enough that I have got this wrong, or your H3 is specific to low quality relationships, in which case you need to state it, and test such a relationship. (Thank you. The logic behind the hypothesis has been clarified.)
12. I find your other hypotheses plausible and interesting, but again relying somewhat too heavily on prior empirical findings rather than conceptual argument. I would like to see some ‘beefing up’ of the logical discussion of why these hypotheses are presented. (Done.)
13. Finally, I wonder whether table 3 is needed. I am not so sure I need yet further evidence of empirical support for your hypotheses, you have done quite enough within the paragraphs themselves. One way of utilising it however is to remove a lot of the basic references to empirical research in the arguments, and focus on conceptual logic. Move table 3 to the beginning of the section and state that it is there to show the breadth of prior support for your conceptualisation. (Table 3 has been deleted to conserve space.)
A TEST OF THE PROPOSED MODEL…

14. While I am generally in favour of the reasonably rigorous approach you have taken here, I do have some concerns about some decisions you have made, as well as the information you have included. Firstly, on page 14-15 you refer to a scenario measure evaluation process. I would like to see a little explanation of this (not a footnote), and especially some information on where this method is taken from and where it has been used previously (i.e. references). (Thank you. We have added references.)
15. Furthermore, on page 15 you discuss the demographics of your respondents as representative. However I would like to see some evidence of this. (Thank you. The remarks concerning demographics has been expanded, and the following table summarizes the sample demographics. This material could also be added as an exhibit in the paper.)
(Exhibit)

16. I am concerned about the decisions you have made regarding organizational commitment. I am pleased at your report of it as lacking discriminant validity – commitment has long been a problematic construct in organizational research and it is good to see more evidence of this – however I am not convinced of what you do next. Specifically, if the OC construct is not valid, then to my mind it should be ignored from then on. Do not test a ‘second’ model including the invalid OC construct – what can this provide? I can find no benefit in including an invalid construct in a structural model – even if it is as a ‘supplement’ to your ‘main’ model. In this case, I need either a compelling argument as to why this is done (which I do not feel exists to be honest) or just take it all out. The latter option would also have the additional advantage of reducing the length of the paper. (OC is now much less prominent later in the paper. Deleting it completely, however, saves little more space. In addition, most studies have concluded that OC and Sat are distinct, and some readers may not accept that Sat and OC were empirically the same in this study ("lies, damn lies, and statistics"--B. Disaeli). These readers may be interested in the effects of OC on the responses to relationship problems. They also may be interested in the comparatively similar performance of goal congruency and OC. As a result, we have retained a minimal number of remarks about OC after its validity and estimation problems, because we believe it is relevant to future models involving OC.)
17. I take issue with your contention on page 17 that your models fit the data. They do not. The chi-square is significant, which means that the model does not fit the data. (Chi square is well-known to be inadequate for fit assessment in structural models (see for example the Morale paper you suggested below, Vandenberg, Richardson and Eastman 1999:320, for a discussion of chi square and fit assessment; also see Brooke, Russell and Price 1988:142)). While I accept that it has become common practice to ignore the chi-square, doing so does not mean that the model ‘fits’ the data, simply that you have chosen to ignore the fact that it does not. (As we stated in the paper, the model was "judged" to fit the data, and it is also well known that there has been little agreement on fit indices (see Bollen and Long 1993). By implication, there has been little agreement on what fit index confirms or disconfirms model-to-data fit. However, Jöreskog and others now recommend RMSEA for gauging fit (see Jöreskog 1993, Bollen and Long 1993, Brown and Cudeck 1993). This is usually interpreted to mean for larger models that only if no popular fit index suggests adequate fit should model fit be rejected.) If you then choose to utilise the approximate fit indices, you should be aware that you are assessing ‘close fit’ not ‘exact fit’. Looking at your approximate fit indices, the RMSEA is right on the upper end of ‘acceptable’, and none of your other indices reach acceptable levels according to the literature. I am not saying that your model should not be reported, but that you should either a) report that it does not in fact fit the data well and search for reasons why, or b) argue why these values do suggest an acceptable fit. Without this, your reporting of results is somewhat misleading – especially since a reader of a more applied nature is likely to simply take your statement at face value and not examine the figures. (Again, the model was "judged" to fit the data, implicitly based on RMSEA. The logic was: How can a model with an acceptable fit-index value be said to not fit the data? We have now tried to make this basis more explicit (i.e., option (b)) (Re option (a), and at the risk of overdoing it, model-to-data fit is a contentious area (again, see Bollen and Long 1993). Although we judged the model to fit the data, with unidimensional LV's, in the exploratory common factor analysis sense, borderline measurement model fit is almost always due to "too many items" in the LV's. Thus, in unidimensional measures in the exploratory common factor analysis sense, fit can always be improved by deleting items. Authors have commented on this (e.g., Anderson and Gerbing 1984; Bagozzi and Heatherton 1994, Str. Eqn. Modeling; Gerbing and Anderson 1993--see Bollen and Long 1993; Ping 2004)--some rather severely (Catell 1973, 1978) because of its adverse impact on the content or face validity of the resulting model LV's. There have been several unfortunate results: A preponderance of operationally narrow measures ("bloated specific" measures as Catell put it) of about 6 items per LV; the disappearance of larger well-established measures that were developed before structural equation analysis became popular (e.g., Churchill, Ford and Walker's (1974, JMR) scale); and the use of summed indicators in structural equation analysis (e.g., Vandenberg, Richardson and Eastman 1999, see the cites therein for other summated structural equation articles). With summed indicators, scales are summed to form a single item per LV typically to sidestep model-fit difficulties, and the structural model is usually estimated with reliability loadings. Assuming the structural model is properly specified, there is nothing particularly wrong with this approach, except that sometimes slightly different results obtain for borderline significant structural coefficients (e.g., Bagozzi and Heatherton 1994, Structural Equation Modeling 1994) when the summed indicator and the un-summed indicators model results are compared. Nevertheless, in a summed-indicator version of the Figure 1 model (that fit the data very well), the results were interpretationally equivalent to those in Table 4 (i.e., the directions and significances were the same, and standardized effect sizes were practically equivalent), and we also could report those results if fit for an individually-itemized LV model continues to be a concern.) 



REFERENCES--most are in the in paper...
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DISCUSSION…

18. Overall, this section is quite confusingly presented. I think to be fair that you try to do too much here, which leads to a very long and convoluted discussion. Perhaps one way of restructuring it would be to discuss the direct effects first, then the post-hoc indirect and interaction effects. Another option would be to simply reduce the amount you are trying to test. Focus on the key contribution of the paper and stick to it without diverging into things which may be ‘interesting’ but don’t add significantly to your contribution. (Thank you. The discussion has been heavily edited to reduce paper length. In particular, the interactions discussions have been removed. However, it is incorrect to interpret direct effects when there are indirect paths in the model. As the paper implied, total effects are "the" effects if they are different from direct effects. It is well known that direct effects are partial correlations and reflect other variables held constant, an unrealistic assumption if indirect effects have been specified. This was one of the points of Sewell Wright's (1934) work in path analysis, and it is one of the strong arguments for using covariant structure analysis (e.g., LISREL)--regression cannot model total effects and they must be computed by hand as Wright suggested.) 
19. Furthermore, to refer back to point 16, you repeatedly mention the model with OC in it. This model is invalid as it contains an invalid construct. Again to my mind none of this discussion is relevant. This may seem overly rigid, but I fail to see how including an invalid construct can add any scientific weight to a set of findings. (We agree that OC itself adds little in the presence of goal congruity. However, restating the previous discussion, the (remedied) model is not invalid. The OC construct it contains is simply mostly error and it overlaps several other constructs, which may make OC's structural coefficient estimates untrustworthy (inefficient--they may vary widely from sample to sample). More important we believe, without the AVE analysis and the examination of the standardized structural coefficients, the Figure 1 OC model would have been acceptable, and some readers may be interested in a few details about this "trap" and its remedy. There also may be some who remain interested in OC because this is the only evidence so far of validity difficulties with OC. Thus, we have retained the various remarks about OC, because we believe it is relevant to future models involving OC.) 
20. On page 20 (last paragraph) you mention an interaction effect. How was this tested? In fact, interaction effects are mentioned quite often. It seems that you have tested these using post-hoc sub-group analysis? If so I would like to see some details of the groups, how they were selected and the group size. If you tested them in a different manner I would also like to see details of the analysis you used. (Although many approaches are available (see Cortina, Chen and Dunlap 2001, Org. Res. Methods, for a summary), the interactions were tested (post hoc) using regression, see Ping (1996, JPSSM). However, to reduce paper length, these interactions have been removed from the paper.)
21. On page 25 (last full paragraph) you discuss another interaction. I think you need to explain this argument a little more clearly. It is somewhat confusing and hard to determine what point you are making here. (The interactions were not hypothesized and thus may have been observed by chance. To reduce the length of the paper, their mention has been removed.)
22. On page 26 (first full paragraph), you need to explain more clearly what you mean here. This confusion continues into the next paragraph. What is the point that is being made? (Thank you. That material has been deleted to reduce the number of pages in the paper.)
23. On page 27 (last paragraph) you refer to a path direction which could not be determined. You should explain to the reader why a negative beta does not imply that the path is negative. Your footnote does not do this. (Thank you. That material also has been deleted to reduce the length of the paper.)
24. On page 29-30 you refer to several ‘novel’ hypotheses which were weakly confirmed ‘in that they were not strongly disconfirmed’. This line of argument is itself very weak-sounding. I think you need to strengthen it. What you write sounds more like a weak disconfirmation than a weak confirmation. (Thank you. That material has been deleted to reduce the paper.)
25. On page 30 (last paragraph) you refer to ‘Sarbanes-Oxley’. You should not assume your readers will know what this means, particularly in an international journal such as the (Journal Name). (Thank you. That material has been deleted.)
26. On page 32 you refer to Aristotelian logic. I think again this is a very convoluted way of going about the argument. Furthermore, it is flawed to explore individual items in this context. Items are caused by latent constructs (in the model you have used at least), and are not components of that construct. I feel this whole section of argument is over complex, flawed, and adds little. (As stated in the paper, there is no guidance for managerial interventions that are likely to increase goal congruency, which produced large effects on important study variables. The logic for looking "downstream" is actually unflawed, and it apples to items as well as constructs (~item => ~construct). However, we have revised that material to improve clarity).
27. On page 35 (first paragraph), again I feel it is flawed to imply that your results are ‘provisional’ as OC was not measured well. Your results regarding OC are not valid, as OC was not measured in a valid way. (Thank you. That paragraph was confusing and it has been revised.)
IMPLICATIONS

On page 36 you discuss a correlation between satisfaction and OC. This is a useful discussion, but I think you may need to incorporate work on ‘morale’ here. Specifically, recent work by Vandenberg, Richardson and Eastman (1999) discussed morale as a higher order construct of OC, satisfaction and turnover intentions. (Thank you. We are aware of the article; it is an interesting example of the use of 2nd order constructs. However, reliability and validity were inadequately addressed in the article. For example, based on the squares of the Fig. 2 loadings (see p. 319 in the article for an explanation) some of latent variables (LV's) were unreliable, including Turnover Intention (an "indicator" of Morale), and thus they were invalid (reliability is necessary condition for validity, see Bollen 1989, Structural Equations..., Wiley). Similarly, based on the Table 2 variances and covariances, Morale itself was unreliable and thus invalid (its coefficient alpha was 0.577--coefficient alpha is "practically equivalent" to latent variable reliability, see Gerbing and Anderson 1988, JMR). More important, ignoring methodological flaws such as (apparently) using reliability loadings with unstandardized "indicator" LV's (they are incorrect unless the variances of the "indicator" LV's are unity), we questioned the logic behind Morale. Among other things, it ignored Allen and Meyer's (1990) work on Commitment. Thus, we judged the article to be interesting but flawed, and we would prefer not to reference it.) 

MINOR POINTS

28. I do not believe it is that appropriate to have two paragraphs in an abstract, I would make efforts to reduce this to one paragraph. (Done.)
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Responses to the Reviewers and the Editor's Comments Regarding:

"(Paper Title) " (MS# (Number)).

Summary

Thank you for your helpful suggestions. We have incorporated most of them, and as a result we hope you will find the paper much improved. In summary, the changes include correcting several errors of omission and commission (e.g., (Example))--our apologies for these errors. The paper is shorter.... It has been extensively edited... The tables are improved.... (Etc., etc.) 

Responses to Reviewer 3: (Text of Reviewer 3's Comments with authors' responses in italics)

As stated by you, there are two interests you are pursuing through this manuscript. The primary interest is to suggest that organizational commitment and goal congruency determine (employee)’s responses to a poor relationship with their employer. You point out that this has not been evaluated previously. The secondary interest is to replicate relationships previously examined.

To better understand your contribution I tried to categorize the variables you have investigated. There are five responses to relationship problems that you have considered: exit, loyalty, voice, neglect and opportunism. They classify into behavior. There are three attitudes that (employees) possess: satisfaction, goal congruity and organizational commitment. They classify into attitudes or orientations. There are three variables that represent situational descriptors: attractiveness of alternatives, investment and switching cost. These variables classify into situational descriptors. 

Can the variables be subsumed into the larger concepts? For the three attitudinal variables it appears they can. Inter-correlations are very high, ranging from 0.77 to 0.89, and using a confirmatory factor analysis procedure that I am unfamiliar with you point out that organizational commitment is not independent of goal congruity and satisfaction. Combining the three constructs or two of the three constructs appears to be indicated by your data. Since your interest is to contribute by investigating organizational commitment and goal congruency, dropping satisfaction and combining the remaining two attitudes, or orientations, is a step you should take. (This is an intriguing suggestion. Combining these variables raises a question in our minds, however, about what the resulting construct would be conceptually. We are also concerned about doing this after the data to test a different, uncombined, model has been collected and analyzed, and what the theoretical justification would be besides parsimony. Ignoring the matter of what a combined satisfaction-OC could be theoretically in light of Allen and Meyer's 1990 work on commitment, we tried several second- and third-order combinations, and encountered nontrivial specification, consistency and validity issues. Thus, we are inclined to not combine these variables in the present study.)
You argue persuasively for independence between the 5 different behaviors you have considered. Your findings across the behaviors are consistent. Goal congruity/organizational commitment positively influence voice, negatively influence exit, neglect and opportunism, and do not influence loyalty. If there are interesting differences between these criteria the pattern should NOT be consistent. Otherwise, one criterion seems sufficient and eases the burden on the reader attempting to abstract across individual findings to see the big picture. (Conceptually the criteria are different, and the total effects results actually are not consistent across the consequences--SAT affects LOY, GCon does not; SAT does not affect VOI, GCon does; etc. In addition, there are the matters related to changing the hypothesized model after the data has been collected mentioned in the previous paragraph. It seems to us that changing a model after its data has been collected reverses the scientific process, and risks the appearance of altering a model to suit the data.)
Your interest with the three situational descriptors, attractiveness of alternatives, investment and switching cost, appears to be to use them as direct predictors of the 5 behaviors and compare your findings to findings in previous studies. Some of these previous studies like yours have focused on employment questions while others have not. Would it not be much more interesting to treat the situational descriptors as moderators? Is there not reason to believe that a positive attitude affects behaviors such as voice and exit depending on the situation? Possibly a positive attitude leads to voice under high investment and low attractiveness of alternatives and to exit (this is the opposite of the un-contingent effect you show) under low investment and high attractiveness of alternatives. Is there not much greater room to demonstrate a contribution through such a moderator analysis? (This is an insightful observation. We had not considered situational moderation. Podsakoff, Todor, Glover and Huber's (1984, OBHP) did not find many, but we found the Ping (1994) SATxALT interaction, which is situational, and evidence of others involving ALT. There is the matter of how to accomplish this after the fact in a completed study, however. It is a fine point, but having collected data before moderation hypotheses are stated should be reported, which might then appear to be "data snooping" to a finicky reader. In addition, we have already "snooped the data" with the post hoc probing reported in the previous version of the paper. An alternative would be to expand the existing post-hoc moderation analysis at the end of the paper, or add additional moderation theorizing, or both. Because the paper is so large, however, we have elected to forgo these alternatives, and have removed the discussion of interactions altogether.)
Looking at your correlation matrix there is considerable independence between a positive attitude and situational descriptors for investment and switching cost but not for attractiveness of alternatives. Quite conceivably, it is inappropriate for me to suggest that a moderator analysis should include all three situational descriptors: the analysis will only yield results for investment and switching costs. Attractiveness is more appropriate as a mediator. If this is what a reanalysis of your data indicates, I suggest you consider dropping attractiveness to allow for parsimony—to allow the reader to comprehend your arguments without a huge cognitive burden. (These are fascinating suggestions--thank you. However, we are now certain that a reanalysis of a data set intended to test the Figure 1 model, in order to test a different model, is not good science. Thus, we are inclined to retain the Figure 1 model.) 

In other words, my underlying suggestion is that you change your manuscript from a set of notes to an argument that supports a broader purpose. (Thank you for these suggestions. While we do not disagree that a different model might be interesting, we suspect that the Figure 1 model and the study results might yet be of interest to (Journal Name) readers. The Hirschman-Rusbult model of responses to relationship problems has generated hundreds of articles, and we are disinclined to change the model without collecting new data. Thus, we would prefer not to make changes to the hypotheses/Figure 1 model at this point in the present study.)
