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Abstract
Relationship commitment has received considerable attention in several literatures outside of Marketing. There it is conceptualized as personal or affective commitment (wanting to stay in the relationship), and structural commitment (having to remain in the relationship).

Opportunism (self-interest seeking with deception) was proposed in the markets-versus-hierarchies literature by Williamson (1975) as a macro explanation for backward or forward integration. It has also generated limited theoretical interest, and a modicum of empirical research, at the micro level because it should disappear in relational exchange (it endangers interfirm exchange relationships by increasing economic and social costs in these relationships). However, empirical research disconfirming this proposal has been mixed.

This paper expands the concept of relationship commitment in interfirm relationships, and explores the apparently complex relationships between relationship commitment and opportunism.

Research involving channel relationships has turned from unilateral relationships (i.e., with unbalanced power and dependence), to those that could be termed bilateral. Bilateral relationships have more nearly equal distributions of power and dependence, and they are usually characterized by high relationship quality. Over the course of this research, studies investigated variables characterizing unilateral relationships (e.g., the power and dependency literature-- see Gaski 1984 for a summary), and variables characterizing bilateral relationships (e.g., the relationship literature-- see Weitz and Jap 1995 for a summary). Studies that combine variables characteristic of both aspects of channel relationships, however, have been comparatively rare.

Of interest in the present research because it is an important yet empirically under explored unilateral relationship behavior (Anderson 1988), retailer opportunistic behavior (i.e., self interest maximizing) that is guileful (i.e., deceives the exchange partner) was introduced in the economics literature. There it was termed opportunism and it was used to explain the failure of markets (see Williamson 1975).
 It is characterized by covert violations of relationship norms and expectations (see Williamson 1975). Despite arguments that it should be comparatively rare (e.g., Hill 1990), it has been self reported in studies channel relationships (see Dwyer and Oh 1987, John 1984, Joshi 1995, Phillips 1982, Ping 1993, and Provan and Skinner 1989).

Interfirm relationship commitment has been conceptualized as an implicit or explicit pledge of relationship continuity (Dwyer, Schurr and Oh 1987). Gundlach et al. (1995) argued that it is evidenced by the magnitude of inputs to the relationship, affective attachment to the relationship, and the longevity of the relationship.

Relationship commitment has been extensively studied in several literatures. Mowday, Porter and Steers (1982) argued that organizational commitment is characterized by an employee's acceptance of the organiza​tion's values, a willingness to exert effort on behalf of this organization, and a desire to remain in the organiza​tion. Meyer and Allen (1991) termed this the affective attachment aspect of organizational commitment. They argued that organizational commitment is also evidenced by being aware of the costs of leaving the relation​ship, and having a moral belief supporting remaining in the relationship.

Johnson (1982) argued that interpersonal commitment was composed of personal commitment and structural commitment. Personal commitment is characterized by satisfaction with the relationship, a moral belief supporting remaining in the relationship, and a contribution to one's identity provided by the relation​ship. Structural commitment is characterized by many irretrievable investments in the relationship (i.e., those that would be lost if the relationship ended), unattractive alternative relationships, social pressure to remain in the relationship, and awareness of the costs and difficulty of ending the relationship.

Summarizing these arguments, relationship commitment in general should be characterized by wanting to stay in a relationship. This should be characterized by satisfaction, affective attachment, a moral belief that one ought to stay in the relationship, and a contribution to one's identity provided by the relationship. Further, affective attachment should be shown by the acceptance of organizational values, a willingness to exert effort on behalf of the organization, and the desire to remain in the organization.

The appearance of relationship commitment should also be characterized by having to stay in the relation​ship. This construct, which we will term relationship dependence,
 should be characterized by unattractive alternatives, many relationship investments that would be lost if the relationship were ended, social pressures, the longevity of the relationship, and awareness of the costs and difficulty of ending the relationship.

In channel relationships relationship dependence should be characterized by other variables, including many inputs to the relationship, and an awareness of the costs and difficulty of establishing a replacement relationship. Further; the perceived magnitude of the time, effort, money, incentives lost, and the risk that would be faced in replacing the relationship should be mobility barriers between the existing and alternative relationships, and thus indicate relationship dependence. These costs include incentives, provided by partner to continue the relationship, that would be lost. They include the perceived cost to establish a replacement relationship, including the money, time, and effort involved in beginning the replacement relationship. These costs also include the risk that the replacement relationship would turn out to be a poor company with which to do business.


Combining Relationship Commitment and Opportunism
Opportunism has been characterized as a natural inclination (Williamson 1975; see John 1984) that was argued to increase with partner firm's relationship dependence (Williamson 1975).
 Opportunism has been extensively discussed in several literatures. However, most disciplines implicitly assume parties in long term economic exchange relationships do as they promise. Perhaps as a result, opportunism has been the focus of comparatively little empirical research (Anderson 1988). ​In particular, two empirical studies have investigated opportunism as the focal variable in the interfirm literature.
 John's (1984) study could be characterized as involving several affective commitment variables, and Pro​van and Skinner (1989) study could be characterized as investigating several relationship dependence variables.

Authors have argued that opportunism should be attenuated by high relationship quality (e.g., Goldberg 1980) and thus it should be minimal in bilateral relationships. However, empirical studies have not consistently supported these arguments. For example, in John's (1984) study, firms' opportunism was negatively associated with their (positive) affective attitudinal orientation toward the relationship. However, in a study of several responses to relationship dissatisfaction, including opportunism, Ping (1993) reported that firms' satisfaction with their relationship was not associated with their opportunism. 

The present research will propose that these inconsistent associations between opportunism and satisfaction-related variables are the result of different levels of alternative relationship attractiveness across the reported studies (i.e., alternative relationship attractiveness is moderating the opportunism-satisfaction relationship). This research will also investigate the complex reality surrounding past proposals involving interfirm opportunism: that personal or affective commitment reduces opportunism, and relationship depend​ence increases it.


Antecedents of Opportunism
Opportunism and Alternative Unattractiveness
Authors have argued that firms with unattractive alternative replacement relationships should exhibit reduced opportunism (e.g., Anderson and Weitz 1986, Provan and Skinner 1989, Ping 1993). This association has been inconsistently observed. Firms' opportunism was negatively associated with their alternative unattrac​tiveness in Ping (1993), but firms' opportunism was not associated with availability of alternatives in Provan and Skinner (1989). It is plausible that this association depends on, or is moderated by, different levels of relationship commitment across the two studies. In a committed interfirm relationship, future economic exchanges with partner should be valued highly (Dwyer, Schurr and Oh 1987). Conversely, any potential gains from opportunism should be less attractive to the committed subject firm than the potential of losses that might result if their opportunism were discovered and the relationship were ruined. Increases in alternative unattrac​​​​​​​​​​tiveness should amplify this effect because it makes the committed subject even more dependent on their partner (Emerson 1962, see Anderson and Narus 1984). This should make potential gains from opportunism even less attractive to the subject than the potential losses if their opportunism were discovered and negative sanctions such as relationship termination resulted (Joshi 1995, see Kahneman and Tversky 1979).

Formally, when firms' relationship commitment is high, increased alternative unattractiveness should make them likely to avoid behaviors such as opportunism that might damage or jeopardize the relationship (Provan and Skinner 1989), and (H1a) Alternative unattractiveness is negatively associated with opportunism when relationship commitment is high;
When firms' relationship commitment is low, however, increases in firms' alternative unattractiveness should be viewed negatively by them. Alternative unattractiveness makes it difficult to exit the relationship, which should in turn be interpreted as a threat to freedom (a cost) (see Brehm 1972). Firms with unattractive alternative relationships should be more likely to engage in re-balancing operations to improve their relation​ship rewards and costs if the interfirm balance of these rewards and costs becomes tipped in partner's favor. Frazier (1983), among others (see Brehm 1972, Walster, Berscheid and Walster 1976), argued that when relationship rewards are tipped in partner's favor, firms may decrease their relationship inputs (a cost) to reduce partner's relationship rewards.

Opportunism could be viewed as a means to improve the balance of rewards and costs in an interfirm relationship in the subject firms' favor. For example, partner firms' relationship costs could be decreased by shirking relationship responsibilities, or firms' relationship rewards could be increased by overstating the extent of their local difficulties so partner firms provide additional relationship inputs.

Thus, when relationship commitment is low, alternative unattractiveness should be positively associated with firms' balancing operations such as opportunism. Formally, (H1b): Alternative unattractiveness is positively associated with opportunism when relationship commitment is low.
Opportunism and Relationship Costs
The cost facets of relationship dependence can be categorized as past costs to establish and build the relationship (i.e., relationship investments, relationship duration, and irretrievable investments), or future costs to end the relationship and establish another (i.e., the costs of ending the relationship, new relationship startup, incentives lost, and new relationship risk). These costs should have associations with firms' opportunism that depend on how these costs are perceived by the firms.

Costs such time, energy, and effort voluntarily invested to establish, build and maintain a relationship, should be negatively associated with opportunism. Costs and investments already voluntarily incurred, espe​cially those that would be lost or obsoleted if the relationship were ended, should be safe​​​​​​​​​​guarded. Thus, these costs and investments should decrease the likelihood of opportunism, which risks damaging or losing the relationship. Specifically, past relationship inputs, especially investments of time, effort, and energy, should make the relationship perceptually more valuable (Dwyer, Schurr and Oh 1987; Frazier 1983). When they increase their relationship investments, especially those that would be lost or obso​leted if the relationship were ended, firms should magnify the risks associated with their opportunism in comparison to its rewards (Kahne​man and Tversky 1979), and opportunism should be avoid​ed. Thus, as firms' relationship investments, includ​ing the duration of the relationship, and irretrievable investments increase, the likelihood of opportunism should decline, and (H2a): Relationship investments, relationship duration, and irretrievable investments are negatively associated with opportunism.
The time, effort, money, incentives lost, and risk firms would incur to end a relationship and establish an alternative replacement relationship, however, should be positively associated with opportunism. These costs that loom in the future and are unavoidable when changing relationships should be viewed negatively because they threaten freedom (Brehm 1972). They should increase the likelihood of opportunism as a way to balance or discount these unavoidable costs. Costs that would be incurred in the future to end the present relationship, including i) money and time required to physically terminate the relationship; and ii) lost incentives provided by partner to continue the relationship should be discounted by increased opportunism as a balancing opera​tion. Costs that would be incurred in the future to establish an alternative relationship, including iii) money, time, and effort required to start the alternative relationship, and iv) the risk of the alternative relationship turning out to be a poor company with which to do business, should also be discounted by increased opportun​ism as a balancing operation. Thus, as relationship ending, new relationship startup, incentives lost, and new relationship risk costs perceptually increase, firms should seek to discount these costs via opportunism. Formally, (H2b): Relationship ending costs, new relationship startup costs, incentives lost, and new relation​ship risk are positively associated with opportunism.
Unexplored Antecedents of Opportunism
Opportunism may have several unexpected antecedents. Authors have proposed there are several possible responses to relationship problems (actions or inactions by the partner firm that violate relational norms-- see Kaufmann and Stern 1988) besides leaving the relationship or exiting (Hirschman 1970, Ping 1993). Hirsch​man (1970) argued that when relationship problems first occur in a (committed) relationship, individuals react first with loyalty rather than simply exiting the relationship. He proposed this loyalty is characterized first by loyal behavior (remaining silent when there were relationship problems, with confidence that things will get better). If these problems persist, then they use voice (constructive attempts by the subject firm to change objectionable relationship conditions) is used, or they exit the relationship.

Loyal Behavior

Loyal behaving subjects are silent when there are relationship problems because they are confident that things will get better (Hirschman 1970). This loyal behavior is characterized by an absence of complaint (Hirschman 1970), the belief that the relationship partner will remedy problems, and that there is no need for the loyal behaving subject to take action when there are relationship problems. Thus when relation​ship problems occur, loyal behaving firms should be disinclined to engage in actions designed to re-balance their rewards and costs in the relationship because the relationship partner will soon remedy the situation. Thus, as their loyal behavior increases, firms should be increasingly less likely to engage in opportunism, and (H3): Loyal behavior is negatively associated with opportunism.
Voice
Vocal subjects, however, make constructive attempts to change objectionable relationship conditions (Hirsch​man 1970). This suggests that voice and opportunism behaviors should be unlikely to be emitted jointly because they are dissonant (see Festinger 1954). Voice is aimed at relationship repair, while opportunism, if discovered, risks ruining the relationship. Thus, vocal firms should be unlikely to engage in opportunism, and (H4): Voice is negatively associated with opportunism.
 
These hypothesized relationships are summarized in Figure 1.


A Study
Conceptual and Operational Definitions
Relationship Commitment
Interfirm relationship commitment was conceptualized above as an implicit or explicit pledge of relationship continuity arising from wanting to stay in a relationship. Recalling that commit​ment has been argued to be indicated by wanting to stay in a relationship because of satisfaction, affective attachment, a moral belief that one ought to stay in the relationship, and a contribution to one's identity provided by the relationship, interfirm relationship commitment was operationalized as overall satisfaction with the relationship, and affective attachment to it. The facets of interfirm relationship commitment related to relationship commitment arising from a moral belief that a firm should remain in the relationship or the relationship's contribution to a firm's identity were not operationalized in the preset study because focus groups with a convenient sample of firms from the study population strongly suggested that moral beliefs and contri​bution to identity were unlikely to be a basis for relationship commitment in many interfirm relationships.

Affective attachment was argued to be shown by the acceptance of organizational values a willingness to exert effort on behalf of the organization, and the desire to remain in the organization. Because interfirm relationships are more likely to develop norms and expectations (Macneil 1980) than to simply accept existing organizational vales, observance of relationship norms and expectations should be more indicative of affective attachment than acceptance of organizational values in interfirm relationships. However, because affective attachment in part involves observing relationship norms and expectations, while opportunism involves deceitful violation of these norms and expectations, their conceptual do​​​​​​​​​​mains overlap in the area of norms and expectations. As a result, interfirm affective attachment was operationalized in the present study as willingness to exert effort on behalf of the relationship, and desire to remain in the relationship. Observance of relationship norms and expectations was not operationalized to avoid a domain over​lap in the area of norms and expectations, and any attendant distortions of their construct and discriminant validities. In addition, it avoided overstating the association between opportunism and relationship commitment.

These facets of relationship commitment were operationalized using previously developed measures that have shown acceptable psychometric properties. The conceptual domain of overall relationship satisfaction, the global evaluation of relationship fulfillment (Dwyer and Oh 1987), includes the fairness of the supplier, whether or not they are a good company to do business with, and overall satisfaction with the relationship. It was operationalized using a scale developed by Ping (1993), the items of which are shown in Appendix B.

Willingness to exert effort on behalf of the relationship was measured with an existing scale that has previously shown acceptable psychometric properties, minimal neglect of the relationship (whether or not the subject firm will allow the relationship to deteriorate). Firms that are not willing to let their exchange relation​ship deteriorate should be willing to exert effort on behalf of the relationship to keep it from deteriorating. The conceptual domain of willingness to exert effort on behalf of the relationship/minimal neglect of the relation​ship includes the degree of caring about the relationship, the willingness to expend effort to maintain or improve the relation​ship, and whether or not the subject firm will let the relationship deteriorate (Rusbult, Zembrodt and Gunn 1982). Minimal neglect was measured using a scale developed by Ping (1993). The items for this and the other  study measures are shown in Appendix B.

Similarly, the desire to remain in the relationship was measured using an existing measure that has previously exhibited acceptable psychometric properties, minimal exiting propensity: whether or not subject firm desires to continue the current relationship. Its conceptual domain includes not intending to engage in, or not engaging in, the activities associated with ending a relationship: thinking of ending the relationship and considering a replacement relationship, looking for a replacement relationship, and the intention to end the relationship. Minimal exiting propensity was measured using a scale developed by Ping (1993).

Relationship Dependence
Relationship dependence as was conceptualized above as the magnitude of mobil-ity barriers between the present relationship and a replacement relationship. It was argued to be characterized by many irretrievable investments in the relationship (i.e., that would be lost if the relationship ended), unat​tractive alternative relationships, social pressures to remain in the relationship, awareness of the costs and diffi-culty of ending the relationship, many inputs to the relationship; and awareness of the costs and difficulty of establishing a replacement relationship, incentives provided by partner to continue the relationship that would be lost, the perceived cost to establish a replacement relationship, and the risk that the replacement relationship would turn out to be a poor company with which to do business. We operationalized these facets of relation​ship dependence with the unattractiveness of the best alternative replacement relationship, the magnitude of inputs to the relationship and the investments in the relationship that would be lost if it were ended, the lon-gevity of the relationship, and the costs and the difficulty of ending the relationship and starting a replacement relationship. The facet of interfirm relationship dependence involving social pressure was not operation​alized in the preset study because focus groups with a convenient sample of firms from the study population strongly suggested that social pressure was not a basis for relationship dependency in many interfirm relationships.

Relationship ending cost, the firms costs to end the current relationship, was measured using a new scale which is shown in Appendix B. Its conceptual domain includes the perceived magnitude of the anticipated costs to cancel the relationship, including time, money, and customer goodwill. Its measure development was guided by the switching cost literature (e.g., Porter 1980) and depth interviews with hardware retailers, and it involved a jury of academic experts to judge the resulting items using the above conceptual definition.

The measure for new relationship startup cost, the time, money, and effort involved in preparing to use the alternative supplier, was also guided by the switching cost literature and depth interviews, and it utilized item judging by knowledgeable academic colleagues. The domain of new relationship startup cost includes the perceived magnitude of the costs of negotiating with the alternative supplier, changing displays, and setting up and getting ready to use the alternative supplier.

The measures for incentives lost, the current suppliers inducements to continue the relationship that would be lost if the relationship were ended, and new relationship risk, the risk that the alternative supplier would turn out to be a poor company with which to do business, were also new measures and were developed as just described. The conceptual domain of incentives lost included the perceived magnitude of the incentives, inducements, and rewards for continuing the relationship that would be lost or forfeited in switching to the alternative supplier. The conceptual domain of new relationship risk included the perceived magnitude of the risk that the alternative supplier would not perform consistently with expectations, the perceived magnitude of the risks of poor service and performance, and the perceived magnitude of the risk of being a poor company with which to do business.

Relationship investments, the costs the firm has incurred to build and maintain the relationship (Lund 1985), was operationalized as the perceived time, effort and energy that have been invested to build and main-tain the relationship. Irretrievable investments, the relationship investments that would be lost if the relation​ship were ended, was operationalized as the perceived uniqueness of the relationship investments, and the per-ception of how much of the investment in the relationship would be lost by changing primary suppliers. These constructs were measured with modifications of scales developed by Ping (1993) that were item judged as described earlier.

Alternative unattractiveness, the perceived overall satisfaction available in an alternative replacement relationship, was operationalized as the overall fulfillment, or lack of it, available from the best alternative supplier in comparison to the existing relationship (Rusbult 1980). Its domain includes the perception of whether or not the alternative would be a good company to do business with; its fairness, products, services, and policies; and the anticipated overall satisfaction with the alternative supplier.

Loyal behavior, abiding relation​ship problems in silence with confidence that things will get better (Rusbult, Zembrodt and Gunn 1982), was operationalized as intending not to say anything to the partner firm about relationship problems; intending to overlook, ignore, or disregard relationship problems; and the belief that relationship problems will fix themselves. Voice, constructive attempts by the subject firm to change objectionable relationship conditions (Rusbult, Zembrodt and Gunn 1982), was operationalized as intending to discuss relationship problems with the partner firm, intending to suggest changes in the relationship when there are problems, and intending to work with the partner firm to solve mutual problems. Both constructs were measured using measures developed by Ping (1993).

Opportunism, self interest seeking with guile (Williamson 1975), was measured using the Dwyer and Oh (1987) opportunism measure. It was operationalized as intending to distort information, intending to fail to fulfill promises, and intending to shirking obligations (John 1984).

Relationship duration, the number of years the firm has done business with the supplier, was measured using a single open-ended question (see Appendix B).

As Figure 1 and the preceding discussion imply, relationship commitment was specified as a second order construct in the present study. It's indicators were the first-order constructs overall relationship satisfaction, minimal neglect, and minimal exiting propensity.

While interfirm relationship dependence could also be specified as a second order construct, as implied by the hypotheses we elected instead to specify its first order constructs as directly associated with opportunism for several reasons, including that it allows the estimation of the path coefficients between these variables and opportunism (which is not possible using a second order construct). 

Sampling
The study population was hardware retailers. They form long-term relationships with a single primary wholesaler for most of their merchandise.
 The key informant was the store owner, manager, or execu​tive. Depth interviews conducted prior to the study suggested they were quite knowledgeable of the primary wholesaler relationship. These interviews also suggested their sentiments and perceptions were mirrored by other informants in the firms.

Sampling involved systematic random (n-th name) selections of 600 pretest store names and 800 final-test names (with one key informant per store).

Pretest
The pretest responses (199) were used to evaluate the measures. They were unidimensional using maximum likelihood exploratory factor analysis, except for opportunism which was multidimensional. Relia​bilities for these measures, including the F1 factor for opportunism (items 3-8) were above .80. They were judged to be valid (i.e., they were item judged to be content valid; they were correlated with the other study variables in plausible directions, suggesting their construct validity; their average extracted variances (AVE's) were above .50, which suggested convergent validity, and their AVE's were greater than the squared correla​tions with the other study variables, suggesting discriminant validity (see Fornell and Larker 1981)).

To utilize structural equation analysis, the model-to-data fit for each measure is investigated (see Anderson and Gerbing 1988, Jöreskog 1993), and items are dropped in inconsistent scales until measurement model fit is attained. However, authors have criticized dropping items from psychometrically acceptable (i.e., unidimen​sional, valid and reliable) measures to attain model fit on the grounds that it impairs content validity (e.g., Cattell 1973, 1978; see Gerbing, Hamilton and Freeman 1994). Cattell (1973) observed that the resulting measures are typically bloated specific (operationally narrow) instances of the target construct.

It is well known that fit improves by dropping items from a measure. Stated differently, fit declines as items are added to a measure, and Bagozzi and Baumgartner (1994) observed that it is practically impossible to obtain model-to-data fit in a measure with more than 6 items using survey data. Thus, itemizing a latent variable with each of its individual indicators may be inappropriate for a unidimensional measure with more than 6 items in structural equation analysis.

Kenny (1979) may have been aware of these difficulties. He suggested that instead of specifying a latent variable with each of its individual indicators, a single indicator that was the sum of these indicators could be used, as Likert (1932) suggested. Variations of this procedure have been used elsewhere in the social sciences for established (long) multi-item measures (e.g., Heise and Smith-Lovin 1982; James, Mulaik and Brett 1982; and Williams and Hazer 1986), but the procedure is generally unfamiliar to researchers in Marketing. This suggestion has several merits (e.g., it permits the use of larger measures in structural equation analysis; it reduces the size of the input covariance matrix (ICM), which results in more cases per ICM element, and thus it reduces the asymptotic incorrectness of the ICM; and it produces more nearly continuous indicators that better approximate the assumptions underlying structural equation analysis), and the present research uses this summed specification for the latent variables in the Figure 1 model (see Appendix A for details).

Except for irretrievable investments, single construct measurement models for the measures did not ad​e​​quately fit the data (Dwyer and Oh 1987, John 1984, and Ping 1993 reported similar difficulties with these measures). In the sad process of fitting successive measurement models to determine which items to drop from measures that were nevertheless unidimensional using maximum likelihood exploratory (common) factor analysis (ML EFA), we were unable to determine how much lack of fit was due to the number of items in a measure and how much was due to actual inconsistency in the items. In addition, dropping items to attain model-data fit produced submeas​ures that were judged to be less rich, to completely unacceptable, on a domain sampling, and thus a content validity basis, when compared with the full measures. As a result, because the full measures were unidimensional using ML EFA (except for opportunism), they were retained for the final test.

Final-Test
Two hundred ninety-seven responses were usable from the final-test mailing after two postcard follow-ups (a 37% usable response rate).

As before, single construct measurement models for the scales did not adequately fit the data. In addition, we continued to be unable to determine how much lack of fit was due to inconsistency and how much was due to the number of items in each measure. As in the pretest, dropping items to improve fit produced conceptually narrow to unacceptable submeasures based on the full measures' domain sampling. Since the full measures were unidimensional (except for opportunism) using ML EFA, they were summed to estimate the Figure 1 structural equation model.

The eight-item opportunism measure was not unidimensional in the pre- and the final-test (Dwyer and Oh 1987 reported similar problems). Items 3-8 in Appendix B were unidimen​sional in the final test using ML EFA but their single construct measurement model (see Jöreskog 1993) did not adequately fit the data. As before, we were unable to determine how much lack of fit was due to inconsistency and how much was due to the number of items. Because sub​​​​​​​​​​mea​s​​​​​​​​​ures that did fit the data were judged to be less content valid than the items 3-8 measure, we also summed items 3-8 for opportunism in the final test.

Relationship commitment, specified as a second order construct with its first order constructs satisfaction, minimal neglect, and minimal exiting, was judged to fit the data using ordered similarity coefficients
 (see Anderson and Gerbing 1982) (also see Bagozzi 1981 for a discussion of second-order constructs). However, there is no guidance for specifying a second-order construct when it is also involved in an interaction. Primarily to simplify the specification of the interaction, the second-order construct relationship commitment was specified with a single summed indicator that was the sum of the three summed indicators for satisfaction, minimum neglect, and minimum exiting propensity to estimate the structural coefficients in the Figure 1 model (see Bagozzi and Hetherton 1994 for a discussion of this approach).

The interaction between relationship commitment and alternative unattractiveness was speci​fied using a single product indicator as Ping (1995) suggested (see Figure 1).

Reliability and Validity
The measures had reliabilities ranging from .81 to .97 (see Table 2). They were judged to be content valid (see Appendix B). In addition, each construct was significantly correlated with other constructs in plausible directions, which suggested the construct validity of the study measures (see Table 2). The average variance extracted (AVE) for each measure were above .50 which suggested their convergent validity (Fornell and Larker 1981) (see Table 2). Finally, the AVE's of each pair of con​​​​​​​​​​​​​​​​​​​​​​​​​​​​​structs exceeded the square of the correlation between them, which suggested their discriminant validity (Fornell and Larker 1981).

Measurement and Structural Models
The measure​ment and structural models for Figure 1 were estimated using covariances, LISREL 8, and maximum likelihood, and the results are shown in Tables 1 and 2. Because the measurement and structural models for Figure 1 had latent variables each with a single indicator and were saturated, they each fit the data perfectly.


Results
More than half of the variance in opportunism was explained (see Table 1). The hypothesized relationship commitment and alternative unattractiveness ​​​​​​​​​​​​​​​​​​interaction was significant. However, opportunism's associations with the relationship costs were checkered. Opportunism was positively associated with two of the future costs (relationship ending cost and incentives lost), but it was not associated with relationship investments, irretriev​able investments, new relationship startup cost, risks, or relationship duration. In addition, opportunism's associations with loyal behavior and voice were positive instead of negative. These unanticipated results will require considerable discussion and interpretation, which begin in the next section.

Estimating the interaction between relationship commitment and alternative unattractiveness re​​​​​​​​​​​​​​​​​​​​​quired specifying relationship commitment and alternative unattrac​tiveness in the structural model. However, because they were not hypothesized to be directly associated with opportunism, their opportunism path coefficients were constrained to equal zero in estimating the Figure 1 model. This in turn as​​​sumed these associations were zero in the population model of Figure 1. To probe this assumption, the Figure 1 model was re-estimated with the opportunism path coefficients from RCOM and ALTU not constrained to equal zero. The alternative unattractiveness-opportunism path was not significant, but the relationship commitment-opportunism path was, and these two associations are also shown in Table 1.


Discussion
The Structure of Relationship Commitment and Relationship Dependency
Commitment in an interfirm relationship was argued to be characterized by relationship commitment and relationship dependency. Each of these concepts was argued to have facets that are themselves concepts. This research specified relationship commitment as a second-order construct, which was judged to be psychometrically adequate (i.e., unidimen​sional, reliable, and valid). This specification had the desirable property of allowing a straightforward specifi​cation of the RCxALTU interaction. However, RCOM's second-order specification fitting the data suggests that one operationalization or structure of relationship commitment may be as a second order construct com​posed of satisfaction, willingness to exert effort on behalf of the relationship, and desire to remain in the relationship. In different words, these concepts appear to work together (i.e., are consistent) to create relation​ship commitment in the present context.

The structure of relationship dependence was unspecified in the Figure 1 model so that associations with opportunism could be observed. However, relationship dependence was multidimensional in the pre- and final tests using maximum likelihood exploratory (common) factor analysis and the indicators (constructs) ALTU, INV, IRINV, START, END, INCENT, RISK, YRS. Nevertheless, a second order construct composed of the costs (INV, IRINV, START, END, INCENT and RISK) was unidimensional, had reliability of .85, and had an average variance extracted of .51. This (second order) construct COST produced a positive association with opportunism (βCOST = .14, t = 2.21) in a respecification of Figure 1 that combined INV, IRINV, START, END, INCENT and RISK into the second order variable COST. This suggests that relationship dependency may be a complex construct in this context that is characterized by alternative unattractiveness, COST, and relationship duration. In different words, its facets did not vary together in the present study (i.e., they were inconsistent as a second order construct).

Costs and Opportunism
Opportunism was positively associated with two of the interfirm relationship mobility barriers proposed by this research, the cost to end the relationship and the incentives that would be lost in ending the relationship, and COST was positively associated with opportunism . These results suggest the study firms may have compensated for these costs using the balancing mech​anism of opportunism. Together this suggests relationship costs increased opportunism in the present study, but not by much. The association between opportunism and COST was weak when compared to relationship commitment (RCOM) and alterna​tive unattractiveness (ALTU) (see Tables 1 and 3). In addition, because they were not significantly associated with opportunism in the present study, the importance of irretrievable investments, new relationship startup cost and risks, relationship investments, and relationship duration may not matter when it comes to opportun​ism (i.e., at best their effect on opportunism may depend upon the study context).

Holding Opportunism at Bay
Based on the signs of the significant study associations shown in Table 4, opportunism should be low when relationship commitment (RCOM) and alternative unattractiveness (ALTU) are high, and relationship ending cost (END) and incentives lost (INCENT) are low. Indeed as shown in Column 2 of Table 3, opportunism was lowest when relationship commitment, and alternative unattrac​tiveness were above their study averages, and relationship ending cost and incentives lost were below average. How​ever, because of the interaction between relationship commitment and alternative unattractiveness, the opposite was not true. Opportunism was highest when relationship commitment was below average, but alternative unattrac​tiveness were above average, and relationship ending cost and incentives lost were below average (see Col​umn 2 of Table 3).

Increased relationship commitment was linked with decreased opportunism for all levels of alternative attractiveness in the study except when alternative attractiveness was at its minimum (see Columns 5 and 8 of Table 4). Similarly, reduced alternative unattractiveness was likely to be accompanied by reduced opportun​ism when relationship commitment was lower (see Columns 1 and 4 of Table 4). These results suggest that opportunism in the study firms was likely to be increased by lack of relationship commitment (see Column 8 of Table 4), and aggravated by high alternative unattractiveness (see the bottom of Columns 4 in Table 4).

Having said that, this research also suggests that relationship quality may not always hold opportunism at bay. The relationship quality variable relationship commitment was negatively associated with opportunism only when alternative unattractiveness was not extremely low (see Column 8 of Table 4). When alternative unattrac​tiveness was extremely low, the relationship quality variable relationship commitment had no associa​tion with opportunism (see Column 8 of Table 4)

The interaction between relationship commitment and alternative unattractiveness makes it difficult to say with precision which had the greater effect on opportunism in the study, relationship commitment or varia​bles that characterize relationship dependence. Nevertheless, the Table 1 standardized coefficient of RCOM is much larger than ALTU; but based on Column 8 of Table 4 ALTU should not be ignored. Together relation​ship commitment and alternative unattrac​tiveness explained 34% of the variance in opportunism while the other variables that characterize relationship dependency explained 7%. Thus, relationship commit​ment and alternative unattractiveness may jointly matter when it comes to holding interfirm opportunism at bay, but relationship commitment may matter relatively more.

Previous Inconsistent Results
The interaction between relationship commitment and alternative unattrac​tiveness may explain the inconsistent reported opportunism associations between satisfaction and alternatives. In the present study when alternative unattractiveness was higher, relationship commitment, and by implica​tion, satisfaction, was negatively associated with opportunism as John (1984) observed (see Columns 5 and 8 of Table 4). However, when alternative unattractiveness was low this association was non significant as Ping (1993) observed (see the bottom of Column 8 in Table 4). Thus, an explanation for the inconsistent associa​tions between opportunism and variables related to satisfaction is that alternative unattrac​tiveness may have been high in John's (1984) study, while it may have been low in Ping's (1993) study.

Similarly, when relationship commitment was very high in the present study, alternative unattrac​​​tiveness may have been negatively associated with opportunism as Ping (1993) observed (see the top of Columns 1 and 4 of Table 4). When relationship commitment was near the study average, alternative unattrac​​​​​​​​​​​​​​​​​​​​​t​iveness was not associated with opportunism as Provan and Skinner (1989) observed (see Columns 1 and 4 of Table 4). Thus, an explanation for the inconsistent associations between alternative attractiveness and op​portunism is satisfac​tion may have been very high in Ping's (1993) study but lower in Provan and Skinner's (1989) study.

Voice Loyal Behavior and Opportunism
The above discussion of variable relationships across studies suggests an interaction (or quadratic) might be responsible for an unanticipated association between two variables (also see Ping 1998 for a summary of arguments for post hoc probing associations using interactions and quadratics). Thus, to probe the unexpectedly positive voice and loyal behavior associations with opportunism, an interac​tion between relationship commit​ment and voice (RCxVOI in Table 1), and a quadratic in loyal behavior (LxL in Table 1) were added to the Figure 1 model, to see if nonlinearity in these associations was responsible for the unexpected results. The results were significant, and the coefficients are shown in Table 1.

The voice interaction with relationship commitment suggests the voice association with opportunism was dependent on the level of relationship commitment in the study. The voice opportunism association was positive for most levels of relationship commitment, except for very high relationship commitment, where the opportunism-voice association was negative as hypothesized. This hints that voice may also have been a type of balancing mechanism in the study context, when relationship commitment was very high, but that it is associated with higher opportunism for lower levels of relationship commitment.

The significant ​​​quadratic in loyal behavior suggested the opportunism-loyal behavior association was also variable. This association was positive across most of the levels of existing loyal behavior, except when existing loyal behavior was very high, where small changes in loyalty were negatively associated with oppor​tunism. This suggests that most of the retailers in the study that were silent when there were problems in the relationship were also likely to have been opportunistic. Together with the voice-opportunism association these results suggest that for all but the most committed retailers in the study context increases in silence or voice when there were relationship problems were likely to also be accompanied by opportunistic behavior. In turn this suggests that neither voice not loyal behavior can be used to detect the possibility of opportunism in the study context, and a prudent channel manager is left with maximizing relationship commitment and alternative unattractiveness as the most likely strategy for dealing with opportunism in this context. In addition, because on average, relationship commitment had the larger association with opportunism, and because alternative unattractiveness and relationship commitment were positively correlated in the study (see Table 2), it may be sufficient for the prudent channel manager in this context to maximize relationship commitment.
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Appendix A- Summed Indicators and Structural Equation Analysis

Kenny (1979) suggested an approach that uses reliabilities to determine the loading and measurement error of an indicator that is the sum of items in structural equation analysis. Variations of this approach have been used in the social sciences with established measures that have many items and larger models (e.g., Heise and Smith-Lovin 1982; James, Mulaik and Brett 1982; and Williams and Hazer 1986), but the procedure is generally unfamiliar to researchers in Marketing. This approach has several merits. When averaged, a summed indicator produces more nearly continuous observed data which reduces the (unknown amount of) bias that attends the much criticized use of structural equation analysis with ordinal data (such as that produced by rating scales) (see Jöreskog and Sörbom 1996:239). Summed indicators substantially reduce the size of the input covariance matrix, and thus its asymptotic incorrectness for a given sample size. In different words, this enables the proper use of the smaller samples typical in marketing studies (e.g., 200-300) with larger structural models by improving the ratio of the sample size to the size of the covariance matrix (at 5 items per latent variable, the Figure 1 model would have required over 2500 completed questionnaires to produce at least one case per input covariance matrix element). The use of summed indicators eliminates interpretational confound​ing by separating measurement issues from model structure in structural equation models (see Anderson and Gerbing 1988 for a consistency-based approach to separating measurement from model structure).
 Thus, for unsaturated structural models, lack of fit in a summed indicator model unambiguously suggests structural model misspecification, rather than a combination of measurement model difficulties and structural model misspecification. On the negative side, summed indicators are non traditional and not particularly elegant in structural equation analysis. It is assumed that indicators must be tau equivalent to be summed (however, Bagozzi and Heatherton's (1994) results suggest that structural equation analysis used with reliable measures and survey data is robust to violations of the assumption that items be tau equivalent before summing them); and it is believed that reliability underestimates the loading of the summed item when the factor analytic loadings of the individual items vary widely in size (however, for unidimensional measures with reliabilities of .70 or above and survey data, individual loadings typically vary only a few points).

The present research used summed (then averaged) indicators to specify the Figure 1 model in order to avoid omitting items from unidimensional measures and thus to preserve their content or face validity; to produce at least 2 cases per input covariance element and thus reduce the asymptotic incorrectness of the input covariance matrix; and to provide more nearly continuous indicators that better approximate the assumptions underlying structural equation analysis.

Authors have defined the reliability of an indicator as the square of the coefficient on the path between the indicator and its latent variable (see Bollen 1989). Thus, the loading of an indicator is the square root of its reliability. It is also well known that the measurement error variance, θX, of an indicator X is given by

θX = Var(X)(1 - ρX) ,

where Var(X) is the variance of X and ρX is the latent variable reliability of X.

Anderson and Gerbing (1988) pointed out that for unidimensional measures there is little practical difference between coefficient alpha (α) and latent variable reliability ρ.

Thus, for a single indicator specification of an unobserved construct, its loading is estimated by the square root of its coefficient alpha reliability, and its measurement error variance is estimated by Var(X)(1 - αX), where αX is the coefficient alpha reliability of X.


Appendix B- Final Test Measures

ALTERNATIVE UNATTRACTIVENESS (ALTU) (All items were reverse coded)

 1.
All in all, the alternative wholesaler would be ______ fair than/as the current wholesaler is.

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. 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.

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

e. Much worse

INCENTIVES LOST (INCENT)

 1.
Switching to the alternative wholesaler would mean I would lose the current wholesalers rewards for continuing the relationship.

 2.
There are many current wholesaler provided incentives to continue the relationship that I would lose in switching to the alternative wholesaler.

 3.
The company would forfeit the current wholesalers inducements to continue a relationship if I changed to the alternative wholesaler.

 4.
Changing to the alternative wholesaler would mean that I would lose the incentives the current wholesaler provides for continuing the relationship.

 5.
If the company changed to be alternative there are many rewards that the current wholesaler

provides to continue the relationship that would be lost.

IRRETRIEVABLE INVESTMENTS (IRINV)

 1.
The companys investment in the current wholesaler relationship is unique to the relationship.

 2. 
A lot of our investment in the current wholesaler relationship would be lost by changing primary wholesalers.

 3.
All things considered, the company would lose a lot of our investment by changing primary wholesalers.

 4.
Much of my investment with the current wholesaler is unique to the relationship.

 5.
Overall, I would lose a lot of our investment if I changed primary wholesal​ers.

LOYAL BEHAVIOR (LOY)

 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.

MINIMAL EXITING PROPENSITY (MINEXP) (All items were reverse coded)

  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.

 MINIMAL NEGLECT (MINNEG) (All items were reverse coded)

 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. 

NEW RELATIONSHIP RISK (RISK)

 1.
In switching to the alternative wholesaler there would be a risk of their poor service.

 2.
There would be a lot of risk to the company to in switching to the alternative wholesaler.

 3.
If I switched to the alternative wholesaler there is a chance they would perform poorly.


Appendix B- Final Test Measures in Alphabetical Order (Continued)
 4.
There is a chance that the alternative wholesaler would turn out to be a poor company to do business with.

 5.
I am not certain that the alternative wholesaler would perform consistently with my

expectations.

NEW RELATIONSHIP STARTUP COST (START)

 1.
If I changed primary wholesaler I would spend a lot of effort converting the store to use alternative wholesaler.

 2.
Changing primary wholesalers would require changing many displays.

 3.
The costs of getting ready to use the alternative wholesaler would probably be high.

 4.
I would probably have to spend a lot of time and money to negotiate an agreement with the alternative wholesaler.

 5.
If we changed primary wholesalers we would have to change a lot of our displays.

 6.
The amount of time, money and effort required to set up for the alternative wholesaler may be considerable.

 7.
If we changed primary wholesalers there would be many costs involved in getting ready to

use them.

OPPORTUNISM (OPP)

*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.
At times I may have to overstate my difficulties in order to get primary wholesaler assistances.

 4.
Sometimes, I will have to alter the facts slightly in order to get what I need from my primary wholesaler.

 5.
I may purposefully exaggerate the sales opportunities in my market in order to get additional allowances or assistance from my primary wholesaler.

 6.
Occasionally I may shrink certain contractual obligations to my primary wholesaler when I see profit opportunities from doing so.

 7.
I may neglect my program responsibilities when my primary wholesaler is not likely to notice

my noncompliance.

 8.
I may slightly exaggerate the extent of my problems to get what I need from my primary wholesaler.

* Omitted for Figure 1 model estimation because items 1-8 were multidimensional (items 3-8 composed F1).

OVERALL RELATIONSHIP SATISFACTION (SAT)

 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.

RELATIONSHIP DURATION (YRS)

1.
How many years have you done business with your primary wholesaler? _________

RELATIONSHIP ENDING COST (END)

 1.
Canceling the current wholesaler relationship would involve considerable expense.

 2.
Terminating the current wholesaler relationship would probably cost the company time, money and customer goodwill.

 3.
My costs to stop doing business with the current wholesaler would probably be high.

 4.
I would probably lose a lot of goodwill in terminating the current wholesaler relationship.

 5.
The costs involved in exiting the current wholesaler relationship would probably be

considerable.

RELATIONSHIP INVESTMENTS (INV)

 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. 
All things considered the company has invested a lot in the relationship with the current wholesaler.

VOICE (VOI)

 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.
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Figure 1- Structural Modela
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a  The signs on the paths connecting the variables are both the hypothesized and observed associations, unless otherwise indicated by parentheses. NS denotes Not Significant. V indicates the association was nonlinear and thus it was variable. RCOM, ALTU, etc. (see Appendix B) were specified each with a single averaged indicator except for INV, IRINV, and VOI which were specified with multiple indicators. All exogenous variables were intercorrelated, and the measurement errors (εs) were uncorrelated.

b rc:au = [(SAT+MINNEG+MINEXP)/3][(a1+a2+a3+a4+a5)/5], where a's are the indicators of ALTU (see Appendix B). λrc:au = ρRCOM1/2ρALTU1/2 and θεrc:au = ρRCOMVar(RCOM) θεALTU + ρALTUVar(ALTU)θεRCOM + θεRCOMθεALTU , where ρ denotes reliability, θ denotes variance of an error term, and Var() is the variance of .

c  Including RCOM and ALTU (see Appendix B) in the model is required in order to estimate the loading and error variance of RCxALTU. Because RCOM and ALTU were not hypothesized to be directly associated with OPP, their paths to OPP were initially constrained to be zero.

d RCOM was specified as a second order construct (see p. 12).


                        Table 1 - Standardized Structural Model Resultsa                 
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OPPb =  -.98 RCOM -.32 RCxALTU + .16 ALTU - .04 INV -.20 IRINV + .03 START + .28 END

            (-4.72)          (-2.51)                  (1.22)          (-.33)      (-1.20)           (0.21)             (2.09)      (t-value)

           + .25 INCENT - .02 RISK + .39 LOY -.18 LxL + .22 VOI - .20 RCxVOI + .001 YRS + ζ (= .15)

             (2.98)              (-.17)          (3.99)       (-2.18)       (2.10)     (-2.39)               (0.02)                (5.07)

OPP
Squared Multiple Correlation:
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a Final Figure 1 model using maximum likelihood and LISREL 8.

b OPP = Opportunism, etc. (see Appendix B).


                      Table 2 - Measurement Model Resultsa                     
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Latent Variable Covariances and Correlations:b

a  Maximum likelihood using LISREL 8.

b  Covariances on and below the diagonal, correlations above.

c  INV = Relationship Investments, etc. (see Appendix B).

Table 3- Percentages of Study Firms Reporting They Intended to Be Opportunistic


END and INCENT




END and INCENT

below the        





below the      

study average: 





study average:

                            ALTU                                                        ALTU      

                        Lowa   Higha                                               Lowa   Higha
            Lowa    50%b    ADVANCE \u763%ADVANCE \d7                                   Lowa    54%    ADVANCE \u7 61%ADVANCE \d7 

RCOM                                                      RCOM 

            Higha   40%     ADVANCE \d720%ADVANCE \u7                                    Higha  35%    ADVANCE \d7 25%ADVANCE \u7  


          (1)        (2)
 


                        (3)       (4)    (Column Number)
a Below or above the study average for the variable.

b The table is read as follows: 50% of the firms with low (below average) ALTU and RCOM were neutral, agreed, or strongly agreed they intended to be opportunistic, 63% of the firms with high (above average) ALTU and low RCOM reported the same thing, etc.


Table 4- Unstandardized Opportunism (OPP) Associations with Relationship Commitment (RCOM)


and Alternative Unattractiveness (ALTU)

          ALTU-OPP Association                RCOM-OPP Association  

           Moderated by RCOMa                     Moderated by ALTUe        

                  SE of                                            SE of



                  ALTU    ALTU                            RCOM   RCOM             

    RCOM   Coef-     Coef-        t-       ALTU   Coef-     Coef-        t-     

     Levelb   ficientc   ficientd    value    Levelf  ficient g  ficienth   value   

       5
-0.15
0.12
-1.23         5
-1.41       0.35      -4.02 

     4.01i
0.12
0.10
 1.22         4
-1.14       0.26      -4.46 

        4
 0.12
0.10
 1.25      3.49i
-1.00       0.21      -4.73 

        3
 0.40
0.17
 2.37         3
-.86       0.18      -4.93

        2
 0.68
0.27
 2.53         2
-.59       0.14      -4.13

     1.29
0.87
0.34
 2.56         1      
-.31       0.18      -1.69 

      (1)          (2)          (3)          (4)        (5)         (6)         (7)          (8)      (Column Number)

a
The table displays the variable association of RCOM and ALTU with opportunism OPP. When the existing level of RCOM was low in column 1, small changes in ALTU were positively associated with OPP (see column 2). At higher levels of RCOM however, ALTU was less strongly associated with OPP, until for RCOM higher than 3, the association was nonsignificant as Provan and Skinner (1989) reported (see column 4). When RCOM was very high, ALTU was negatively associated with OPP as Ping (1993) reported (although in the present study this association was not significant for very high RCOM).

b  The value of RCOM ranged from 1.29 (= low relationship commitment) to 5 in the study.

c  The coefficient of ALTU is determined by (.121-.276RCOM)ALTU with RCOM mean centered. E.g., when RCOM = 1.29 the coefficient of ALTU is .121-.276*(1.29 - 4.01) = .87.

d  The Standard Error of the ALTU coefficient is given by

     ADVANCE \r0

ADVANCE \r0______________________   ADVANCE \r0

ADVANCE \r0      _____________________________________________________

    Var(bALTU+bRCxALTURCOM)  =  Var(bALTU) + RCOM2Var(bRCxALTU) + 2RCOMCov(bALTU,bRCxALTU).

e
The table displays the observed joint association of RCOM and ALTU with OPP. When ALTU was low in column 5, the RCOM association with OPP was not significant as Ping's (1993) satisfaction-opportunism association would imply (see column 8). However as ALTU increased, RCOM's association with OPP strengthened, until it was negatively associated with OPP as John's (1984) results suggested.

f  The value of ALTU ranged from 1 (= low alternative unattractiveness) to 5 in the study. 

g  The unstandardized coefficient of RCOM is determined by (-.996-.276ALTU)RCOM with ALTU

     mean centered. E.g., when ALTU = 1 the coefficient of RCOM is -.996-.276*(1-3.49) = -.31.

h  The Standard Error of the RCOM coefficient is given by

     ADVANCE \r0

ADVANCE \r0

ADVANCE \r0

ADVANCE \r0

ADVANCE \r0

ADVANCE \r0______________________         ADVANCE \r0

ADVANCE \r0____________________________________________________

    Var(bRCOM+bRCxALTUALTU)  =  Var(bRCOM) + ALTU2Var(bRCxALTU) + 2ALTUCov(bRCOM,bRCxALTU),

    where Var and Cov denote variance and covariance, and b denotes unstandardized structural

    coefficient.

i  Mean value in the study.

Endnotes
�. The term opportunism has multiple meanings, even in the economic literature. In the present paper opportunism is used to signify covert self interest seeking at the expense of the relationship. Examples include distorting or withholding important information from the relationship partner firm, reinterpreting implicit or explicit contract provisions in the opportunistic firm's favor, or shirking important interfirm relationship obligations (Anderson and Weitz 1986). Other examples include misrepresenting information and intentions to the relationship partner firm, and over-stating unfavorable market conditions to the partner firm (see Anderson 1988). Thus it is important at the micro or individual relationship level because it raises economic and social costs in the interfirm exchange relationship.


�. John�son (1982) argued the appearance of commitment is shown by having to stay in a relationship because of what he termed structural commitment. In the present research we will use the term structural commitment for Johnson's relationship dependence because use of the term commitment in this context seems inappropriate. 


�. Specifically, a firm's opportunism is argued to be likely to increase with partner firm's declining alternative relationships and increasing transaction- or relationship-specific investments.


�. Other interfirm studies have involved opportunism peripherally. Ping (1993) investigated opportunism as one of five responses to relationship dissatisfaction. Other such interfirm studies include Dwyer and Oh (1987), and Gundlach, Achrol and Mentzer (1995).


�. The average duration of the relationship between retailers and their primary wholesalers in the sample was 13.4 years, with a standard deviation of 12.3 years. Nearly twenty percent of these firms had done business with their primary wholesaler for twenty years or more.


�. Curiously, a Figure 1 model estimated using (unsummed) consistent submeasures identified by dropping items from the Appendix B measures produced results that were interpretationally equivalent to those shown in the tables.


�. Because satisfaction minimum neglect and minimum exiting were specified with a single summed indicator each, the second order measurement model was exactly identified and thus fit the data perfectly.


�. The squared correlations for the indicators of RCOM (i.e., SAT, MINNEG and MINEXP) exceeded the Average Variance Extracted for RCOM (see Table 2). While this suggests these variables were indistinct from RCOM, this is actually desirable for indicators (i.e., SAT, MINNEG and MINEXP) of a construct (i.e., RCOM).


�.  Intrepretational confounding in structural equation models was defined as the effect of model structure upon the measurement of model constructs, and thus its effect on the empirical meaning of the constructs in a model (see Burt 1976 and Bagozzi 1980). It can also be viewed as an effect of measurement on the coefficient estimates in a structural model-- changes in itemization can produce changes in coefficient estimates (see Anderson and Gerbing 1988).


�.  Latent variable reliability ρX of the latent variable X with n indicators xi is given by


� EMBED WPWin6.1  ���


where ΛX = λx1 + λx2 + ... + λxn, θX = Var(εx1) + Var(εx2) + ... + Var(εxn), and Var(X) is the dissattenuated or measurement model variance of X (Werts, Linn and Jöreskog 1974) .
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