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Abstract


This article reports the results of a field survey of the relationship between hardware retail​ers' satisfaction and their response intentions when there are channel relation​ship problems. The objec​tive was to test a model from the social psychology literature due to Rusbult, Zembrodt and Gunn (1982) of the relationships between the response intention variables; exiting, voice, loyalty, oppor​tun​ism, and neglect, and their anteced​ents; satisfac​tion, and the "structur​al con​straints" (Johnson 1982) of alterna​tive attrac​tive​ness, invest​ments and switching cost, using struc​tural equation analysis. The results suggest that the model does apply to a channel context, and the study sheds some light on interfirm response intentions to interfirm relationship problems.


The channel legal literature
 regularly provides hints of responses to chan​nel rela​tion​ship problems (e.g., Business Elec​tron​ics v. Sharp 1988, and Continen​tal TV v. Sylvania 1977). One could ask several interesting questions about these troubled relation​ships, including what caused them to flounder and eventually termi​nate? Diminished relation​ship satisfac​tion is probably necessary, but is it always sufficient? Most Chrysler dealers did not termi​nate their Chrysler franchise during their satisfaction nadir accompa​nying Chrysler's restructuring in the 1970's.


As a result one could ask, what holds a troubled channel relation​ship together? Unattractive alternatives or high switching cost are plausible candidates, but are there other "structural con​straints" in a channel relation​ship?


For a firm having supplier or institutional customer problems, are there other viable responses besides exiting? Anecdotal evidence suggests that channel relation​ship problems generate complaints. But, are there other responses as well?


This research proposes and tests a model, derived from the romantic relationships research of Rusbult, Zembrodt and Gunn (1982), which relates general responses to relation​ship problems (exiting, voice, loyalty, oppor​tunism, and ne​glect), to anteced​ents of these responses (satis​faction, alterna​tive attrac​tive​ness, invest​ments, and switching cost). The research question was simply, does this model apply to buyer-seller relationships in an institu​tional context such as a market​ing channel?


Conceptually this investigation concentrates on the commit​ted and dissolu​tion phases of Dwyer, Schurr and Oh's (1987) framework for buyer-seller relation​ship development. This channel rela​tion​ship life cycle framework was comprised of several stages through which buyer-seller rela​tion​ships pass to reach what Macneil (1974) described as relational exchanges, and Dwyer, Schurr and Oh termed the committed phase of the buyer-seller relationship.


While the committed phase is the locus of much of the current channel research
, until recently channel research has paid little attention to the last phase: dissolution. As a result we know little, for example, of the factors affect​ing the termination of market​ing channel relationships.


Illuminating the termination phase could help avoid channel relation​ship termina​tion and its associated costs both economic and psychic. Anecdot​al evidence suggests that once problems become endemic, relationship satisfaction declines, conflict increases, and monitoring costs increase on both sides of the relation​ship. The low satisfaction firm's relation​ship invest​ments slow, and without exit barriers (Porter 1980) such as switch​ing costs, the low satisfaction firm may exit the relation​ship. Exiting, in turn, involves costs. Exiting may obsolete transaction specific assets on both sides of the relation​ship. In addition it may require both firms to incur addi​tion​al costs such as search, negotiation and monitor​ing costs, and make additional invest​ments in transac​tion specific assets to establish and build a new exchange relation​ship.


Researchers have commented on the need for research on troubled market​ing channel relationships. In summarizing the aftermath of a marketing channel relationship termination, Dwyer, Schurr and Oh (1987) called for research into marketing channel relationship dissolution. Ping and Dwyer (1988) noted that knowledge of dissolution forces provides closure in chan​nel research, and promises significant implications for channel manage​ment (p. 245).


After reporting the results of interviews with firms with troubled relationships, we will argue that the Rusbult et al. (1982) model applies in a channel context, then test this argument with a field survey and structural equation analysis of hardware retail​ers involving their rela​tion​ship with their primary suppli​er.


We begin with a summary of related research that also introduces the study concepts.


Background

Economics


In the economics literature Hirschman (1970) proposed that exit (relation​ship termination) was one of several responses to exchange relation​ship prob​lems. He argued that members or clients (customers) of person-organization dyads had three behavioral options when responding to organi​za​tional perfor​mance "lapses" or problems: they could exit the relation​ship, they could use voice, or they could do nothing and remain loyal. Exit was the individual's cessation of buying the firm's product(s), or leaving the organization. Voice involved remaining in the rela​tion​ship and actively working with the relationship partner to remedy problems. Loyal behavior also involved remain​ing in the relationship but the loyal individual suffered in silence, with confi​dence that things would get better. Hirschman proposed that these exit, voice and loyalty responses depended on the level of overall relation​ship satis​fac​tion, the attractiveness of an alternative rela​tion​ship, and the switching costs associat​ed with leaving the current rela​tionship and estab​lishing the alterna​tive.

Social Psychology


The romantic relationships literature has also addressed respons​es to inter-person problems
. In a study of couples Rusbult et al. (1982) proposed that responses to problems included Hirschman's exit, voice and loyalty responses, and Farrell's (1983) neglect response. Neglect involved reducing contact with the relation​ship partner. Rusbult et al. also proposed that these general responses to problems depended upon, in addition to the Hirschman antecedents (satisfac​tion, alternative attractive​ness, and switching cost), relationship investments: the time, effort and money spent to build and maintain the relationship.

Organizational Behavior


Similarly, the organizational behavior literature has addressed employee respons​es to employer-employee problems
. Rusbult, Farrell, Rogers, and Mainous (1988) argued that declined employee sat​isfaction lead to employee exit, voice, loyalty or neglect. In addition, they proposed and tested a model identical with Rusbult et al.'s (1982) romantic relationships model described above.

Marketing


The marketing channel literature has addressed interfirm relationship dissolution. Dwyer, Schurr and Oh (1987) argued that the process of buyer-seller relationship development consisted of awareness, exploration, expansion, commitment, and dissolution phases. In their descrip​tion of the dissolution phase, they offered Duck's (1982) process model of interperson​al rela​tionship dissolu​tion as a framework for the process of inter​firm relationship termination. Duck's model was com​prised of four broad stages: intrapsychic, dyadic, social, and "grave dressing" stages.


Offering a graph-based view of a marketing channel relation​ship, Ping and Dwyer (1988) argued that the perceptual distance between partner firm's role perfor​mance (Frazier 1983b) and the role perfor​mance available from an alterna​tive firm, was positively associated with propensity to terminate.


Paralleling Johnson (1982), Ping (1990) noted that firms remained in a buyer-seller rela​tionship because they either want to or have to. He proposed that satisfaction and the availability of alternative rela​tion​ships interacted to affect buyer-seller propen​sity to terminate. Ping's laboratory results suggested that propensity to terminate was negatively affected by satisfac​tion and positively affected by the availability of alternatives, but the interaction of these variables was not signifi​cant.


The consumer satisfaction/dissatisfaction literature has addressed respons​es to consumer purchase dissatisfaction. Richins (1987) argued that the respons​es to consumer purchase dissatisfaction were complaints (see Singh and Howell 1985 for a review), negative word of mouth (Diener and Grayser 1978, Richins 1983), and brand switching (LaBarbra and Mazursky 1983).  Although she did not cite Hirschman (1970), complaints and brand switching appeared remarkably similar to voice and exit. Singh (1990) has explicitly proposed exit and voice as responses to consumer purchase dissatisfaction.


The picture that emerges is that there are several general reactions to rela​tion​ship prob​lems: loyalty, voice, exit, and neglect. And, these responses are generally associat​ed with satis​faction, alternative attrac​tive​ness, investments, and switching cost. In the following paragraphs we investigate these matters in a marketing channel context.


Responses to Channel Relationship Problems


In exploratory interviews with firms that were contemplat​ing or had recently complet​ed channel relationship termina​tions, we found hints of the responses to relationship problems just discussed. These interviews involved suppli​ers, distributors, and retailers in an area surrounding a major metropoli​tan university. We contacted key informants responsible for "up-channel" or "down-channel" relation​ships with titles ranging from owner to purchasing manager.


The informants in the distributor and retailer group gener​ally reported problems created either by the partner firm's actions, or their inaction. These problems prompted subject firm responses includ​ing ignoring the problem (loyalty), or complaining to the partner firm (voice). Chronic unsuc​cess​ful resolu​tion of these problems may have reduced the subject firm's overall satisfac​tion, and produced opportunism, neglect or thoughts of exiting.


However, the informants reported that decisions regarding exiting were complex. While not consistent​ly reported, lack of an attrac​tive alterna​tive, many relationship investments, and the high cost associated with switching to an alternative buyer-seller relation​ship appeared to make the exiting decision difficult. In addition, there were hints of these variables' associa​tions with the other responses to relationship problems. For example, an attractive alterna​tive, few relationship investments, and low switching cost also seemed to be associated with opportunism and neglect. 


Encouraged by these anecdotal reports, the favorable model validation results in other dyads (Rusbult, et al. 1982; Rusbult, et al. 1988), and the channel political-economic arguments that "sentiments," such as overall satisfaction, should be associat​ed with behav​iors such as exit​ing
, we maintain that responses to channel relationship problems include exiting, voice, loyalty, opportunism, and neglect. In addition, satisfac​tion, and the structural constraint variables, alterna​tive attrac​tive​ness, invest​ments and switching cost, should be associ​ated with these respons​es as shown in Figure 1.


Hypotheses


It is our contention that in channel relationships satis​fac​tion and the structural constraint variables are associated with the respons​es to problems attributed to the relationship partner. Increases in the levels of the subject firm's overall satisfaction, investments and switching cost should make econom​ic exchanges with its partner firm perceptu​ally more valuable. As satisfaction, relation​ship invest​ments, and switch​ing cost increase, subject firms should respond positively to relation​ship problems by working with the partner firm (voice), or not rocking the boat (loyalty). In these circum​stances, subject firms should be likely to be disin​clined to exhibit relationship destruc​tive (Rusbult et al. 1982) responses such as opportun​ism, reduc​ed contact with the partner firm (neglect), or exiting because there is much to lose. Thus,


H1: Satisfaction, investments and switching cost are posi​tively associ​at​ed with loyalty and voice, and negative​ly associated with exiting, opportunism, and neglect.


Previous studies lend some support to these asser​tions. As we men​tioned earlier Ping (1990) reported that satisfaction was negatively associat​ed with exiting. Anderson (1988) reported that investments were negatively associated with opportun​ism for sales reps. In romantic relationships Rusbult et al. (1982) reported that prior (relationship) satis​fac​tion and relationship invest​ments were negative​ly associat​ed with exiting and neglect, and positively associated with loyalty and voice.


The subject firms' perception of the attractiveness of the best alternative exchange relationship should have a different consequence. As the attractiveness of the alternative relationship increases, subject firms should be less likely to be passive (Rusbult et al. 1982) in the face of problems. Subject firms should actively respond to problems by con​front​ing the incumbent (voice), looking out for number one (being opportu​nis​tic), or exiting, and should be disinclined to respond passive​ly by being loyal or neglectful. Hence,


H2: Alternative attractiveness is positively asso​ci​ated with voice, opportunism, and exiting, and negatively associ​ated with loyal​ty and neglect.


There is also some empirical support for these statements. In the employ​ment rela​tionship litera​ture Rusbult et al. (1988) reported that alterna​tive quality was positively associated with exit and voice. Ping (1990) reported that alterna​tive attrac​tiveness was positively associated with exit​ing. 


The balance of this paper presents the results of a test of these hypotheses.


Method


The test involved a field survey and a LISREL structural equation analysis to deter​mine the associations among these concepts. We gathered data from hardware retailers concerning their loyalty to their primary supplier, and their voice, oppor​tunism, neglect and exit propensity
 respons​es, along with their satisfac​tion with that suppli​er, the attractive​ness of the best alterna​tive supplier, relation​ship invest​ments and perceived switch​ing cost.

Sample Design


The study surveyed hardware retailers in the 50 U.S. states. The key informant within these sampling units was the store owner or executive. We randomly drew the sample of these informants from the subscription list for a hardware retailing industry publication that appeared to represent all the U.S. hardware retailers. 


The final test mailer sent to 600 names and addresses included a $2 response incentive and it, with two follow-up post card mailings, produced 288 responses (a 47% response rate‑- 9 question​naires were returned as undeliver​able). Two hundred and twenty two of these responses ultimately were deemed usable (incomplete cases were deleted). Table 1 profiles the final test responses.

Measures


The measurement of the study concepts used a combination of new and existing multi item Likert scales. For example satisfaction, the firm's global evaluation of relationship fulfillment (Dwyer and Oh 1987), was measured using a modifi​ca​tion of the Dwyer and Oh (1987) satisfaction scale inspired by Gaski and Nevin (1985). Satisfaction's domain includes all rela​tion​ship characteristics that the subject firm deems "reward​ing, profit​able, instrumen​tal" (Rukert and Churchill 1984), or costly, unfair or frus​trating. The satisfaction scale items addressed overall satisfaction, fairness, and a good company to do business with. Appendix A presents the final test versions of this and the other study measures.


Opportunism, self interest seeking with guile (Williamson 1975), was also measured using a modification of an existing scale: Dwyer and Oh's (1987) opportun​ism scale, that was derived from John's (1984) scale. John character​ized the items in his scale as distortion of information, failure to fulfill promises, and a shirking of obliga​tions. The scale items involved non-compli​ance when the relationship partner will not notice, not volunteering informa​tion, exaggera​tion/alteration of reports, and shirking. 


New scales were developed for the other study measures. Alterna​tive attractiveness, the subject firm's estimation of the satisfaction avail​able in an alternative channel relationship, was operationalized as the perceived global evaluation of the additional relation​ship fulfillment avail​able in the best alter​na​tive supplier relation​ship. Alternative attractiveness' concep​tual​ization encom​pass​es the subject firm's general​ized percep​tions of the rewards, and costs available in the most salient alternative economic exchange rela​tion​ship. The scale items concerned a good supplier company, their fairness, supplier products and servic​es, their policies, and overall satis​fac​tion with the supplier.


Investments, the costs the subject firm electively incurs to build and maintain the channel relationship in anticipation of future exchanges, were operationalized as the per​ceived magnitude of the relation​ship assets that would be lost or no longer useful if the relation​ship were terminated. Its conceptual domain involves sunk economic and opportu​nity costs such as money, time, and effort. The invest​ment items dealt with overall relationship invest​ments, invest​ment unique​ness, and the time, effort and energy put into building and main​tain​ing the exchange rela​tion​ship.


Switching cost, the perceptions of the magnitude of the additional costs required to terminate the current channel relationship and secure the alterna​tive, were operationalized as the perceived additional cost and effort to change suppli​ers. The domain of switching cost encompasses monetary expenses to end the current rela​tionship and secure the alternative, and the psychic costs incurred in expendi​tures of time and effort. The switching cost scale items involved costs/spending time and money to switch suppliers, and losses in switching suppliers.


Because this study investigated existing buyer-seller relation​ships, we operationalized exiting, the subject firm physically leaving the relationship, as the propensity to terminate the current primary wholesaler-- the disinclina​tion to continue the current relation​ship with the top full line wholesal​er. The resulting items dealt with thinking of exiting, looking for a replacement relation​ship, consider​ing a replace​ment, and the inten​tion to exit. 


We measured voice, the subject firm's active and construc​tive attempts to change condi​tions, as the intention to work directly with the partner firm to attempt to change conditions actively and construc​tively. Its domain includes seeking joint problem removal and relationship mainte​nance, con​fronting the partner firm with problems in a positive way, and discussing and working cooperatively with the partner firm to improve the situation. The voice items ad​dressed talking to partner, suggest​ing and discussing changes, and working with partner to solve mutual problems.


The study operational​ized loyalty, abiding relation​ship problems in silence with confidence that things will get better, as the predisposition to live with the situation rather than confront the partner firm. The conceptual domain of loyalty involves viewing problems as transi​to​ry phenome​na that correct them​selves: they go away and are forgotten. Problems either work themselves out or the partner firm fixes them, so there is little reason to worry. The loyal firm either ignores problems or assumes they will go away, and concen​trates on continuing with business as usual. Loyalty items addressed not mentioning problems, disregard​ing/overlooking/​ignoring problems, and belief that problems fix themselves.


We measured neglect, reduced physical contact with the partner firm, as the intention to reduce physical contact with the principal wholesaler. Its conceptualization encompasses partial​ly reduced physical contact, in which little effort is expended to maintain the relation​ship, and the relationship is a succes​sion of discrete exchanges (Macneil 1980). In more extreme cases it includes ignor​ing the partner firm's attempts to resolve problems, and just letting the exchange rela​tionship deteriorate. The resulting neglect scale items dealt with letting the relation​ship deterio​rate, taking no action to improve relations, not caring about partner, and letting the relationship die. 


To develop the new measures we generated definitions of the concept domains guided by existing theorizing in the marketing channel, economics, romantic relationships, and employment relations literatures. Many items were developed from pre-survey interviews with hardware retailer key informants.


The resulting Likert scale items were evaluated by a jury of academi​cians, and then combined with the satisfaction and opportunism scales to produce a multipage question​naire with five point balanced Likert scale items. We administered this ques​tion​naire to a conve​nient group of hardware retail​ers, and then tested it in a pretest mailer.


Using the pretest responses we gauged the psychometric properties of the measures using item-total correlations, ordered similar​ity coeffi​cients (Hunter 1973), apparent construct validity, and coefficient alpha calculations. The resulting measures were face valid, unidimensional, and internal​ly/externally consis​tent
, and had coeffi​cient alphas of .8 or above. Appendix A presents the final scale items.


When the final test responses were available we reexamined the psycho​metric properties of the measures before structural equation coefficient estimation using item-total correla​tions, ordered similar​ity coeffi​cients, LISREL single factor analysis (Joreskog and Sorbom 1984), multiple group analysis (Anderson, Gerbing and Hunter 1987), and coefficient alpha calcula​tions. Table 2 summarizes the psychographic properties of the final test scales.


Several measures required single item deletions to attain internal consis​ten​cy (see Appendix A). The bases for dropping an item were an examina​tion of con​struct validity, LISREL single factor analysis, normalized residu​als, and multiple group analysis communal​ities. For example the study measured voice with items addressing talking to partner, suggesting and discuss​ing changes, and working with partner to solve mutual problems. Before struc​tural equation parameter estimation was accomplished the "will suggest changes . . ." item (item 1) was dropped.


Similarly, loyalty items addressed not mentioning problems, disregard​ing/overlooking/ignoring problems, and belief that problems fix themselves. Item 5, "overlook problems . . .," was dropped for parameter estimation.


The opportunism measure was comprised of items dealing with non-compli​ance when the relationship partner will not notice, not volunteering informa​tion, exaggeration/alteration of reports, and shirking. An item involving "shirk​ing" (item 5) was dropped.


We measured neglect with items dealing with letting the relationship deteriorate, taking no action to improve relations, not caring about partner, and letting the relationship die. A "not caring" item (item 2) was dropped before parameter estima​tion.


Items from the domain of alternative attractiveness con​cerned the alternative's being a good company, their fairness, products and services, poli​cies, and estimated overall satis​fac​tion. The fairness item (item 1) was dropped.


The items from the domain of switching cost dealt with costs/spending time and money to switch partners, and losses in switching partners. One of the spending time and money items (item 1) was deleted for parameter estima​tion.


The resulting measures were face valid, unidimensional, and internal​ly and exter​nal​ly consis​tent. The coefficient alpha (Table 2), latent variable (For​nell and Larker 1981) relia​bili​ties (Table 3), and the average vari​ances extracted
 (Table 3) suggested that the mea​sures are reliable. The average variances extracted also suggested discriminant validity
.

 
Results


Specifying Figure 1 as a measurement model produced the measurement model results shown in Table 3. Although the traditional fit statis​tics (GFI and AGFI) for this measurement model were low, the number of normal​ized-residu​als greater than 2 and the comparative fit index (Bentler 1990) suggest​ed an acceptable measure​ment model specifica​tion.


We then specified the Figure 1 model as the structural model shown in Figure 2 and produced the maximum likelihood parameter estimates
 shown in Table 4.


The traditional fit statis​tics for this structural equation model were also low, but the normal​ized residual behavior and the comparative fit index statistics were acceptable (see Table 4).

Hypotheses Tests


Of the satisfaction, investments and switching cost hypothesis 1 associations, six were signif​icant
 (see Table 4). Satisfaction's associa​tions with exiting, voice, and neglect were signifi​cant and as hypothesized. In addition, investment's associations with voice and neglect were as hypothe​sized, as was switching cost's associ​a​tion with loyalty.


The hypothesis 2 alternative associations were also selec​tively signifi​cant. The alternative attractiveness-opportunism, and exiting associa​tions were as hypothesized. The alternative-attractiveness-neglect association was significant but negative, rather than positive as hypothesized.


The observed results' consistency with prior research was mixed. Table 5 compares prior research results with the present study. For example the present study's significant satisfaction-exiting and alternative attractive​ness-exiting associations were consis​tent with prior re​search, while the lack of an observed investments-exiting associa​tion was not. Similarly, the satisfac​tion-voice association in the present study was consis​tent with prior research, but the significant investments-voice association has not been consistently reported. The lack of a significant alternative attractiveness-voice associa​tion in the present study was also consistent with some prior research results but incon​sis​tent with others. Similarly the satisfaction-neglect and investments-neglect results were consistent but the alternative attractiveness-neglect association and the loyalty results were not.


Discussion


These results prompt several observations. First, despite the selective support for the hypotheses, the model appears to apply to a channel context. Each exoge​nous variable was significantly associ​ated with one or more endogenous variables. And, each endogenous variable was associated with one or more exogenous variables.


Second, as suggested above, several hypothesized associations were context sensitive. For example, alternatives was not associated with voice in romantic relationships, it positive​ly affected voice in employ​ment relation​ships, and was not associ​at​ed with voice in this study. Similarly loyalty variously had alternatives and investment antecedents in studies in other contexts, but did not in this study's channel context. However, neglect was not associat​ed with alternative attrac​tive​ness in other dyads, but the associa​tion was signifi​cant in this study.


Third, the model explained less variation in loyalty, voice and oppor​tunism than in exiting and neglect. Table 4 shows the squared multiple correla​tions for exiting and neglect were .35 or above, but this value for voice and opportunism is .13 and .12, respectively, and .04 for loyalty. This suggests that there were unmodeled anteced​ents of these vari​ables. Indeed, while plausible reasons for the lack of explained variation in loyalty are not immediately obvious, Hirsch​man argued that the expecta​tion of the success of voice and the advan​tage to be gained by voice affected voice (Hirschman 1970), and that voice itself was rewarding (Hirschman 1974). Hirschman (1970) also contended that industry characteris​tics (e.g., concen​tration, competition, or loose monopoly) affected exiting, voice and loyalty. Similarly, Bandura (1978) argued that the size of the gain to be realized and the expectation of success affected instru​mental aggres​sion, which may be related to opportunism. The exclu​sion of these plausible antecedents in the present study suggests opportu​ni​ties for addi​tion​al investi​ga​tion exist.


Fourth, several disconfirmed associations are inter​est​ing. Exiting, for example, was not associated with investments or switching cost, contrary to Porter's (1980) and Thibaut and Kelly's (1959) predic​tions. A comparison between the significant Table 3 latent variable correla​tions between exiting and these two vari​ables, and the struc​tural model coefficients for these two relationships shown in Table 4, suggests these two relation​ships may be mis-speci​fied. That is, exiting may actually affect investments and switching cost, rather than the other way around as specified in the Figure 2 model. Stated another way, as propensity to exit increas​ed invest​ments and switching cost may somehow have been perceptually discounted, and thereby reduced.


Similarly opportunism was not associated with investments or switch​ing cost, contrary to expectations and Transaction Cost Analysis (Williamson 1975) predic​tions. Here misspecification may not account for the observed lack of a switching cost association because the measure​ment model switch​ing cost-opportunism association was not significant. There may, however, be an unmodeled variable such as goal congruence (see Anderson 1988) that explains the variance in both switching cost and opportunism.


Returning to the lack of explained loyalty variance, while the alterna​tive-loyalty and investments-loyalty associations appeared context sensitive (see Table 5), the satisfac​tion-loyalty association has been consistently signifi​cant in previous studies. None of these associations were signifi​cant​ in the measure​ment model, and it is possible that this is a different type of misspecification. While it is not clear how, or even if, such rela​tion​ships could be hypothesized, these variables may be non-linearly related to loyalty. Such non-linear associa​tions would fail to produce significant measurement model or linear-terms-only structural equation coefficients.


Fifth, several confirmed and disconfirmed associations have manage​ment implica​tions. For example satisfaction was significantly associated with exiting, voice, and neglect, and not associated with loyalty and opportun​ism. This supports the channel management maxim that satis​faction is neces​sary for relation​ship maintenance. In addition, while voice does not encompass all complaint behavior, in this study as satisfac​tion increased positive "com​plain​ing" did too. In other words some "complain​ers" were satisfied custom​ers. This underscores the complexity of satisfac​tion in long term exchange relationships: an exchange partner may be dissatisfied with an individual event, yet still satisfied with the relationship overall. Hirschman (1970) hinted at both in referring to a firm's "repairable lapses" and deterioration of a firm's performance (p.1). Repairable lapses referred to negative evaluations of individual events: event dissatisfaction. Deteriora​tion of performance referred to the overall evaluation of the performer or the relation​ship. Thibaut and Kelly (1959) also suggested this distinction between the evaluation of relationship events and the relation​ship itself in their focus on both the rewards/costs of an interaction, and the evaluation of the relationship (CL and CLAlt). It is easy to speculate that event satisfactions built overall relationship satisfac​tion, which then increased buyer-seller relationship commitment (Dwyer, Schurr and Oh 1987), and thereby the satisfactory disposition of a voice built a buyer-seller relation​ship.


For channel managers neglect may spell trouble when it comes to gaining down-channel cooperation. In the interviews neglect produced relation​ships that were a succession of discrete exchanges (Macneil 1980). These relationships were characterized by for example, ordering in writing not over the phone, and delegating contact to low level staff. In extreme cases neglect included dropping several product lines, ignoring the partner firm's attempts to resolve problems, and just letting the exchange relationship drift. In this study neglect was negatively associated with satisfaction and investments, and positively associated alternative attractiveness. Based on effect sizes, maintained satisfaction and reduced perceptions of alternative attractive​ness were important for reduced neglect, and by implication increased potential for cooperation and coordination.


Returning to opportunism, it was associated only with alternative attractive​ness: satisfac​tion, investments and switching cost did not affect opportunism. This suggests that the much hypothesized (Williamson 1975) effects of investments and switching cost on opportunism were either contextual or more complicated than originally proposed (e.g., involving goal congruence-- see p. 17). However based on this study, the antecedents of opportunism included the opportunists' perception of alternative attractive​ness: the alternative attractiveness-opportunism effect was among the largest in the study.


The study firms reported generally low levels of all reactions except voice. This suggests that as a group they preferred voice and working to improve relation​ship problems. It is tempting to speculate on the likelihood of favorable long term relation​ship impact of this apparent voice bias. The study's relatively satisfied subject firms sought opportuni​ties to contact the supplier with problems (voice). Satisfactory resolution of these problems increased the likelihood of future contact, and satisfaction built. This upward satisfaction spiral, in turn, reduced neglect and exiting.


The satisfaction-exiting association was the largest in the study, and satisfaction, with alternative attractiveness, ex​plained over half the variance in exiting. Increased satisfaction was therefore essential to reducing these firms exiting propensity. This was followed closely by the need for the supplier firm to differentiate itself and reduce the attractive​ness of the subject firm's alternative buyer-seller relationship. These results cast some doubt on the channel management maxim that the mobility barriers of investments and switching cost reduce a buyer firm's inclination to exit. The significant satisfaction and alternative attractiveness effects on exiting suggest that increased satisfac​tion and the relationship partner's decreased perception of attractive alterna​tives were the key to reduced exit inclination.


Limitations


As we have seen the Figure 2 model may have been was somewhat mis-specified. The measurement model also showed significant interrelation​ships within both the exogenous and endogenous variables, but the structural model reflected these relationships only vaguely using correla​tions. While the effects of this lack of specification are uncertain, the study results should be considered preliminary and suggestive.
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        Table 1


PROFILE OF THE FINAL TEST RESPONSES

        ═══════════════════════════════════════════════════════


First Title Mentioned         Frequency

Owner, partner


   120


President



    67


General Manager


     6


Chief Financial Officer
  
     4


Other




    18


Not reported


     7


Total




   222

Reported Last

Year's Sales                  Frequency
>$10MM



     5

 $3-9.99MM



     8

 $1.2-2.99MM

          28

 $0.6-1.199MM                     34

 $0.25-0.599MM                    47

 $0.1-0.299MM                     39

 $.01-.099MM                      22

 $<.01MM

                 0

 Unreported                       39

 Total                           222

Years With

Primary Wholesaler            Frequency
   1-2                            19

   3-5                            54

   6-10                           51

  11-20                           57

  21-30                           21

  31+                             19

  Unreported                       1

  Total                          222

 Table 2


PSYCHOMETRIC PROPERTIES OF THE FINAL TEST SCALES

══════════════════════════════════════════════════

                                      Fit Statistics       
                               Final Test   Parameter Esti-

Construct         Parameter*      Scale      mation Scale  
Satisfaction      Items                            5

                  df                               6

                  Chi-Squared                      6

                  p-value                        .26

                  GFI                            .99

                  AGFI                           .98

                  RMS Residual                  .009

                  Alpha                          .94

Alternative       Items             5              4

 Attractiveness   df                6              3

                  Chi-Squared      20              4

                  p-value           0            .12

                  GFI                            .99

                  AGFI                           .99

                  RMS Residual                  .011

                  Alpha           .93            .92

Investments       Items                            5

                  df                               6

                  Chi-Squared                     18

                  p-value                       .003

                  GFI                            .97  

                  AGFI                           .96  

                  RMS Residual                  .021   

                  Alpha                          .91  

Switching         Items             5              4

 Costs            df                6              3

                  Chi-Squared      11            .87

                  p-value        .038            .64

                  GFI                            .99

                  AGFI                           .99

                  RMS Residual                  .004

                  Alpha           .94            .94

Loyalty           Items             5              4

                  df                6              3

                  Chi-Squared      53            2.5

                  p-value           0            .47

                  GFI                            .99

                  AGFI                           .99

                  RMS Residual                  .014

                  Alpha           .86            .81  

Table 2 (Continued)


PSYCHOMETRIC PROPERTIES OF THE FINAL TEST SCALES

══════════════════════════════════════════════════

                                      Fit Statistics       
                               Final Test   Parameter Esti-

Construct         Parameter*      Scale      mation Scale  
Voice             Items             5              4

                  df                6              3

                  Chi-Squared      75              2

                  p-value           0            .30

                  GFI                            .99

                  AGFI                           .99

                  RMS Residual                  .007

                  Alpha           .91            .92

Opportunism       Items             6              5

                  df               10              6

                  Chi-Squared      84           8.72

                  p-value           0            .19

                  GFI                            .98

                  AGFI                           .97

                  RMS Residual                  .015

                  Alpha           .86            .80  

Neglect           Items             5              4

                  df                6              3

                  Chi-Squared      65              1

                  p-value           0            .40

                  GFI                            .99

                  AGFI                           .99

                  RMS Residual                  .008

                  Alpha           .92            .91

Exit              Items                            6

                  df                              10

                  Chi-Squared                     54

                  p-value                          0

                  GFI                            .94

                  AGFI                           .89

                  RMS Residual                  .020

                  Alpha                          .95

───────────────────────

* Items = Number of items in the scale.

  df = LISREL Chi-squared statistic degrees of freedom.

  Chi-Squared = LISREL Chi-squared statistic value.

  p-value = Attained significance of the LISREL chi-squared statistic.

  GFI = LISREL goodness of fit index.

  AGFI = LISREL adjusted goodness of fit index.  

  RMS Residual = LISREL root mean squared residual.

  Alpha = Coefficient (Cronbach) alpha value.

Table 3

              
MEASUREMENT MODEL RESULTSa
═══════════════════════════════════════════════════════════

    Latent                             Latent Variable                  
   Variable           1     2     3     4     5     6     7     8     9 
1.  Satisfaction     .82  -.56*  .35*  .26*  .01   .30* ‑.21* ‑.55* ‑.67*

2.  Alt. Attract.   -.48   .91  ‑.28* ‑.40*  .04  ‑.09   .30*  .46*  .62*

3.  Investments      .30  -.25   .86   .54* ‑.04   .25* ‑.17* ‑.34* ‑.27*

4.  Switching Cost   .22  -.35   .46   .84   .10   .15* ‑.05  ‑.26* ‑.23*

5.  Loyalty          .01   .04  -.03   .09   .85  ‑.31*  .31*  .12*  .04

6.  Voice            .25  -.08   .22   .13  -.26   .84  ‑.28* ‑.39* ‑.25*

7.  Opportunism     -.16   .24  -.13  -.04   .24  -.21   .69   .45*  .41*

8.  Neglect         -.46   .41  -.29  -.22   .11  -.33   .35   .85   .70*

9.  Exit            -.57   .56  -.23  -.20   .04  -.21   .32   .61   .87 

Meanb               4.16  2.54  3.73  3.25  2.36  4.09  2.24  1.85  2.13

Standard Deviationb  .67   .86   .75   .98   .71   .42   .61   .62   .84

Fit Indices:
Chi-Squared Degrees of Freedom        =  743

Chi-Squared Statistic Value           = 1562

p-Value of Chi-Squared Value          =    0

Goodness of Fit Index                 =  .79

Adjusted Goodness of Fit Index        =  .74

RMS Residual                          = .055

Normalized Residuals greater than 2   =   40 (41 expected at 5%)

Bentler (1990) Comparative Fit Index  =  .91

Average Variance Extracted:
                              Variables             
                  1   2   3   4   5   6   7   8   9 
Average Vari-

 ance Extracted  .76 .76 .69 .80 .55 .75 .52 .73 .75

Latent Variable Reliabilities:
                                  Variables             
                      1   2   3   4   5   6   7   8   9 
Latent Vari-

 able Reliabilities  .94 .92 .91 .91 .82 .92 .80 .91 .94

────────────────────────────

* t-value greater than 2.

a Covariances on and below the diagonal, correlations above.

b Using summed indicants.

Table 4


STRUCTURAL EQUATION MODEL RESULTS

═══════════════════════════════════════════════════════

Structural Equations
LOYALTY(η1) = γ11SAT(ξ1) + γ21ALT(ξ2) + γ31INVEST(ξ3) + γ41SWITCH(ξ4) + ζ1
VOICE(η2)   = γ12SAT(ξ1) + γ22ALT(ξ2) + γ32INVEST(ξ3) + γ42SWITCH(ξ4) + ζ2
OPPORT(η3)  = γ13SAT(ξ1) + γ23ALT(ξ2) + γ33INVEST(ξ3) + γ43SWITCH(ξ4) + ζ3
NEGLECT(η4) = γ14SAT(ξ1) + γ24ALT(ξ2) + γ34INVEST(ξ3) + γ44SWITCH(ξ4) + ζ4
EXIT(η5)    = γ15SAT(ξ1) + γ25ALT(ξ2) + γ35INVEST(ξ3) + γ45SWITCH(ξ4) + ζ5
─────────────────────────────────────────────────────────────────────────────
               Coef-                               Coef-

              ficient                             ficient

Parameter     Estimate    T-value   Parameter     Estimate    T-value
γ11          .09         1.14        ε14          .69        11.25

γ12          .31         4.03        ε22          .30         9.81

γ13         -.02        - .32        ε23          .16         7.21 

γ14         -.38        -5.60        ε24          .31         9.96 

γ15         -.47        -8.08        ε25          .19         8.06 

γ21          .15         1.80        ε31          .83        11.43 

γ22          .15         1.92        ε32          .75        11.20 

γ23          .31         3.74        ε33          .30         7.34 

γ24          .21         3.05        ε34          .32         7.63 

γ25          .37         6.46        ε36          .47         9.74 

γ31         -.15        -1.87        ε41          .42        10.71 

γ32          .17         2.28        ε43          .28         9.76 

γ33         -.15        -1.96        ε44          .13         6.72 

γ34         -.14        -2.08        ε45          .27         8.64 

γ35         -.02        - .41        ε51          .47        11.32 

γ41          .23         2.88        ε52          .24        10.46 

γ42          .04          .59        ε53          .12         8.65 

γ43          .15         1.89        ε54          .31        10.87 

γ44          .00          .06        ε55          .12         8.77 

γ45          .06         1.05        ε56          .16         9.50 

δ11          .34        10.59        λx11         .89        18.82  

δ12          .24         9.77        λx12         .96        22.06  

δ13          .17         8.73        λx13        1.00         0.00*

δ14          .23         9.72        λx14         .96        22.23 

δ15          .17         8.85        λx15         .99        24.27 

δ22          .27         9.95        λx22         .89        22.76 

δ23          .26         9.86        λx23         .89        23.11 

δ24          .08         5.08        λx24        1.00         0.00*

δ25          .31        10.31        λx25         .86        21.18 

δ31          .48        11.11        λx31         .77        15.37 

δ32          .17         8.62        λx32         .97        25.51 

δ33          .14         7.60        λx33        1.00         0.00*

δ34          .16         8.30        λx34         .98        26.08 

δ35          .56        11.31        λx35         .70        13.27 

δ42          .26         9.93        λx42         .93        21.29

δ43          .18         8.71        λx43         .98        24.36 

δ44          .16         8.09        λx44        1.00         0.00*

δ45          .17         8.58        λx45         .98        24.59       

ε11          .31         7.78        λy11         .88        16.01      

ε12          .12         3.02        λy12        1.00         0.00*      

ε13          .66        11.17        λy13         .61        10.22      

Table 4 (Continued)


STRUCTURAL EQUATION MODEL RESULTS

═══════════════════════════════════════════════════════

              Coef-                               Coef-

              ficient                             ficient

Parameter     Estimate    T-value   Parameter     Estimate    T-value
λy14          .59         9.77        ζ4           .55         9.58 

λy22          .91        19.90        ζ5           .39         9.61 

λy23         1.00         0.00*       ψ12         -.27        -5.03 

λy24          .90        19.41        ψ13          .21         4.17 

λy25          .98        23.32        ψ14          .10         2.29 

λy31          .49         6.62        ψ15          .03          .77 

λy32          .59         8.17        ψ23         -.16        -3.56 

λy33         1.00         0.00*       ψ24         -.18        -4.23 

λy34          .98        14.39        ψ25         -.06        -1.67 

λy36          .86        12.53        ψ34          .22         5.12 

λy41          .81        16.77        ψ35          .15         4.22 

λy43          .91        20.81        ψ45          .24         6.74 

λy44         1.00         0.00*        φ11          .82         9.78 

λy45          .95        23.39         φ12         -.48        -7.64 

λy51          .77        16.03         φ13          .30         5.31 

λy52          .92        23.77         φ14          .22         4.04 

λy53         1.00         0.00*        φ22          .91        10.63 

λy54          .88        20.89         φ23         -.25        -4.43 

λy55          .99        30.01         φ24         -.35        -5.90 

λy56          .97        28.02         φ33          .86        10.11 

ζ1          .84         9.40         φ34          .46         7.43 

ζ2          .72         9.67         φ44          .84         9.90 

ζ3          .61         7.84       

Fit Indices
Chi-Squared Degrees of Freedom        =  743

Chi-Squared Statistic Value           = 1562

p-Value of Chi-Squared Value          =    0

Goodness of Fit Index                 =  .79

Adjusted Goodness of Fit Index        =  .74

RMS Residual                          = .055

Normalized Residuals greater than 2   =   38 (41 expected at 5%)

Bentler (1990) Comparative Fit Index  =  .91

Total Coefficient of Determination

 for Structural Equations             =  .64

Squared Multiple Correlations

                          Variables       
                    5    6    7    8    9 
Squared Multiple

 Correlations     .04  .13  .12  .35  .55 

───────────────────────

* = Parameter fixed

a SAT = Satisfaction, SWITCH = Switching Cost, ALT = Alt. Attractiveness,

  INVEST = Investments, OPPORT = Opportunism.
  Table 5


PRESENT STUDY AND


PRIOR RESEARCH RESULTS

═════════════════════════════════════════════════════════════

             Present  Anderson   Ping   Provan et   Rusbult et  Rusbult et  Schultz et

Association   Study    (1988)   (1990)  al. (1989)a al. (1982)  al. (1988)  al. (1987)b
Sat-Exic       -d                  -                    -           -           -

Alt-           +                  +                    +           +

Inv-           ns                                      -           -

Swi-           ns

──────────────────────────────────────────────────────────────────────────────────────

Sat-Voi        +                                       +           +

Alt-           ns                                      ns          +

Inv-           +                                       +           ns

Swi-           ns

──────────────────────────────────────────────────────────────────────────────────────

Sat-Loy        ns                                      +           +

Alt-           ns                                      ns          +

Inv-           ns                                      +           ns

Swi-           +

──────────────────────────────────────────────────────────────────────────────────────

Sat-Neg        -                                       -           -

Alt-           +                                       ns          ns

Inv-           -                                       -           -

Swi-           ns

──────────────────────────────────────────────────────────────────────────────────────

Sat-Opp        ns

Alt-           +                            ns

Inv-           ns        -

Swi-           ns

────────────────────────────

a Provan and Skinner (1989).

b Schultz, Bigoness and Gagnon (1987).

c Sat = Satisfaction, Alt = Alt. Attract., Inv = Investments, Swi = Switch. Cost,

  Exi = Exiting, Voi = Voice, Loy = Loyalty, Neg = Neglect, Opp = Opportunism.

d - = Significant negative association, + = Significant positive association,

  ns = Not significant.

Figure 1


A MODEL OF THE GENERAL RESPONSES TO PROBLEMS


 IN CHANNEL RELATIONSHIPS AND THEIR ANTECEDENTS

═══════════════════════════════════════════════════════
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Figure 2


STRUCTURAL EQUATION MODELa
═══════════════════════════════════════════════════════
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a See Table 4 for ξ's and η's. 
b φij is the correlation between ξi and ξj.

c γij is the effect of ξi on ηj.

d ψij is the correlation between ζi and ζj.


APPENDIX


FINAL TEST SCALE ITEMS

═══════════════════════════════════════════════════════

SATISFACTION

 1.
All in all, my primary wholesaler is very fair with me.

 2.
Overall, my primary wholesaler is a good company to do business with.

 3.
In general am pretty satisfied with my relationship with my primary wholesaler.

 4.
Overall, my primary wholesaler treats me very fairly.

 5.
All in all, my relationship with my primary wholesaler is very satisfac​tory.

SWITCHING COSTS

*1.
On the whole, I would spend a lot of time and money to change primary wholesalers.

 2.
All things considered, the company would lose a lot in changing primary wholesalers.

 3.
Generally speaking, the costs in time, money, effort and grief to switch primary wholesalers would be high.

 4.
Overall, I would spend a lot and lose a lot if I changed primary wholesal​ers.

 5.
Considering everything, the costs to stop doing business with the current wholesaler and start up with the alternative wholesaler would be high.

NEGLECT

 1.
I won't plan to do anything to improve relations with my primary wholesaler and will expect things will become worse.

*2.
At times I care very little about what happens to my primary wholesaler as long as I get what I need from them.

 3.
I have quit caring about my primary wholesaler and will let conditions get worse and worse.

 4.
I will passively let the relationship with my primary wholesaler slowly deteriorate.

 5.
If things are not right with my primary wholesaler I sometimes consider letting the relationship die a slow death.

*Item deleted for coefficient estimation.


APPENDIX (Continued)


FINAL TEST SCALE ITEMS

═══════════════════════════════════════════════════════

ALTERNATIVE ATTRACTIVENESS

*1.
All in all, the alternative wholesaler would be ______ fair than/as the current wholesaler is. (Circle a letter)


a. Much more  b. Slightly more  c. As  d. Slightly less  e. Much less

 2. 
Overall, the alternative wholesaler's policies would benefit my company than/as the current wholesaler's policies. (Circle a letter)


a. Much more  b. Slightly more  c. As much  d. Slightly less  e. Much less

 3.
I would be _____ satisfied with the product and service available from the alternative wholesaler than/as the product and service provided by the current wholesaler. (Circle a letter)


a. Much more  b. Slightly more  c. As  d. Slightly less  e. Much less

 4.
In general, I would be _____ satisfied with the alternative wholesaler than/as I am with the current wholesaler. (Circle a letter)


a. Much more   b. Slightly more  c. As  d. Slightly less  e. Much less

 5.
Overall, the alternative wholesaler would be a/an _____ company to do business with than/as the current wholesaler. (Circle a letter)


a. Much better  b. Slightly better  c. As good a  d. Slightly worse  


e. Much worse

INVESTMENTS

 1.
Overall I have invested a lot in the relationship with the current wholesaler.

 2.
A lot of energy, time and effort have gone into building and maintaining the relationship with the current wholesaler.

 3.
All things considered the company has put a lot into the relationship with the current wholesaler.

 4.
I have put a considerable amount of time, effort and energy into building the relationship with the current wholesaler.

 5.
Much of my investment with the current wholesaler is unique to the relationship.

LOYALTY

 1.
I will not say anything to my primary wholesaler about mutual problems because they seem to go away by themselves.

 2.
I disregard problems with my primary wholesaler because they just seem to work themselves out.

 3.
Problems with my primary wholesaler will often fix themselves.

 4.
Sometimes I ignore problems with my primary wholesaler.

*5.
I often overlook problems with my primary wholesaler because they frequently fix themselves.

*Item deleted for coefficient estimation.
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═══════════════════════════════════════════════════════

EXIT

  1.
Occasionally I will think about ending the business relationship with my primary wholesaler.

  2.
I am not likely to continue the business relationship with my primary wholesaler.

  3.
I will probably consider a replacement primary wholesaler in the near future.

  4.
I am looking at replacement wholesalers.

  5.
I will consider a replacement wholesaler soon.

  6.
I will probably stop doing business with my primary wholesaler in the near future.

VOICE

*1.
Occasionally I will suggest changes to my primary wholesaler if there is a mutual problem.

 2.
If there are problems with my primary wholesaler I will work jointly with them to help improve the situation.

 3.
I will work with my primary wholesaler to correct any mutual problems.

 4.
I will try to discuss any primary wholesaler related problems with them.

 5.
I will cooperatively discuss mutual problems with my primary wholesaler.

OPPORTUNISM

 1.
I will not volunteer much information regarding my business to my primary wholesaler.

 2.
There will be some things I will do only if my primary wholesaler checks up and insists on it.

 3.
Sometimes, I will have to alter the facts slightly in order to get what I need from my primary wholesaler.

 4.
I may purposefully exaggerate the sales opportunities in my market in order to get additional allowances or assistance from my primary wholesaler.

*5.
Occasionally I may shrink certain contractual obligations to my primary wholesaler when I see profit opportunities from doing so.

 6.
I may neglect my program responsibilities when my primary wholesaler is not likely to notice my noncompliance.

*Item deleted for coefficient estimation.


The Effects of Satisfaction and Structural Constraints on


Retailer Exit, Voice, Loyalty, Opportunism and Neglect


Executive Summary


Because we know little empirically of the rela​tionships between affects such as satisfaction and behavioral intentions such as exiting in market​ing channel rela​tion​ships, this article reports the results of a field survey of the associations between hardware retail​ers' satisfaction and their response intentions to channel relation​ship problems. The objec​tive was to deter​mine the rela​tion​ships between the response intention variables, exiting (intention to terminate the buyer-seller relationship), voice (actively work with the relationship partner to remedy the problem), loyalty (suffer problems in silence with confidence that things will get better), oppor​tun​ism (seek self interest with guile), and neglect (reduce contact with the buyer-seller relationship partner), and their anteced​ents, satisfac​tion, and the "structur​al con​straints" (Johnson 1982) of alterna​tive attrac​tive​ness, invest​ments and switching cost, using struc​tural equation analysis.


The study introduces concepts such as neglect into the marketing literature, and tested a model from the social psycho​logical litera​ture due to Rusbult, Zembrodt and Gunn (1982) in a channel context. In addition it provided hints of the dynamics operating within the committed and dissolu​tion phases of Dwyer, Schurr and Oh's (1987) buyer-seller relationship development framework, and generalized Ping's (1990) model of market​ing channel relation​ship termina​tion to a more comprehensive view of interfirm response intentions  to relationship problems.


The results provided selective support for the hypothe​ses and the Rusbult et al. model, and the model appeared to apply to a channel context.


Findings included that several hypothesized associations were context sensitive. For example investments and switching cost were not associated with exiting, contrary to Porter (1980) and Thibaut and Kelly's (1959) predictions. In the discussion the authors proposed that the effect may be the other way around-- exiting may affect investments and switching cost. Similarly, investments and switching cost were not associated with opportunism, contrary to Transaction Cost analysis (Williamson 1975) arguments.

While the study supplies no direct evidence, the discussion of the results also proposed two types of satisfaction in long term buyer-seller relationships: event satisfaction and overall relationship satisfaction. Previously hinted at by other authors, event satisfaction or dissatisfaction was argued to proceed from the evaluation of a relationship event, while overall relationship satisfaction was the overall evaluation of the buyer-seller relationship. The study results suggested the retailers could be dissatisfied with an event yet satisfied overall.


The results also suggested that the effectiveness of increased mobility barriers (Levinger 1979) such as investments and switching cost in decreasing exiting was situationally dependent. In this study maintaining satisfaction and decreasing the perception of the retailers' alternative attractiveness were more appropriate for reducing exiting.


Similarly, maintaining satisfaction and reducing alternative attractiveness appeared to be more effective in reducing neglect than increasing switching cost, which had no effect on neglect, or increasing investments, which had a small effect on neglect.


The survey firms reported low levels of all reactions except voice. This suggested as a group they preferred working to improve relationship problems to the more passive (Rusbult et al. 1982) loyalty reaction, or negative (Rusbult et al. 1982) reactions such as opportunism, neglect or exit.

    � See for example "Legal Developments in Market�ing," topic 4.2, in the  Journal of Marketing.


    � An incomplete enumeration of recent articles would include Dwyer and Walker (1981); Frazier (1983a) (1983b); Frazier and Summers (1984); John (1984); Dwyer and Welsh (1985); Anderson and Narus (1984); Kale (1986); Dwyer, Schurr and Oh (1987); Heide and John (1988); and Frazier, Spekman and O'Neal (1988). 


    � This area has received considerable theoretical and empirical atten�tion. A partial list of relevant articles includes Baxter (1983) (1985) (1986); Duck (1981) (1982); Hatfield and Walster (1985); Johnson (1982); Rodin (1982); Rusbult (1980) (1983); Rusbult and Zembrodt (1983); Rusbult, Johnson, Morrow (1986a) (1986b); and Rusbult, Farrell, Rodgers, Mainous (1988).


    � This literature is also extensive and relevant articles include Mobley, Griffeth, Hand and Meglino (1979); Porter, Steers, Mowday and Boulian (1974); Price (1977); and Rosse and Hulin (1985).  


    � Stern and Reve (1980) proposed that a marketing channel can be viewed as an institution with internal and external economic and political structures and processes. Achrol, Reve and Stern (1983) argued that the political economy domains (external, internal, polity, and economy) were associated, and Dwyer and Oh (1987) among others have confirmed some of these associations. Stern and Reve proposed that sentiments and behaviors were associ�ated, and specifically mentioned the link between satisfaction and exiting.





    � Because this study surveyed existing supplier rela�tionships, we operation�alized exit as the propen�sity to terminate the existing relationship.


    � Based on the ordered similarity coefficients (Hunter 1973) for the items (see Gerbing and Anderson 1988).


    � Fornell and Larker (1981) proposed that a latent variable's average variance extracted, which ranges between 0 and 1, mea�sures the fraction of latent variable construct (non-error) vari�ance. As a result, a latent variable's average variance extracted value of more than .5 suggests that the latent variable's measurement error variance is less than the variance due to the con�struct, and convergent validity (reliabil�ity) is indicated.


    � Fornell and Larker (1981) argued that discriminant validity for a pair of latent variables is suggested by average vari�ance extracted values (Table 3) for each of these variables that are both larger than the squared standard�ized path coefficient between them (this coefficient is the squared correla�tion between these variables, which is given by the square of the relevant above diagonal value in the Table 3 covariance matrix).


    � The Figure 2 structural equation model is an identified Type 1 model (Long 1983) so the identification proof is omitted.





    � Based on the traditional minimum critical ratio (t-statistic) of coefficient to standard error of 2. 





