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EXITING IN A MARKETING CHANNEL


Abstract
Despite its importance in interfirm relationship maintenance, relatively little is known of exiting in marketing channels. In relationship marketing exiting is assumed to be the result of relationship failure, and research there has focused on the formation of economic exchange relationships. While authors have argued there are forces that attenuate exiting in these relationships, there have been surprisingly few empirical studies of exiting in Marketing. Moreover, channel studies investigating exiting and its predictors have produced mixed and counter-intuitive results. This research proposes exiting can be predicted by other relationship behaviors including voice, and relationship constraints, specifically satisfaction and structural constraint (the mobility barrier between the present and alternative relationships). The study results support these proposals, and shed additional light on exiting in channel relationships.


Introduction
Much research involving firms in long-term buyer-seller relationships such as strategic alliances, just-in-time/quick response relationships, inter-firm partnerships, joint ventures, and marketing channels, has concentrated on their formation (see Wilson 1995; also see Anderson and Narus 1984, 1990; Anderson and Weitz 1989, 1992; Dwyer, Schurr and Oh 1987; Ford 1980; Frazier 1983; Frazier and Rody 1991; Frazier, Spekman, ONeil 1988; Gadde and Mattsson 1987; Håkansson 1982; Hallén, Johanson and Seyed-Mohamed 1991; Heide and John 1988, 1990, 1992; Skinner, Gassenheimer and Kelly 1992; Stern and Scheer 1991; Webster 1979; Weitz and Jap 1995). Less is known of the maintenance of these relationships, and relatively little is known of their dissolution. Perhaps as a result authors have called for research on these matters (Dwyer, Schurr and Oh 1987; Ping and Dwyer 1991; Ping 1993; Weitz and Jap 1995; Wilson 1995). Additional knowledge of the dissolution of economic exchange relationships, in particular predictors of exiting, should be useful to relationship managers in the maintenance of these relationships.

Relationship Dissolution
Relationship dissolution has received attention in several literatures. These include some that appear unrelated to inter-firm relationships, such as employee adaptation-to-work and romantic relationships. In the marketing literature for example, Dwyer, Schurr and Oh (1987) proposed long-term buyer-seller relationships develop in five phases: awareness of a potential economic exchange partner, then relationship exploration, expansion, commitment, and dissolution. Paralleling Ducks (1982) proposal for romantic relationships, they also proposed the dissolution of these relationships is comprised four stages: intrapsychic (relationship evaluation), interactive (relationship discussion with the partner firm), social (public announcement), and grave dressing (social and psychological recovery) stages (also see Ping and Dwyer 1991).

In the employee adaptation-to-work literature, employment relationship dissolution or employee exiting is argued to consist of several stages: thoughts of quitting, cost-benefit analysis of quitting, identification and evaluation of alternatives, intention to quit, and quitting (see Mobley 1977). While useful, this and the Dwyer, Schurr and Oh (1987) frameworks seem incomplete. They do not include alternatives to exiting for dissatisfied subjects that cannot exit the relationship (because there is no alternative relationship), or will not exit (because the cost is unacceptable).

However in the economics literature, Hirschman (1970) proposed alternatives to exiting a dissatisfactory relationship: loyalty and voice (loyalty is remaining silent, confident things will get better, and voice is constructive attempts by the subject to change objectionable relationship conditions). In the romantic relationships literature Rusbult, Zembrodt and Gunn (1982) proposed neglect as an additional alternative to exiting (neglect is allowing the relationship to deteriorate). Alternatives to exiting a dissatisfactory employment relationship that are similar to loyalty; voice and neglect have also been proposed. They include attempts to change undesired aspects of work, aggressive/retaliatory responses, psychological withdrawal and avoidance (e.g., lateness and absenteeism), and cognitive readjustment (Rosse and Miller 1984).

Hirschman (1970:86) proposed loyalty, voice, and exit are linked. Loyalty should be followed by voice then exiting, with exiting also a possibility after loyalty. Similarly Rosse (1988) argued employee exiting should be preceded by relationship neglectful activities that include lateness and absenteeism. These proposals suggest relationship dissolution may have predictors that include loyalty, voice, and neglect.

Rusbult, Zembrodt and Gunn (1982) proposed that loyalty, voice, neglect, and exiting had the predictors relationship satisfaction, the attractiveness of the alternative relationship, and relationship investments. In the marketing literature Ping (1993) argued that loyalty, voice, neglect and exiting were responses to problems in channel relationships. He also proposed these responses to relationship problems should have as predictors the Rusbult, Zembrodt and Gunn variables, and the cost to switch to the alternative relationship. These associations have been tested (see for example Rusbult, Zembrodt and Gunn 1982; Rusbult, Farrell, Rogers and Mainous 1988; Ping 1993). However, the results have been mixed and counter-intuitive (e.g., the associations have been inconsistently observed, and alternative attractiveness typically was positively associated with voice contrary to Hirschmans 1970 predictions).

The Present Research
The present research investigates predictors of exiting in long-tem buyer-seller relationships between firms. Specifically it tests linkages among exiting operationalized as exit-propensity, and the other responses to relationship problems, loyalty, voice, neglect (exit-propensity is the disinclina​tion to continue the current relation​ship).
 The proposed model (see Figure 2) also includes the Rusbult, Zembrodt and Gunn/Ping predictors of relationship problems: satisfaction, alternative attractiveness, investment, and switching cost. However alternative attractiveness, relationship investment, and switching cost are argued to be instances or indicators of a second-order construct, the cost to exit a relationship, which is linked to exiting.

The paper begins by discussing the Hirschman/Rusbult, Zembrodt and Gunn responses to relationship problems.
 Using theory from several literatures, including some that seem unrelated to inter-firm relationships such as employee adaptation-to-work, the paper then proposes associations between exit-propensity and loyalty, voice, neglect, satisfaction, and cost-of-exit in committed buyer-seller relationships between firms. The results of a test of these proposals involving survey data and structural equation analysis in a marketing channel context is then presented.

At first glance this topic may seem less important than other aspects of buyer-seller relationships between firms, such as knowledge of how and why these relationships develop. However, knowledge of responses to the inevitable problems in buyer-seller relationships, and their connection to relationship dissolution, should help firms maintain these relationships once they develop so they are likely to become long-term relationships.

The study contributes to several literatures, including inter-firm relationship marketing. It fills a gap in the responses-to-dissatisfaction literature; it proposes the Hirschman/Rusbult responses to relationship problems may be coping strategies, and investigates the associations among these responses in an inter-firm context. Authors have observed that knowledge of relationship dissolution provides closure in the relationship development process (Ping and Dwyer 1988). The study also contributes a first test in any context of Hirschmans (1970) proposed associations among loyalty, voice and exit. In addition, it contributes new theory to inter-firm relationships regarding the relationship of neglect with voice and exit-propensity. The study contributes to the emerging relationship marketing literature (see the Fall 1995 issue of the Journal of the Academy of Marketing Science); it proposes alternative attractiveness, investment and switching cost are facets of a higher-order predictor of exiting, cost-of-exit. Further, it illuminates the likely role of cost-of-exit, as well as satisfaction, in relationship maintenance. Finally, the study provides a first empirical test in an inter-firm context of Hirschmans (1970) and others arguments that voice may be negatively associated with exit (see for example Spencer 1986, Fornell and Wernerfelt 1987).


Responses to Relationship Problems
Hirschman (1970) noted economic progress is negatively correlated with societys tolerance for performance deterioration in firms and organizations. However he believed slack, as he defined it, the gap between potential and actual firm or organization performance, is generated all the time. He conceived the performance of firms and organizations to be permanently subject to this slack; to decline and decay, and a gradual loss of rationality, efficiency, and surplus producing energy, no matter how well the institutional framework within which the firm or organization functioned was designed. Yet he maintained declined firms and organizations do recover from their performance lapses; and concerned himself with these recoveries.

In particular, Hirschman (1970) proposed dissatisfied members or clients of declined firms or organizations have three behavioral options available to them: remain loyal, use voice, or leave the relationship (exit).

Voice
Hirschman (1970) characterized Voice as, ...any attempt at all to change, rather than to escape from, an objectionable state of affairs" (p. 30). He pointed out customer voice alerts a firm or organization to its failings.

Hirschman (1970) observed that firm losses from customer exiting will be small for a firm with demand that is highly inelastic with respect to performance lapses in their product or service. As a result, a firm may not be made aware something is wrong with its products or services, and repair of performance lapses may not take place. But if this demand is highly elastic, repair of performance lapses may not take place then either, this time because the firm will cease to exist because of customer exiting.

For repair to be possible, a firm's product or service elasticity of demand with respect to performance lapses should be neither very large nor very small. In order for a firm to be able to repair its performance lapses, a firm should have a mixture of alert" and inert" customers. Alert customers make a firm aware of its failings (via exit and voice). Inert (i.e., loyal) and vocal customers give it the time and dollar cushion needed for repair efforts to come to fruition.

In the romantic relationships literature Rusbult, Johnson and Morrow (1986a,b) operationalized voice as Hirschmans (1970) original notion of alerting the relationship partner, but added the notion of compromise and working out relationship problems. This focused notion of voice includes constructive actions aimed at relationship improvement beyond alerting the partner, such as working with them to improve objectionable relationship conditions; and it more fully accounts for attempts to change an objectionable state of affairs" in committed relationships. The Rusbult, Johnson and Morrow (1986a,b) notion of voice is consistent with Hirschmans (1970) characterization of voice. However, it excludes other more negative operationalizations of voice (i.e., less relationship-maintenance oriented) such as simply complaining or negative word-of-mouth (Diener and Grayser 1978). Voice in this paper involves constructive (i.e., relationship maintenance oriented) behavior aimed at the partner firm and intended to change an objectionable state of affairs; including but not limited to alerting the partner firm to relationship problems.

Loyalty
Hirschman (1970) proposed inert customers included those who expected the efforts of others, combined with their own faithfulness, to be successful in improving relationship conditions. He characterized this group as loyal and described them as those who remain silent with confidence things will get better. He argued the decision to be loyal was based on: i) an evaluation of the chances of getting the firm back on track, through the actions of others or something that will improve matters; and ii) a judgement that it is worthwhile to trade the certainty or uncertainty of the alternative relationship against those chances.

There has been some confusion in the conceptualization and operationalization of Hirschmans (1970) notion of loyalty. Early in his monograph he characterized loyalty as remaining silent, confident things will get better. However he subsequently described loyalty as simply refusing to exit, and stated his earlier depiction of loyalty described non-exiters who do not wish to be influential. Perhaps as a result, studies have conceptualized loyalty as Hirschman (1970) did, but have operationalized it variously. Some studies have operationalized loyalty as remaining silent, confident things will get better (e.g., Farrell 1983, Ping 1993). Other studies have operationalized loyalty by including items that appear to tap relationship commitment (see for example Rusbult, Farrell, Rogers and Mainous 1988). In this paper loyalty is conceptualized as Hirschmans (1970) original notion of loyalty (i.e., remaining silent, confident things will get better), and it is operationalized consistent with that conceptualization.

Neglect
Paralleling Rusbult, Zembrodt and Gunn (1982), Ping (1993) argued a firm could react to relationship problems by neglecting the relationship (i.e., allowing the relationship to deteriorate) as an alternative to exiting. He stated neglect involved not caring about the relationship, expending no effort to maintain it, and a willingness to let the relationship deteriorate. Ping (1993) suggested it was emotional, as opposed to physical, exiting. He maintained neglect was marked by impersonal, possibly reluctant, even grudging, exchanges with the partner firm. Ping (1993) observed neglect involved reduced contact with the partner firm (but not necessarily reduced economic exchanges with them); ordering in writing not over the phone, and delegating contacts with the partner firm to low-level staff. Rusbult and Zembrodt (1983) characterized neglect in romantic relationships as inattentive behavior, such as lack of caring and staying away. Farrell (1983) characterized employee neglect as lax and disregardful behavior, and suggested it included lateness and absenteeism (also see Rusbult, Farrell, Rogers and Mainous 1988).


Predictors of Responses to Relationship Problems
Ping (1993) also proposed overall satisfaction with the relationship, alternative attractiveness, investment in the relationship, and the cost to switch relationships were predictors of exit-propensity and the other responses in marketing channels (also see Rusbult, Zembrodt and Gunn 1982). He proposed the existence of two types of satisfaction in inter-firm relationships, event and overall satisfaction. He maintained that, while dissatisfaction with some relationship event triggers a response (e.g., loyalty, voice, neglect, or exit-propensity), the level of overall relationship satisfaction, along with alternative attractiveness, investment, and switching cost, helps determine which response will be triggered.

Authors have noted individuals remain in a rela​tionship because they want to, or they have to (see for example Hirschman 1970; Rusbult, Farrell, Rogers and Mainous  1988). Several authors have used the term structural commitment with having to remain in a relationship. They argue the dimensions of structural commitment or the cost to exit a relationship include available alternatives, irretrievable investments, termination procedures, and social pressures (see Johnson 1982, Levinger 1979). This and Pings (1993) proposal that alternative attractiveness, investment, and switching cost were predictors of loyalty, voice and neglect, suggest the cost to exit a relationship also should be a predictor of the responses to relationship problems, in particular exiting.


The Proposed Model
We will propose that exit propensity has the other responses to relationship problems as predictors, along with satisfaction and cost-of-exit. We will also propose that the other responses are associated with each other (see Figure 2).

Theoretical Foundations
Hirschman (1970) did not provide theoretical justification for his arguments. Nevertheless, that subjects exhibit various responses to relationship problems has been proposed in several literatures. These include marketing channels (see Ping 1993), consumer behavior (see Andreasen 1985), adaptation-to-work (see Rusbult, Farrell, Rogers and Mainous  1988), and romantic relationships (see Rusbult, Zembrodt and Gunn 1982). For example, Staw (1980) proposed employees initially attempt to exert control over their work environment. If that is impossible they attempt to make it more predictable, and if that fails, they engage in various psychological or physical withdrawal behaviors.

That individuals respond to stimuli such as relationship problems is also well established in the psychological literature (for a summary see Berkowitz 1962). That cognitive intervention occurs between stimulus and response is widely held or implied in psychology and organizational behavior (for individuals), and micro economics (for firms) (see Machlup 1967; however, see Nagel 1963 for a dissenting view). For example, Rosse and Miller (1984) proposed a stimulus that produces relative dissatisfaction (i.e., dissatisfaction with an event or outcome as opposed to dissatisfaction with the relationship) produces an evaluation of alternative responses; then it produces behavior (also see French, Rogers and Cogg 1974; Ping and Dwyer 1991). The evaluation of response alternatives is also consistent with a cognitive orientation, specifically theories of choice. For example, Steiner (1980) proposed options are more desirable or less so depending on their (cognitively determined) expected payoffs versus their expected costs (also see Homans 1974, Vroom 1964).

Thus relationship problems should produce relative dissatisfaction that in turn produces a cognitive evaluation of alternative responses (i.e., loyalty, voice, neglect and exit), and a behavioral response (i.e., loyalty, voice, neglect or exit) (Rosse and Miller 1984; also see Frazier 1983). Evaluation of alternative responses should be influenced by the expected payoffs and costs associated with each alternative, and experience (Steiner 1980). Costs should include activity costs (e.g., effort), and economic, psychic and opportunity costs; and payoffs should include the perceived likelihood of remedying the problem.

It is plausible Hirschmans (1970) assertions for individuals are also true for firms. It is plausible firms would behave as if they were rational. Inter-firm relationship problems should produce relative dissatisfaction and evaluation (Frazier 1983), and a response would be observed. Specifically, it is plausible firms would behave as if they assess the payoffs and costs associated with the responses to relationship problems. Then they should either exit the inter-firm relationship, or stay and optimistically remain silent (i.e., be loyal) or attempt to be influential and work to change things (i.e., use voice). In the balance of the paper we will use the rational firm or as if assumption (see Machlup 1967 for a discussion of the as if assumption for firms), and will implicitly justify firm-level theory by citing individual-level theory from psychology and social psychology (including employees adapting to work).

 Loyalty and Voice
Hirschman (1970:88) proposed subjects respond to relationship problems first with loyalty, then voice, and finally exit; with exit also a possibility after a (possibly brief) period of loyalty. Hirschmans (1970) arguments are plausible for firms based on firm rationality and the expected payoffs and costs of each response. However, while some subjects might exit when relationship problems first occur, in committed buyer-seller relationships between firms it is likely when relationship problems first occur, firms would remain loyal or use voice. Specifically, the activity (i.e., effort), economic, psychic and opportunity costs of exiting a committed and satisfactory relationship should initially appear higher than the cost of a loyalty or voice response. For example, being in a committed and satisfactory buyer-seller relationship should reduce the attractiveness of alternative relationships (see Johnson and Rusbult 1989). There also may be relationship-specific investments (i.e., economic, activity, and opportunity costs that helped ensure future exchanges-- see Macneil 1980) which would be lost by exiting. Further, switching costs (i.e., economic, opportunity, activity and psychic costs to terminate the current relationship, and startup a new one) also may be high (see Ping 1993).

Loyalty involves optimistically doing nothing about a relationship problem; voice involves activity and opportunity cost to remedy a relationship problem. Both involve the performance risk of others and/or the partner (i.e., the risk loyalty or voice will not remedy the problem). However in buyer-seller relationships between firms neither involves the costs of dismantling the current relationship and putting another in its place (i.e., exiting). Nor do they involve the performance risk of the alternative relationship (i.e., the risk the alternative relationship would be the same or worse than the incumbent relationship). Thus, when problems first occur in these relationships, they should produce a loyalty or a voice response, because they are less costly than exiting.

However when problems first occur in these relationships, loyalty should be perceived as less costly than voice. Loyalty requires less effort than voice because it is passive and involves doing nothing about a relationship problem. Voice, on the other hand, requires taking action to remedy a relationship problem (Rusbult, Zembrodt and Gunn 1982). It involves activity and opportunity cost, and possibly economic cost. In addition, when problems first occur, there may be little to suggest the actions of others, including partners own unprompted actions, would not remedy a relationship problem. Voice may also appear costly if the subject is concerned that it might be ignored or resisted by partner, or partner might retaliate instead of solving the problem. Finally, authors have commented on firms penchant for inaction (e.g., loyalty), even when there are powerful incentives to take action (e.g., voice) (see Yasai-Ardekani 1986).

If loyalty is not an effective response to problems in these relationships (i.e., problems remain unremedied), and the subject grows suspicious that more relationship problems will occur and loyalty will continue to be ineffective (i.e., it will have no payoff), the next more costly response, voice, should become more likely. Kahneman and Tversky (1979) proposed the certain outcome (i.e., the efficacy of loyalty) should be undervalued when compared with a probabilistic outcome (i.e., the efficacy of voice). Although the cost of voice is higher, its probabilistic outcome or payoff (i.e., problem remedy) should appear more attractive than the increasingly certain outcome of loyalty (i.e., problems remain unremedied). Thus a loyalty response should become less likely, and a voice response should be more likely, and

  H1: Loyalty is negatively associated with voice.

Voice and Exit-Propensity
Hirschman (1970:87) predicted if voice were unsuccessful, the subject would become unhappy about continuing the relationship, and the subject would have thoughts of exiting. It is possible that voice, unhappiness about continuing the relationship, and thoughts of exiting it could briefly coexist. However, it is more likely that constructive attempts to change objectionable relationship conditions so the subject can remain in the relationship (i.e., voice), and unhappiness about continuing the relationship and thoughts of exiting it are dissonant (Festinger 1954). Thus thoughts of exiting should extinguish constructive attempts to change objectionable relationship conditions (i.e., voice); or, thoughts of exiting should cease and the subject should continue to constructively attempt to change objectionable relationship conditions (i.e., be vocal).

As a result, if the subjects attempts to change relationship conditions (i.e., voice) are not effective (i.e., problems remain un-remedied), and the subject grows suspicious that voice will continue to be ineffective (i.e., it will have no payoff), exit-propensity should become more likely. Although exit-propensity would be more costly, its payoff (i.e., problem remedy) should now appear more attractive than the certain outcome of voice (i.e., problems remain unremedied) (Kahneman and Tversky 1979). A voice response should now become less likely, and exit-propensity should be more likely. Consequently,

  H2: Voice is negatively associated with exit-propensity.

Neglect
Staws (1980) and others arguments regarding withdrawal behaviors (see page 7) suggest neglect also precedes exiting. Rosse and Miller (1984), for example, argued dissatisfied employees attempt to cope with chronic problems (i.e., remedy their dissatisfaction) by using the least costly form of relationship withdrawal. If this proves unsatisfactory, progressively more costly forms of withdrawal are attempted until one is found that provides sufficient coping (also see Rosse and Hulin 1985). Subsequently Rosse (1988) found employee exiting was preceded by relationship withdrawal (i.e., coping) activities that included lateness and absenteeism (also see Farrell 1983).

Operationalizing exit as exit-propensity however, it might be argued that exit-propensity should precede neglect, because neglect is the result of inability or unwillingness to exit a relationship. Nevertheless, it is more likely in committed buyer-seller relationships between firms, neglect precedes exit-propensity because it is less costly than exit-propensity.
 Neglect involves not maintaining the relation​ship, and letting it deteriorate (i.e., inaction). However, exit-propensity involves actions that precede leaving the relationship. This includes searching for and ​​evaluating alternatives (Mobley 1977), which involves activity, opportunity, and possibly economic costs. In addition, firms are again likely to prefer inaction (e.g., neglect) over action (e.g., exit-propensity) (see Yasai-Ardekani 1986).

Thus, in committed buyer-seller relationships between firms the subject should attempt to cope with chronic relationship problems by neglecting the relationship before exiting it. If neglect fails to produce sufficient coping, the subject should also have thoughts of exiting and the other activities associated with exit-propensity should follow. However, relationship neglect should not cease when exiting activities begin. It is likely that not caring about the relationship, not maintaining it, ​and allowing it to deteriorate (i.e., neglect) is not dissonant with activities that precede physically leaving the relationship (i.e., exit-propensity).

Therefore neglect should precede exit-propensity in these relationships because it is less costly. However, neglect should continue during activities that precede physically exiting the relationship (i.e., exit-propensity) because neglect and exit-propensity are consonant. As a result,

  H3: Neglect is positively associated with exit-propensity.

In committed buyer-seller relationships between firms, neglect should intervene between voice and exit-propensity as a stronger form of coping with chronic relationship problems than voice, that is less costly than exit-propensity. Neglect is a stronger form of coping with chronic relationship problems than voice because it involves no longer caring about the relationship, and thus is a form of (emotional) exiting. But, it is less costly than exit-propensity because it involves inaction.

Farrell (1983) characterized voice as constructive and positive in its potential effects on the relationship, and neglect as destructive and negative. For example, voice involves constructively attempting to change objectionable relationship conditions, while neglect involves doing nothing to improve objectionable relationship conditions. Further, Rusbult, Zembrodt and Gunn (1982) characterized voice as active, because it involves attempts to change objectionable relationship conditions. They also characterized neglect as passive because it involves doing nothing to improve objectionable relationship conditions. Thus, voice is likely to be dissonant with neglect. Attempts to change relationship conditions should extinguish not caring about the relationship. Or, attempts to change relationship conditions should cease; the subject should stop caring about the relationship, expend no more effort to maintain it, and allow it to deteriorate.

Therefore if the subjects attempts to change relationship conditions (i.e., voice) are not effective in committed buyer-seller relationships between firms (i.e., problems remain unremedied), and the subject becomes suspicious relationship problems will continue to occur and voice will continue to be ineffective (i.e., it will have no payoff), the next more costly response, neglect, should become more likely. Thus as voice becomes less likely, neglect should become more likely, and

  H4: Voice is negatively associated with neglect.

Satisfaction
Ping (1993) proposed that satisfaction was related to the responses to relationship problems, and we will do likewise to avoid model misspecification.
 Increased satisfaction with the relationship makes economic exchanges with the partner firm more valuable (Thibaut and Kelley 1959). As their satisfaction increases, firms should be likely to respond positively to relationship problems, help maintain the relationship, and safeguard future satisfaction. Thus they should also likely to avoid negative responses that might jeopardize the relationship. Because they are unlikely to damage the relationship, positive responses include voice and loyalty (Rusbult, Zembrodt and Gunn 1982). Because they jeopardize the relationship, negative responses include neglect and exit-propensity. Therefore as relationship satisfaction increases, loyalty and voice become more likely, and neglect and exit-propensity become less likely. Thus,

  H5: Overall relationship satisfaction is positively associated with loyalty and voice, and negatively associated with neglect and exit-propensity.

Cost-of-Exit
Authors have argued the facets or dimensions of structural commitment, or the cost to exit a relationship, include available alternatives, irretrievable investments, termination procedures, and social pressures (see Johnson 1982, Levinger 1979). This suggests the existence of a second-order construct, which we will term cost-of-exit.
 This construct should have first-order latent variable indicators" that include a) the attractiveness of alternative exchange relationships; b) economic, activity, and opportunity costs that might be lost or obsoleted by exiting the current relationship (i.e., relationship investments); and c) economic, opportunity, activity and psychic termination costs, and startup costs for the new relationship (e.g., switching cost) (see Figure 1).

Cost-of-exit should affect the responses to relationship problems. As their cost-of-exit increases, firms should become more dependent on their partner firms (Emerson 1962). The perceived risk accompanying their responses that are relationship negative (i.e., jeopardize the relationship) also should increase because there may be much to lose (Kahneman and Tversky 1979). Thus, as their cost-of-exit increases they should be more likely to respond positively to relationship problems (i.e., with loyalty or voice), and less likely to respond negatively (i.e., with neglect or exit-propensity). Thus

  H6: Cost-of-exit is positively associated with loyalty and voice, and negatively associated with neglect and exit-propensity.

Moderation
Johnson (1982) argued that when one is no longer satisfied with a relationship, the consequences of structural commitment (i.e., cost-of-exit) must be faced (see Hom and Griffeth and Sellaro 1984 for a summary of similar arguments and supportive evidence). On the other hand, Johnson and Rusbult (1989) argued satisfied subjects in committed relationships devalue alternatives, a facet of cost-of-exit. Thus when relationship satisfaction is high in these relationships, the subject may be less aware of alternatives. In committed buyer-seller relationships between firms they may also be less aware of the investment that may be lost in switching to an alternative relationship, and the other costs involved in switching relationships. Thus satisfied subjects in committed relationships may devalue or be less aware of cost-of-exit. But, when satisfaction is lower in these relationships they may become more aware of these costs to exit the relationship.

In addition, being loyal because of relationship satisfaction may be dissonant with being loyal because of high exiting costs. When satisfaction is high, cost-of-exit may be devalued (i.e., the subject is loyal because they want to be, not because they have to be). However when satisfaction is lower in committed buyer-seller relationships between firms, continued loyalty may be attributed to the cost to exit the relationship (i.e., the subject is loyal because they have to be). Thus, satisfaction should moderate the relationship between cost-of-exit and loyalty in committed buyer-seller relationships between firms. Specifically, high satisfaction should attenuate this relationship, and it should be weaker at higher levels of satisfaction. Hence,

  H7: Satisfaction attenuates the association between cost-of-exit and loyalty.

These relationships are summarized in Figure 2.


Method
Measurement
Cost-of-exit
To assess its psychometric properties as a second-order construct, cost-of-exit was specified using the indicator" latent variables alternative attractiveness (reverse coded), investment, and switching cost (see Figure 1). Cost-of-exit was then respecified in the full measurement and structural models corresponding to Figure 2 by averaging the observed indicators of each indicator" latent variable (i.e., alternative attractiveness (reverse coded), investment and switching cost-- see Figure 2), and using the resulting three (observed) indicators to itemize cost-of-exit. This approach has been used before (see for example Dwyer and Oh 1987). It avoids difficulties in specifying the moderation of cost-of-exit by satisfaction, which will be explained next.

Moderation
The moderation of the loyalty-cost-of-exit association by satisfaction was operationalized as the product of the latent variables satisfaction and cost-of-exit (i.e., the interaction, SATxCOE). This allowed the strength of the moderation (i.e., its coefficient size) to be assessed.
 The respecification of cost-of-exit with averaged indicators produced a first-order cost-of-exit latent variable. This enabled the specification of a first-order-by-first-order interaction variable (SATxCOE).
 The SATxCOE latent variable was itemized using a technique provided by Ping (1995) that uses a single composite indicator. This has desirable properties in this application. They include reducing the nonnormality introduced in the full measurement and structural models corresponding to Figure 2 by the indicators of an interaction, so maximum likelihood estimation can be used (see Appendix A and Ping 1995 for details).

Study Measures
Satisfaction, alternative attractiveness, investment, switching cost, loyalty, voice, neglect, and exit-propensity were measured based on scales developed by Ping (1993). Alternative attractiveness was measured with five-point rating scaled items, and the other study concepts were measured with balanced five-point Likert-scaled items.  The study concepts, a description of their conceptual domains, their operationalizations, and a sample item are summarized in Table 1.

Sampling
These measures were placed on a questionnaire and mailed to a sample of U.S. hardware retailers (Note: hardware retailers have been studied previously in Dwyer and Oh 1988, and Ping 1993-- the data sets used in these studies were not used in the present study). Hardware retailing was selected because hardware retailers buyer-seller relationship with their primary wholesaler is typically long-term (Ping 1993), which suggests these are committed relationships where the full range of responses to relationship problems should be more likely.

The sampling frame was the subscription list of a widely read industry publication. It contained names and addresses of senior key informants such as storeowners and managers, or senior execu​tives. Interviews with multiple informants in a small and convenient sample from the study population revealed that hardware retailers buy from a limited set of wholesalers (typically one primary wholesaler). Although Phillips (1981) has cautioned against using single informants in general, the senior key informants in this nonrepresentative sample were judged quite knowledgeable of their primary wholesaler relationship. In addition their sentiments and perceptions were judged to be mirrored by the other informants in the firm.

Sampling involved systematic random (n-th name) selections of 100 pretest store names, and 600 final test names (with one key informant per store). The pre- and final test included a cover letter assuring informant anonymity, a $2 bill as a response incentive, and a business reply envelope, and were followed up by three postcard mailings. Minor changes to the letter, and questionnaire instructions and format (but not to the measures), were made between the pre- and final test mailings.

Pretest
The pretest responses (32) were used to assess the response rate of the survey protocol and the psychometric properties of the measures. Internal consistency of the study measures was gauged using these responses and ordered similarity coefficients (Hunter 1973) (see Gerbing and Anderson 1984b), item-to-total correlations, and coefficient alphas. The measures had coefficient alphas of .70 or above in the pretest.

Final Test
Two hundred twenty responses were usable from the final test mailing (a 36% usable response rate). The pretest responses were not combined with those from the final test because the number of pretest responses was too small to allow reliable statistical testing for equivalent samples. The psychometric properties of the measures were re-examined using the final-test responses and ordered similarity coefficients, single and multiple factor measurement models (Jöreskog 1993), and latent variable reliabilities.

Reliability and Validity
The latent variable reliabilities for satisfaction, alternative attractiveness, investment, switching cost, loyalty, voice, neglect and exit-propensity were above .82 (see Table 2). The latent variable reliabilities of cost-of-exit and the interaction were lower (.700 and .707 respectively), but within acceptable limits for our tentative inference purposes. Each latent variable was plausibly correlated with one or more other latent variables (see Table 2), which suggests construct validity, and the measures were judged to be content valid.

Most of the correlations in Table 2 were less than |.6|, which suggests discriminant validity for the latent variables involved. For latent variables with correlations above |.6|, single degree of freedom tests were performed (see Bagozzi and Phillips 1982). The results (not shown) suggested the discriminant validity of these latent variables (e.g., the largest p-value of the χ2 differences with df=1 for H0: |Correlation| = 1 was 1.2E-09).

Measurement and Structural Model Results
The second-order measure​ment model for cost-of-exit (see Figure 1), and the full measure​ment and structural models corresponding to Figure 2, were estimated using covariances, LISREL, maximum likelihood, and an interaction estimation technique suggested by Ping (1995) (see Appendix A for details).
 The results are shown in Tables 2 and 3.

The Figure 1 specification of cost-of-exit as a second-order construct fit the data (not shown) (χ2 = 110/df = 51/p = .000, GFI = .935, AGFI = .902, CFI = .975, RMSEA = .072). In addition, alternative attractiveness, investment and switching cost were judged sufficiently unidimensional based on their single construct measurement models (not shown) (e.g., χ2ALT = 2.73/df = 2/p = .25, χ2INV = 2.47/df = 2/p = .29, χ2SWC = 0.72/df = 2/p = .69) and a full measurement model of these variables plus satisfaction, loyalty, voice, neglect and exit propensity (not shown) (e.g., CFI = .949, RMSEA = .055). As a result the indicators for each of the variables alternative attractiveness, investment and switching cost were averaged. Cost-of-exit was then respecified in the full measurement and structural models corresponding to Figure 2 as a first-order construct using these averaged alternative attractiveness(reverse coded), investment, and switching cost indicators. The psychometric equivalence of the Figures 1 and 2 specifications for cost-of-exit was investigated by respecifying cost-of-exit in the Figure 1 measurement model with these averaged indicators. The Figure 1 measurement model with this averaged specification of cost-of-exit suggested this and the original Figure 1 specification were psychometrically equivalent (not shown) (i.e., the measurement parameters were similar-- λaltr = 0.449, γALTR,COE = 0.498, λinv = 0.562, γINV,COE = 0.559, λswc = 1.000, γSWC,COE = 1.000, εaltr = 0.587, ζALT = 0.667, εinv = 0.371, ζINV = 0.371, εswc = 0.208 ζSCT = 0.233, φFig 1 COE = 0.735, φFig 2 COE = 0.748).

Although the GFI and AGFI values were low for the full measurement and structural models corresponding to Figure 2, GFI and AGFI may not be adequate for fit assessment in larger models (see Anderson and Gerbing 1984). The full measurement and structural models were judged to fit the data acceptably using other popular fit criteria (see Tables 2 and 3). For example, the Figure 2 structural model exhibited a Compara​tive Fit Index (Bentler 1990) of .933 (.90 or better suggests acceptable model-to-data fit-- see McClelland and Judd 1993) (see Table 3). It also exhibited a Root Mean Squared Error of Approximation (Steiger 1990) of .068 (values up to .08 suggest acceptable fit-- Brown and Cudeck 1993, Jöreskog 1993). Using the same criteria, the full measurement model corresponding to Figure 2 was also judged to fit the data (see Table 2).

 
Results
Hypotheses
In summary, exit-propensity was directly or indirectly associated with the other responses to relationship problems (see Tables 3 and 4), and satisfaction and cost-of-exit were associated with all the responses to relationship problems, although not always unconditionally (see Tables 3 and 5). Of the direct paths in Figure 2 involving the associations among loyalty, voice, neglect, and exit-propensity, all but the direct voice-exit-propensity association were significant. Similarly, of the paths involving satisfaction and cost-of-exit, all but the loyalty associations between satisfaction and cost-of-exit, and the cost-of-exit association with voice were significant. In addition, satisfaction moderated the cost-of-exit-loyalty association (see Table 3 and 5), and there were several indirect associations (see Table 4). As a result, all of the hypothesized associations were significant although not always direct or unconditional.

Cost-of-Exit
Cost-of-exit was a second-order construct in the study context (i.e., it fit the data). However, the loadings for cost-of-exit were different between the Figure 2 full measurement and structural models (see Tables 2 and 3), as can be expected with an exactly determined latent variable (see Anderson and Gerbing 1988, Burt 1976). Nevertheless, a Figure 2 structural model with cost-of-exit specified with indicators fixed at the Table 2 measurement model values (not shown) fit the data (e.g., CFI = .933, RMSEA = .068) and suggested the Tables 2 and 3 cost-of-exit parameterizations were interpretationally equivalent (i.e., the constrained structural model produced structural parameter estimates that were similar in direction and significance to the Table 3 results-- βVOI,LOY = -0.173/t = -4.54, βNEGL,VOI = -0.377/t = -3.65, βEX_P,VOI = 0.132/t = 1.31, βEX_P,NEG = 0.551/t = 6.84, βLOY,SAT = -0.108/t = -0.83, βLOY,COE = 0.118/t = 0.74, βLOY,SATxCOE = -0.371/t = -2.61, βVOI,SAT = 0.156/t = 2.64, βVOI,COE = 0.077/t = 0.99, βNEG,SAT = -0.284/t = -3.18, βNEG,COE = -0.368/t = -3.12, βEXI_PSAT = -0.411/t = -4.82, βEXI_PCOE = -0.238/t = -2.01 for the constrained model).

Unmodeled Paths
To further investigate the significant indirect paths not specified as direct paths in Figure 2 (see Table 4), direct paths from loyalty to neglect, loyalty to exit-propensity, and the interaction to voice, were specified in the Figure 2 structural model. The results (not shown) suggested there were no significant direct paths from loyalty to neglect, loyalty to exit-propensity, or the interaction to voice.

Alternative Models
To evaluate the direction of the direct paths between loyalty, voice, neglect, and exit-propensity in Figure 2 further, several nonrecursive or bi-directional models were estimated. The Figure 2 model with bi-directional paths between loyalty and voice, voice and neglect, and neglect and exit-propensity specified all in one model was not identified. However, models estimating one bidirectional path at a time (not shown) suggested the Figure 2 model path directions were as shown except for the NEG-EX_P path which could not be verified because that model was not identified.


Discussion
Holding Exit at Bay
These results are consistent with Hirschmans (1970) and others predictions that increased voice is associated with reduced exiting (see Spencer 1986, Fornell and Wernerfelt 1987). However the lack of significance in the direct voice-exit-propensity association (see Table 3) and the significant indirect association between voice and exit-propensity via neglect (see Table 4) suggest increased voice was associated with reduced exit-propensity only via reduced neglect. Thus voice may have held exit at bay in the study only when it was less costly to use voice than to neglect the relationship. Had wholesalers made voice more costly (e.g., by ignoring complaints), and/or neglect less costly (e.g., by decreasing cost-of-exit), retailers may have been more likely to skip voice on their way to exiting..

Associations Among the Responses
These results are also consistent with Hirschmans (1970) predictions concerning the associations among the responses to relationship problems. The negative signs on these relationships suggest as loyalty declined, voice was likely to increase, and as voice declined neglect and exit-propensity were likely to increase. The lack of significance in the direct loyalty-to-neglect, loyalty-to-exit-propensity, and voice-to-exit-propensity associations suggest as subject firms loyalty declined, their use of voice was more likely to increase than their neglect or exit-propensity. It also suggests as their use of voice declined, their neglect was more likely to increase than their exit-propensity.

Inter-firm Relationship Development
Firms remain in a relationship either because they want to, or because they have to (Johnson 1982, Thibaut and Kelly 1959). The sample contained dissatisfied firms in committed relationships that were willing to neglect their relationships (i.e., not care about the relationship, expend no effort to maintain the relation​ship, and let the relationship deteriorate). They also suggest others were planning to exit their relationships, rather than maintain and build them in anticipation of future exchanges (see Footnote 10). Such relationships may not belong in the committed phase of Dwyer, Schurr and Ohs (1987) framework. These relationships are in decline because the subject firms do not care about their relationships and are unwilling to maintain them (i.e., neglect), and/or they are planning to leave their relationships (i.e., exit-propensity). As a result, these relationships should be classified as in either the dissolution phase of Dwyer, Schurr and Ohs (1987) framework, or a phase between relationship commitment and dissolution.

It could be argued these relationships should be in the intrapsychic stage of relationship dissolution (see p. 2). However, dissatisfied firms that cannot leave their relationships will not go on to the other stages in relationship dissolution, and these relationships will not dissolve. For dissatisfied firms that will not leave their relationships, the other stages of dissolution may take some time, or these relationships may not dissolve at all. Thus to emphasize the possibility these declined relationships do not belong in the committed stage, yet some may not dissolve, and for others dissolution may take considerable time, we propose there may be an additional phase between Dwyer, Schurr and Ohs (1987) relationship commitment and relationship dissolution phases in the study context, relationship decline.

Relationship Decline
Johnson (1982), among others (see Levinger 1976), proposed relationship commitment consisted of satisfaction and structural commitment (i.e., cost-of-exit). He also argued that understanding the implications of both components of relationship commitment was essential to understanding why individuals stay in relationships (also see Rusbult and Buunk 1993). However Johnsons (1982) view of relationship commitment is different from the prevailing view of commitment in buyer-seller relationships (see for example Gundlach, Achrol and Mentzer 1995). Commitment in buyer-seller relationships has been defined as a stated or implied pledge of relationship continuity between partners (Dwyer, Schurr and Oh 1987). It has been conceptualized as the desire to continue a relationship and work to ensure its continuance (Wilson 1995). Further, its conceptual domain is invariably described implicitly or explicitly assuming a positive evaluation of the relationship (i.e., satisfaction). However Johnson (1982) argued the benefits derived from a relationship produce satisfaction, and thus one form of relationship commitment, but exit barriers produce structural commitment (as in we cannot back out now, the cost would be too great), another form of relationship commitment. As a result, a firms commitment to a relationship may be the result of satisfaction or structural commitment.

Because firms that were no longer satisfied, and hence no longer committed to their buyer-seller relationships in the sense Dwyer, Schurr and Oh (1987) and others intend (see Weitz and Jap 1995, Wilson 1995), may also have been unable or unwilling to exit these relationships, buyer-seller relationship development in the study context may have consisted of six phases: awareness, exploration, expansion, commitment, then relationship decline, and finally dissolution. Firms with relationships in the commitment phase were satisfied, and may have been loyal or vocal when there were relationship problems. Firms in relationship decline were no longer satisfied with their relationships. These firms should have been aware of their structural commitment (i.e., cost-of-exit) (Johnson 1982); they were unwilling or as yet unable to exit their relationships, and may have responded to relationship problems with neglect and exit-propensity. Firms in the relationship dissolution phase were also dissatisfied with their relationships, but they no longer should have viewed structural commitment as a barrier to exiting.

Interactions
Several observed associations were contingent or dependent on the levels of interacting variables. For example satisfaction attenuated the cost-of-exit association with loyalty (see Table 5). At low levels of satisfaction the cost-of-exit association with loyalty was positive (see the COE-LOY associations in Table 5). However, as satisfaction increased to the study average, this association was weaker, and it became non significant at higher levels of satisfaction.

Satisfaction also indirectly attenuated the cost-of-exit association with voice. At low levels of satisfaction the indirect association of cost-of-exit with voice was negative rather than positive as hypothesized (see the COE-VOI associations in Table 5). As satisfaction increased to the study average and higher this association was non significant. Since increased cost-of-exit should increase dependence and decrease power (Emerson 1962), it is possible increased cost-of-exit could have reduced the likelihood of voice because it was viewed as risky (i.e., the costs outweighed the benefits). Specifically, attempts to change objectionable relationship conditions (voice) under these circumstances (i.e., lower satisfaction) might have been ignored or resisted by partner, or partner might have retaliated.

Cost-of-exit moderated the association between satisfaction and loyalty (see the SAT-LOY associations in Table 5).
 At low levels of cost-of-exit the satisfaction association with loyalty was positive, and as it approached the study average it became nonsignificant. However, when cost-of-exit was high this association was negative. It is possible when cost-of-exit was high, increased satisfaction decreased loyalty because the subject firms were likely to become more vocal at that point (when cost-of-exit was high increased satisfaction also increased voice-- see the SAT-VOI associations in Table 5).


Future Research
Relationship Exiting
The study results were equivocal on the likelihood of the responses to relationship problems forming a sequence or process of relationship exiting as Hirschman (1970:86) proposed (see p. 18). Additional surveys with more predictors of the responses to relationship problems, longitudinal research, experiments, and case studies should be conducted to investigate the plausibility of relationship exiting beginning with loyalty, and progress through voice to neglect and exiting. For example, additional surveys with more predictors of the responses (see the suggestions below) should be aimed at providing an identified jointly bi-directional or nonrecursive Figure 2 model of these responses. This in turn would suggest or disconfirm the possibility of an exiting process involving the responses to relationship problems.

Gundlach, Achrol and Mentzer (1995) provide an example of a longitudinal experiment involving inter-firm simulations and knowledgeable students. Similarly Rusbult, Farrell, Rogers and Mainous (1988) reported several studies that included an experiment involving scenario analysis. Students were instructed to read written scenarios in which they were to imagine they were the subjects of the experiment. The results from this scenario analysis and the other reported designs (with much more internal and external validity) were generally similar. While they used single subjects, it is likely meetings of groups of subjects could also be used. 

Additional Predictors
Investigating additional predictors of the responses may be useful in several ways. Approaches to identifying exiting and neglectful firms by name should be helpful to inter-firm relationship managers. At first glance surveys might appear to be effective. However, identifying firms that may be neglectful or exiting by measuring their neglect or exit-propensity (or, any other study variable) may be difficult because of their desire for confidentiality when sensitive constructs such as these are measured. Thus predictors of neglect and exiting are needed that are publicly available and/or not sensitive so that confidentiality is not an issue, and the responding firm can be identified.

For example, firm and relationship contingency variables may be associated with neglect and exiting (or other responses). Structural contingency theory has enjoyed a central position in the organizational behavior literature (see Pfeffer 1982). There, firm behavior, and in particular its structure, is argued to be a result of contextual factors such as firm size, technology and the environment. Thus contingencies such as the number of employees in a firm and the number of competitors it faces should cause variations in that firms behavior (e.g., exiting, neglect, loyalty, or voice). These variables may also include the number of employees a firm has, their revenue, the number of years they have been in business, the number of years they have done business with their partner firm, and productivity measures (see Ingene 1982).

Variables such as those used in organizational demography could also be efficacious (e.g., average employee age, education, length of service, etc.) (see Pfeffer 1983). If it turned out, for example, that number of employees was positively associated with neglect, relationship managers could determine their suppliers and customers number of employees and target the comparatively smaller firms for neglect reduction.

Little is known about loyalty in inter-firm relationships, and its predictors are largely unknown. Hirschman (1970) mentioned there were differences in sensitivity to relationship problems. As a result, loyalty may also have predictors that include the magnitude, frequency and relevance of relationship problems, and the partner firms history of solving problems without the subject firms involvement.

Similarly, much work remains to be done in understanding voice in these relationships. Hirsch​man (1970) argued voice was affected by the expecta​tion of its success. He proposed this involved the subject's evaluation of the prospects of the declined firm getting back on track through that firm's actions, the subjects actions, or the actions of others. Hirschman (1970) also argued voice was affected by the advan​tage to be gained by using voice. Singh (1990) conceptualized this advantage in a consumer context as the worthwhileness of complaint, the costs versus the benefits to the subject. Hirschman (1970) also argued industry structure should affect voice. Specifically he proposed that in what he termed loose monopolies there should be little voice. Andreasen (1985) characterized loose monopolies as industries in which a near-monopoly exists, and he proposed physicians, for example, are a loose monopoly. Finally, Hirschman (1970) proposed the importance of the purchase would also increase voice. This suggests the importance of the relationship to the subject firm may also increase their voice.

Exit-Propensity
It is plausible exit-propensity is itself a process in inter-firm relationships, as Mobley (1977) argued for employees, and there may be one or more feedback loops within an exit-propensity process that nonrecursively (i.e., bi-directionally) affect neglect. For example, it is plausible that after planning to exit begins, neglect could increase as the subject firm draws nearer to physically exiting a relationship. It is also plausible neglect may be affected by the subjects discontinuing the exiting process (e.g., for lack of an acceptable alternative). This level of detail was beyond the scope of the present research, but there may be more to learn about exit-propensity as a series of interrelated stages with plausible feedback loops to neglect.

Exit was operationalized as exit-propensity in the study because exit is a dichotomous variable, and such variables can produce estimation problems in covariant structure analysis (see Footnote 1). Thus the relationships between the study variables and exit may be smaller than those observed with exit-propensity. Longitudinal studies linking the Figure 2 model with exit it would therefore be useful to observe the study variables linkages with the physical termination of inter-firm relationships.

Interactions
As it turned out, the present study missed the full extent of the role of cost-of-exit (COE) in the study context. The results of investigating additional interactions suggested there were other cost-of-exit interactions in the Figure 2 model.
 For example we found while COE did not affect the association between satisfaction and voice (t= -.06) or exit (t= 1.39), it attenuated the satisfaction-neglect association (t= 2.04). Specifically as COE increased, the satisfaction-neglect association became weaker until at high cost-of-exit satisfaction was not associated with neglect.

COE also attenuated the voice-exit-propensity relationship (t= -2.34) (it did not significantly affect the other relationships among the responses). As COE increased the association between voice and exit-propensity became weaker. At low cost-of-exit the voice-exit association was positive and significant. As cost-of-exit increased this association weakened until it became nonsignificant at the study average. Then it became negative and significant at high cost-of-exit. Thus as voice declined, neglect was more likely at all levels of cost-of-exit. Exit was less likely at low cost-of-exit (because the effort of exit-propensity was not necessary). It was no more or less likely near the study average (when it was nonsignificant), and more likely at high cost-of-exit (when the effort of exit-propensity was quite necessary). Consequently, there may also be more to learn about the role of cost-of-exit in holding exit at bay.
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Table 1

                                                                 MEASURES SUMMARY                                                             
Construct

Conceptual Definition

Conceptual Domain


Operational Definition
Sample Item

Satisfaction


(SAT)
A global evaluation of relationship fulfillment.
Overall rating of the relationship; an appraisal of the attributes of the relation​ship that are reward​ing, profit​able, or instrumen​tal.
Belief that the relationship is satisfactory.
All in all, my relationship with my primary wholesaler is very satisfactory (s1).


Alternative


Attractiveness


(reverse


coded as

 
ALTR)
A global evaluation of the relationship fulfillment ​avail​able in the best available alterna​tive relationship.
An overall evaluation of the most salient and available ​​alter​native relationship, and general​ized percep​tions of the rewards available in that ​​​relationship. 
The satisfaction believed to be avail​able in the best alter​na​tive relationship, ​above that available in the current rela​tion​ship.
In general, I would be __ satisfied with the alternative wholesaler than/as I am with the current whole​saler. a. Much more   b. Slightly more  c. As

d. Slight​ly less  e. Much less  (a1)


Investment


(INV)
The cost to build and maintain the current relationship in anticipation of future exchanges.​
Economic (e.g., money), activity (e.g., effort), and opportu​nity costs (e.g., time). 
The ​magnitude of the cost that went into building and maintaining the current relation​ship. 
Overall I have invested a lot in the relationship with the current wholesaler (i1).


Switching


Cost


(SWC)
The cost to change to an alternative relationship.
Economic, activity, and opportunity cost to end the current rela​tionship and secure an alternative relationship, and the psychic cost ​to achieve this end. 
The cost and loss that would be required to terminate the current relationship and secure an alterna​tive relationship. 
Considering everything, the costs to stop doing business with the current wholesaler and start up with the alternative whole​saler would be high (sc1).


Cost-of-Exit


(COE)
The perceived magnitude of the mobility barrier between the incumbent and the alternative relationships.
The attractiveness of the alternative relationship, the relationship-specific investments (i.e., economic, activity, and opportunity costs that helped ensure future exchanges) which might be lost or obsoleted by exiting, and switching costs (i.e., economic, opportunity, activity and psychic costs to terminate the current relationship, and startup a new one). 
The satisfaction believed to be avail​able in the best alter​na​tive relationship, ​above that available in the current rela​tion​ship, plus the cost and loss involved in switching relationships. 
Alternative unattractiveness (the construct ALTR), Investment (INV), and Switching Cost (SWC).


Loyalty


(LOY)
Abiding relation​ship problems in silence with confidence that things will get better.
Viewing problems as transi​to​ry phenome​na that fix themselves; from the subjects perspective, problems work themselves out or are fixed by others, so the subject ignores them.
The predisposition to overlook problems because they fix them​selves. 
I often overlook problems with my primary wholesaler because they frequently fix themselves (l1).


Voice


(VOI)
Construc​tive at​​​​​​​​​​​​​​​​​​​​​​​​​​​​​​​​​​​​​​​​​​​​​​​​​​​​​​​​​​​​​​​​​​​​​​​​​​​​​​​​​​​​​​​​​​tempts by the subject firm to change objectionable relationship conditions.
Actively seeking problem removal by contacting the partner firm in a positive (i.e., relationship preserving) manner, ​and cooperatively discuss​ing and working with the partner firm to improve the situation. ​​
The intention to notify constructively and work with the primary wholesaler to solve relationship problems. 
Occasionally I will suggest changes to my primary wholesaler if there is a mutual problem  (v1)


Neglect


(NEGL)
Allowing the relationship to deteriorate.
Not caring about the relationship, expending no effort to maintain the relation​ship, and willingness to let the relationship deteriorate. 
Planning to do nothing to improve conditions in the relationship. 
If things are not right with my primary wholesaler I sometimes consider letting the relationship die a slow death (n1).


Exit-Propensity


(EX_P)
The disinclination to continue the current relationship, 
Thinking of exiting, intention to search for alternatives, evaluating alternatives, and the intention to exit. 
Planning to leave the relationship. ​​​
Occasionally I will think about ending the business relationship with my primary wholesaler (e1).


Satisfaction-


Cost-of-Exit


Interaction


(SATxCOE)
The moderation of the Cost-of-Exit effect on other variables by Satisfaction.
Changes in Satisfaction increase or decrease the size of the Cost-of-Exit structural coefficients.
Satisfaction times Cost-of-Exit.
s:c = [(s1+s2+s3 +s4 + s5)/5][(altn  + inv + sct)/3], where altr = (1 + 2 + 3 + 4)/4 (i are reverse coded indicator of ALT so altr would load positively on COE), inv = (i1+i2+i3 +i4)/4, swc = (sc1+sc2+sc3+sc4)/4.


Table 2

                                      FIGURE 2 MEASUREMENT MODEL RESULTS                               
Latent Variable Covariances and Correlations:a
    Latent                                                      Latent Variable                                      
Standard

   Variable
1
2
3
4
5
6
7  
Reliability
Meanb
Deviationb
1. LOY 

.645
-.296*
.057
-.038
.051
.080
-.227*
.826
2.41
.74

2. VOI 

-.104
.191
-.396*
-.263*
.312*
.253*
-.053 
.928
4.09
.42

3. NEGL 
.033
-.125
.523
.712*
-.554*
-.561*
.310*
.922
1.85
.62

4. EX_P 
-.027
-.101
.451
.766
-.678*
-.622*
.357*
.946
2.13
.84

5. SAT

.030
.098
-.290
-.429
.523
.634*
-.365*
.945
4.16
.67

6. COE

.040
.068
-.252
-.338
.285
.385
-.139 
.700
3.50
.68

7. SATxCOE
-.097
-.012
.119
.166
-.140
-.045
.283 
.707
14.78
4.37

Parameter Estimates:

         Parameterc  Estimated  Parameterc  Estimated  Parameterc    Estimated    Parameterc    Estimated
λl1

1.000


λe3

1.000

θεl2
0.436
θεe3
0.109

λl2

0.832


λe4

0.994

θεl3
0.261
θεe4
0.289

λl3

0.810


λe5

0.960

θεl4
0.648
θεe5
0.104

λl4

0.695


λe6

0.915

θεv1
0.032
θεe6
0.130

λv1

0.974


λs1

0.939

θεv2
0.061
θεs1
0.104

λv2

0.864


λs2

0.884

θεv3
0.042
θεs2
0.120

λv3

1.000


λs3

1.000

θεv4
0.067
θεs3
0.098

λv4

0.877


λs4

0.798

θεn1
0.125
θεs4
0.167

λn1

1.000


λs5

0.896

θεn2
0.103
θεs5
0.126

λn2

0.735


λaltr

0.971

θεn3
0.189
θεaltr
0.381

λn3

0.699


λinv

0.725

θεn4
0.062
θεinv
0.409

λn4

0.876


λswc

1.000

θεe1
0.522
θεswc
0.590

λe1

0.866


λs:c

0.812

θεe2
0.188
θεs:c
0.077

λe2

0.842


θεl1

0.165

Fit Statistics:

Chi-Square Statistic Value






 625

Chi-Square Degrees of Freedom




 
 305

p-Value of Chi-Square Value





.000

Steiger (1990) RMS Error of Approximation (RMSEA)e

.069 

Bentler (1990) Comparative Fit Index



.933

GFIf










.835

AGFIf










.795

RMS Residual









.048

COE Indicator" Latent Variable Covariances and Correlations:g
    Latent                             Latent Variable               


Standard

   Variable
1
2
3       Reliability
Meanb
Deviationb
1. ALT 

.849
 .286*
.404*
.929

2.54
.86

2. INV 

 .204
.601
 .538*
.922

3.80
.78

3. SWC 

.366
 .410
.968
.941

3.25
.98

───────────────────────
a Covariances on and below the diagonal, correlations above.

b Attenuated values (estimating latent variable means with an interaction creates  severe estimation problems- see Jöreskog and Yang 1996) (attenuated standard deviations are presented for completeness- disattenuated values can be computed from the disattenuated variances shown to the left).

c λli = indicators of LOY (Loyalty), etc. (see Table 1 and Figure 2).

d Maximum likelihood.

e .05 suggests close fit, .051-.08 suggests acceptable fit (Brown and Cudeck 1993, Jöreskog 1993).

f Shown for completeness only-- GFI and AGFI may be inadequate for fit assessment in larger models (see Anderson and Gerbing 1984).

g From Figure 1 Measurement Model.

* t-value > 2.

Table 3

                        FIGURE 2 STRUCTURAL MODEL ESTIMATION RESULTS                 
 Parametera  Estimateb  Parametera  Estimateb   Param​etera   Estimateb    Param​etera    Estimateb   t-value
λl1

1.000
λs2
0.881
θεn4
0.061
φSAT,COE
0.352*

λl2

0.831
λs3
1.000        
θεe1
0.521
φSAT,SATxCOE
-0.175*

λl3

0.808
λs4
0.795     
θεe2
0.187
φCOE,SATxCOE
-0.128*

λl4

0.693
λs5
0.893   
θεe3
0.109
ζLOY

0.610*

λv1

0.974
λaltr
1.000      
θεe4
0.291
ζVOI

0.153*

λv2

0.864
λinv
0.711      
θεe5
0.104
ζNEG

0.293*

λv3

1.000
λswc
0.805
θεe6
0.129
ζEX_P
 0.255*

λv4

0.877
λs:c 
0.668
θεs1
0.103
βVOI,LOYc
-0.170
 -4.48

λn1

1.000
θεl1
0.164
θεs2
0.120
βNEGL,VOI
-0.413
 -4.02

λn2

0.736
θεl2
0.436
θεs3
0.098
βEX_P,VOI
0.089
 0.87

λn3

0.698
θεl3
0.262
θεs4
0.167
βEX_P,NEG
0.505
 6.19

λn4

0.877
θεl4
0.649
θεs5
0.126
βLOY,SAT
-0.067
  -0.52

λe1

0.867
θεv1
0.032
θεaltr
0.260
βLOY,COE
0.036
 0.25

λe2

0.843
θεv2
0.061
θεinv
0.482
βLOY,SATxCOE
-0.309
  -2.53

λe3

1.000
θεv3
0.042
θεswc
0.592
βVOI,SAT
 0.197
 3.22

λe4

0.993
θεv4
0.067
θεs:c
0.081
βVOI,COE
0.001
 0.01

λe5

0.960
θεn1
0.125
φSAT
0.540*
βNEG,SAT
-0.235
 -2.44

λe6

0.916
θεn2
0.103
φCOE
0.510*
βNEG,COE 
-0.373
 -3.31

λs1

0.936
θεn3
0.190
φSATxCOE
0.400*   
βEX_P,SAT
-0.334
 -3.72

                                                                                                    

βEX_P,COE
-0.345
 -2.98

Fit Statistics:
Chi-Squared Statistic Value



   633

Chi-Square Degrees of Freedom
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p-Value of Chi-Squared Value


  .000

Bentler (1990) Comparative Fit Index

  
  .933

Steiger (1990) RMS Error of Approximation (RMSEA)d
  .068

GFIe








  .833

AGFIe







  .797

RMS Residual





  .045




LOY  VOI  NEGL  EX_P

Squared Multiple Correlation:

 .054  .197   .445     .672

───────────────────────
a λli = indicators of LOY (Loyalty), etc. (see Table 1 and Figure 2).

b Maximum likelihood.

c βVOI,LOY is the effect of LOY on VOI.

d .05 suggests close fit, .051-.08 suggests acceptable fit (Brown and Cudeck 1993, Jöreskog 1993).

e Shown for completeness only-- GFI and AGFI may be inadequate for fit assessment in larger models (see Anderson and Gerbing 1984).

* t-value > 2.


Table 4

TRIMMEDa FIGURE 2 MODEL STANDARDIZED INDIRECT AND TOTAL EFFECTS (ASSOCIATIONSb c
STANDARDIZED INDIRECT EFFECTS (ASSOCIATIONS)d e:

          LOY    VOI      NEGL   EX_P    SAT      COE   SATxCOE

VOI






.019
 -.010
     .076

(0.52)
 (-0.26)    (2.22)

NEGL        .078




-.091
   .007
    -.019

         (3.05)




(-2.49)   (0.25)   (-1.96)

EX_P         .031   -.099



-.129
  -.143
    -.007

         (2.75)  (-3.43)



(-2.79)   (-3.15)  (-1.88)

STANDARDIZED TOTAL EFFECTS (ASSOCIATIONS)e:
          LOY    VOI    NEGL    EX_P     SAT     COE    SATxCOE

LOY





-.061
  .033
   -.243

         (-0.52)   (0.26)    (-2.52)

VOI          -.312  



. 363
  -.030
    .076

                (-4.47)



(3.39)
 (-0.25)   (2.22)

NEGL       .078
 -.251



-.327
  -.362
    -.019

        (3.05)
(-4.07)



(-3.34)  (-3.19)   (-1.96)

EX_P        .031    -.099
.396

-.394
  -.439
    -.007

        (2.75)  (-3.43)
(6.26)

(-4.46)  (-4.16)   (-1.88)

───────────────────────
a The Figure 2 structural model was re-estimated with the nonsignificant (NS) VOI-EX_P path fixed at zero. With this path free the indirect EX_P association with LOY was NS, and the total EX_P associations with LOY and VOI were NS.

b LOY = Loyalty, COE = Cost-of-Exit, etc. (see Table 1 and Figure 2).

c The table is read from column to row (e.g., the indirect effect of VOI on EX_P is -.103).

d Stability Index = .625

e t-values are shown in parentheses.

Table 5

SATISFACTION (SAT)-COST-OF-EXIT (COE) INTERACTION STATISTICAL SIGNIFICANCE
    COE-LOY (Loyalty) Assoc.           SAT-LOY (Loyalty) Assoc.       

              COE       SE of                                SAT        SE of                

 SAT     Coef-   COE Coef-    t-        COE    Coef-    SAT Coef-   t-     

 Valuea  ficient b   ficientc      value  Valued  ficiente    ficientf     value   

  1.20       0.95       0.38         2.49     1.83
 0.44        0.20        2.16    

    2
0.70       0.29         2.40
2
 0.39        0.19        2.07    

    3
0.39       0.19         2.03
3
 0.08        0.12        0.69    

    4
 0.08       0.14         0.61      3.5g
-0.06        0.12       -0.52   

   4.16g
 0.03       0.13         0.26        4
-0.22        0.15       -1.40    

    5
-0.22       0.17        -1.26
5
-0.53        0.25       -2.10  

SAT-VOI (Voice) (Indirect) Assoc.  COE-VOI (Voice) (Indirect) Assoc.
              SAT       SE of                                   COE        SE of                

 COE     Coef-   SAT Coef-    t-           SAT    Coef-    COE Coef-   t-     

 Valued  ficienth   ficientj      valuej      Valuea  ficienti    ficientj     valuej   

  1.83       0.12       0.05         2.19        1.20
-0.16        0.06      -2.47    

    2
 0.12       0.05         2.36
2
-0.11        0.05      -1.99    

    3
 0.18       0.05         3.09
3
-0.06        0.06      -1.08    

   3.5g
 0.20       0.06         3.24
4
-0.01        0.07      -0.19   

    4
 0.23       0.07         3.29        4.16g
-0.00        0.07      -0.07    

    5
 0.28       0.08         3.25
5
 0.03        0.08       0.45  

───────────────────────
a The values ranged from 1.2 (=low) to 5 in the study. 

b The coefficient of COE is given by (.036-.309SAT)COE with SAT mean centered. 

c The Standard Error (SE) of the COE coefficient is given by 

     ___________________        _____________________________________________ 

   √Var(bCOE+bSAT*COESAT)  = √ (Var(bCOE)+SAT2Var(bSAT*COE)+2SATCov(bCOE,bSAT*COE)

d The values ranged from 1.83 (=low) to 5 in the study.

e The coefficient of SAT is given by (-.067-.309COE)SAT with COE mean centered.

f The Standard Error (SE) of the SAT coefficient is given by

     ___________________        _____________________________________________

   √Var(bSAT+bSAT*COECOE)  = √Var(bSAT)+COE2Var(bSAT*COE)+2COECov(bSAT,bSAT*COE)

g Mean value.

h The coefficient of SAT is given by (.208+.052COE)SAT with COE mean centered (Table 4shows standardized coefficients).

i The coefficient of COE is given by (-.005+.052SAT)COE with SAT mean centered (Table 4shows standardized coefficients).

j Approximate.


Figure 1

COST-OF-EXIT (COE) MEASUREMENT MODEL*






COE




γs




ALTR

INV


SWC




λs



1    2    3    4


i1    i2    i3    i4

sc1    sc2    sc3    sc4



ε1    ε2    ε3    ε4


εi1    εi2    εi3    εi4
εsc1    εsc2    εsc3    εsc4
───────────────────────
* ALTR = ALT with i reverse coded to produce positive loadings on ALTR, INV = Investment, etc. (see Table 1).


Figure 2

PROPOSED STRUCTURAL MODEL (Simplified)a
SATxCOEb
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LOY
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VOI


SAT

ζ

   



COEc




NEGL




        λs

altr   inv   swc




    EX_P

ζ


 εalt    εinv   εswc
───────────────────────
a SAT, LOY, VOI, NEG, EX_P were specified with their respective indicators. SAT, COE (Cost-of-Exit) and SATxCOE were correlated, and the measurement errors (εs) and structural disturbances (ζ) were uncorrelated.

b s:c = [(s1+s2+s3+s4+s5)/5][(altr + inv + swc)/3].

c altr = (1+1+1+1)/4, inv = (i1+i2+i3+i4)/4, swc = (sc1+sc2+sc3+sc4)/4 (i were reverse coded to produce a positive altr loading on COE).


Appendix A  Latent Variable Interaction Specification Using a Single Indicator

The following summarizes the seminal paper on these matters, Kenny and Judd (1984), then it summarizes an alternative technique proposed by Ping (1995) that was used in the present research.

Kenny and Judd (1984) proposed for latent variables X and Z with multiple indicators xi and zj, the interaction XZ could be specified using all possible product indicators xizj. However, this technique has proven difficult for researchers to implement (Aiken and West 1991). While LISREL 8 reduces the effort involved using constraint equations, interaction specification still requires considerable effort (Jöreskog and Yang 1996). In addition, many indicator and dummy variables result producing large matrices that may create model estimation problems (Ping 1995).

The resulting measurement and structural models for an interaction are per se nonnormal because products of indicators (i.e., xizj) are nonnormal (Kenny and Judd 1984). While maximum likelihood parameter estimates are robust to departures from normality (see the citations in Ping 1995), their model fit and significance statistics may not be (Bollen 1989). However model fit and significance statistics may be robust to the addition of a few (nonnormal) product indicators (i.e., four or fewer) (Jaccard and Wan 1995; Ping 1995).

The Ping (1995) technique is attractive because it requires a single (nonnormal) product indicator for an interaction. Under the Kenny and Judd (1984) normality assumptions, (i.e., the latent variables X and Z with indicators xi and zj are independent of the error terms for their indicators εxi and εzj, the error terms are independent of each other, and xi, zj, εxi and εzj are normally distributed) an interaction can be specified with one indicator that is the product of sums of the indicators of the linear latent variables. For example the indicator for XZ, comprised of X and Z with indicators x1, x2, z1, and z2 respectively, would be x:z = (x1+x2)(z1+z2), or, if equivalently sized elements in the resulting covariance matrix are desired, x:z = [(x1+x2)/2][(z1+z2)/2]. The loading and error variance of x:z are given by 

λx:z = ΓXΓZ 
(A1

and

θεx:z = ΓX2Var(X)θZ + ΓZ2Var(Z)θX + θXθZ ,
(A2

where λx:z is the loading of x:z on XZ, θεx:z is the variance of the error term (εx:z) for x:z, Var(a) is the variance of a, and for equivalently sized elements, ΓX = (λx1 + λx2)/2, θX = (Var(εx1) + Var(εx2))/22, ΓZ = (λz1 + λz2)/2, and θZ = (Var(εz1) + Var(εz2))/22 (see Ping 1995). The loading and error variance of x:z could then be specified subject to the constraint equations A1 and A2 using LISREL 8.

For example, the loading and error of s:c (= [(s1+s2+s3+s4+s5)/5][(altr + inv + swc)/3], see Figure 2), the single indicator of SATxCOE are given by

λs:c = ΓSATΓCOE
(A3

and 
θεs:c = ΓSAT2Var(SAT)θCOE + ΓCOE2Var(COE)θSAT + θSATθCOE ,
(A4

where λs:c is the loading of s:c on SATxCOE, θεs:c is the variance of the error term (εs:c) for s:c, Var(a) is the variance of a, ΓSAT = (λs1 +...+ λs5)/5, θSAT = (Var(εs1) +...+ Var(εs5))/52, ΓCOE = (alt + inv + swc)/3], and θCOE = (Var(εalt) + Var(εinv) + Var(εswc))/32.

Each indicator of the independent and dependent variables in the study was centered by subtracting the indicators average from its value in each case (centering independent variables is important to reduce collinearity, and centering dependent variables is important to compensate for not estimating intercepts-- see Jöreskog and Yang 1996). The value for the interactions single-indicator s:c was added to each case. Next the structural model was specified using PAR variables (Jöreskog and Sörbom, 1993b:14) and constraint equations (Jöreskog and Sörbom, 1993b:11) for ΓSAT, ΓCOE θSAT, and θCOE. Constraint equations (CO statements) were written for equations A3 and A4 using PAR variables, Var(SAT), and Var(COE)), and the variance of the interaction (= Var(SAT)*Var(COE) + Cov(SAT,COE)2), then the structural model was estimated using maximum likelihood. The use of PAR variables in this manner is sensitive to the sequence and location of the PAR and CO statements in the LISREL program. In general PARs should not be used recursively (Jöreskog and Sörbom 1993b:13). In this application they are used recursively, and appeared at the end of the program. In addition, the PAR variables and the variables constrained in the CO statements were defined in their natural numerical order (e.g., PAR(1), PAR(2), etc.), and a PAR variable was used in a CO statement as soon after it was defined as possible. Starting values for the loading, error and variance terms of the interaction were estimated using a measurement model involving all the variables except the interaction. The resulting measurement parameters estimates were substituted into equations A3 and A4 to produce a starting value for λs:c and θεs:c (see Ping 1995). The starting values for the structural coefficients were estimated using regression.
� We will distinguish between exit-propensity, the disinclina�tion to continue the relation�ship, and exit, leaving the relationship. Exit-propensity involves planning to leave. It is comprised of activities that precede physically leaving such as thinking of exiting, intending to search for alternatives, evaluation of alternatives, and intention to exit (see Mobley 1977). ��Exit involves physically leaving. It includes activities such as breaking contract with the partner firm, contracting with an alternative partner firm, disposing of relationship specific assets, acquiring assets specific to the alternative relationship, etc.


Exit-propensity and exit have been strongly and positively linked (see the literature summary in Bluedorn 1982).  In this paper exit is operationalized as exit-propensity because exit is a dichotomous variable, and such variables can produce estimation problems with structural equation analysis. Specifically, dichotomous variables require Asymptotic Distribution Free (ADF) estimation (see Jöreskog and Sörbom 1996), but ADF estimates may not be appropriate for methodologically small samples (i.e., 200-300 cases) (see Hu, Bentler and Kano 1992).


� Relationship problems are viewed from the subject firms perspective. They are actions or inactions by their partner firm that violate relational norms-- see Kaufmann and Stern (1988).


� However, exit-propensity could subsequently (i.e., non-recursively or bi-directionally) affect neglect as proximity to physically exiting the relationship increases, or if the subject is unable to exit. These matters were investigated using a nonrecursive specification of the neglect-exit-propensity association in Figure 2 (see page 19) but the results were inconclusive (both neglect-exit-propensity paths were non significant).


�Omitting important antecedents that may be correlated with other model antecedents creates the missing variables problem (see James 1980). This can bias structural coefficients, because model antecedents could then be correlated with structural errors, a violation of assumptions (structural errors then contain the variance of omitted variables).


� Jöreskog (1970) introduced a second-order construct as a latent variable with no observed variables as indicators. Instead, it has other latent variables for indicators," hence the term second-order." Each of the indicator latent variables has observed variables for indicators as usual, and these latent variables are termed first-order constructs (see Gerbing and Anderson 1984a).


� The customary latent variable interaction approach of dividing cases into high and low satisfaction groups, and then comparing covariance matrices or coefficients does not enable the assessment of the strength of any moderation.


� There is no available guidance for the specification of an interaction between a first-order latent variable and a second-order latent variable such as cost-of-exit as it was specified in Figure 1.


� In the present research 44% of the final test sample had done business with their primary wholesaler for 10 or more years. Eighteen percent of the sample had done business with their primary wholesaler for 21 years or more, 25% had done business with them for 11-20 years, 24% for 6-10 years, and 33% had done business with their primary wholesaler for 1-5 years.


� Maximum likelihood estimates are robust to departures from normality, and their model fit and significance statistics may be robust to the use of a single nonnormal interaction indicator (Ping 1995, see Appendix A).


� 45% of the firms in the study agreed or strongly agreed they were loyal, 98% agreed or strongly agreed they use voice, 7% were neutral or agreed to strongly agreed they neglect the relationship, and 19% were neutral or agreed to strongly agreed they were planning to exit their relationship. The percentages add to more than 100% because many firms appeared to be in transition from loyalty to voice, or voice to neglect and exit-propensity.


� In the equation Y = b1X + b2Z + b3XZ + ζ (with X, Z and Y mean centered), the association of Z with Y is determined by b2 + b3X. Similarly, the association of X with Y is determined by b1 + b3Z.


�  We thank two reviewers of an early version of the paper for comments that led to the investigation of these interactions.





