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NOTES ON SALESPERSON-EMPLOYER RELATIONSHIPS:

RESPONSES TO RELATIONSHIP PROBLEMS 

AND THEIR ANTECEDENTS


Abstract
Responses to problems in committed relationships, those characterized by an implicit or explicit pledge of relationship continuity, have received attention in several literatures outside of personal selling. There it is argued that an offended party will exit the relationship as a last resort. First they are likely to respond with loyalty, remaining silent with confidence that things will get better, or with voice, constructive attempts to change objectionable relationship conditions. Relationship neglect, allowing the relationship to deteriorate, and opportunism, surreptitious self-interest seeking, also have been proposed as responses to relationship problems. Antecedents of these responses include relationship satisfaction, alternative attractiveness, past relationship investment, and the cost to switch relationships.

This research proposes that organizational commitment and goal congruency are uninvestigated antecedents of these responses, that several previous hypotheses are incorrect, and there are uninvestigated linkages among the antecedents. These proposals are explored using salespersons, and the results shed new light on responses such as turnover.

What do salespersons do when they experience problems with their employer, such as territory reduction, commission caps, or being passed over for a promotion? While salespersons' responses to problems with their employer have not been formally studied as far as we know, it is easy to guess what they might do: they might complain, or they might think about working somewhere else. 

The situation may be more complex, however. In the economics literature Hirschman (1970) proposed that instead of simply exiting a (committed) relationship, offended parties are likely to either complain first, which he termed voice, or they could be optimistically silent, which he termed loyalty. He described voice as complaining to the relationship partner with the expectation that the problem would be remedied and the relationship would survive. This has been termed positive complaint behavior (see Rusbult, Zembrodt and Gunn 1982) to distinguish it from more negative complaint behavior (e.g., Singh 1990). Later research characterized voice as constructive attempts by the subject to change objectionable relationship conditions; actively seeking problem removal by contacting the relationship partner in a positive, relationship preserving, manner, ​and cooperatively discuss​ing and working with the relationship partner to improve the situation (see Ping 1993).

Hirschman was equivocal in his discussions of loyalty, alternately characterizing it as either "remaining silent, confident that things will get better" or "not exiting." Since then, Hirschman's loyalty has been generally characterized as "optimistic silence" in the responses-to-relationship-problems literature, but the concept remains somewhat enigmatic (see Goodwin 1991). Researchers typically characterize Hirschman's loyalty as a predisposition to overlook problems because they fix them​selves. Problems are viewed as transi​to​ry phenome​na: they work themselves out or are fixed by others, so the subject ignores them. 

Nevertheless, as Ping (1993) pointed out, most marketing literatures, including personal selling, focus on relationship formation and maintenance, and what could be termed motivation within the relationship. These literatures implicitly assume that subjects (eventually) simply exit a dissatisfactory relationship. As a result, they typically pay little attention to other responses to relationship problems besides exiting, or turnover as it is termed in personal selling. However, these and other responses to relationship problems may occur ahead of exit and thus provide, as Hirschman (1970) argued, useful "early warnings." Thus, because of the economic importance of relationship maintenance in personal selling, recognition of these responses and appropriate interventions are or should be important to maintaining employer-salesperson relationships.

In addition to proposing alternatives to exiting, Hirschman also proposed that exit, voice and loyalty had antecedents that included the respondent's overall satisfaction with the relationship, their investment in the relationship, and the attractiveness of alternative relationships. While he had plans to do so (see Hirschman 1970:146), apparently he never tested his proposals.

However, Rusbult and her colleagues, among others, have tested Hirschman's proposals in romantic relationships (e.g., Rusbult, Zembrodt and Gunn 1982; see also Rusbult 1980), and employment relationships (e.g., Farrell and Rusbult 1981, Rusbult and Farrell 1983). Based on multidimensional scaling, she also proposed and tested an additional response to relationship problems in romantic relationships, relationship neglect, which she characterized as passively letting the relationship deteriorate (Rusbult and Zembrodt 1983; see Rusbult, Zembrodt and Gunn 1982). Farrell (1983) also proposed and tested this response to problems in employment relationships (see Rusbult, Farrell, Rogers and Mainous 1988). Relationship neglect involves not caring about the relationship, expending no effort to maintain it, and a willingness to let the relationship deteriorate. Ping (1993) characterized neglect as emotional exiting without physical exiting. Farrell (1983) stated that employee neglect behaviors included lax and disregardful behaviors, and suggested they included lateness and absenteeism (also see Rusbult, Farrell, Rogers and Mainous 1988).

The Hirschman-Rusbult model of responses to relationship problems has been extended to include opportunism, self interest seeking with guile, that could be viewed as an aggressive-retaliatory response to relationship problems (Ping 1993) (see Rosse and Miller 1984; also see Homans 1974; Walster, Berscheid and Walster 1976). An individual's opportunism occurs within a relationship the opportunist usually wishes to continue. Thus, an opportunist must hide their self-interest maximizing from the relationship partner. It was introduced in the economics literature to explain the "failure of markets," firms choosing to cease external contracting for their inputs or outputs in response to opportunism, and vertically integrating instead to obtain these inputs or outputs (see Williamson 1975). Despite arguments that it should be rare in individuals (e.g., Hill 1990), it has been self-reported in several contexts, including salespersons (see Anderson 1988). 

Based on Porter's work on exit barriers (e.g., Porter 1980), among others (Levinger 1979, Johnson 1982), an additional antecedent of the responses to relationship problems was proposed, the cost to switch to an alternative relationship (Ping 1993). The resulting Hirschman-Rusbult-Ping model has been tested in a marketing channel context (see Ping 1993).

The present research extends this model by proposing that goal congruency, the subject's perception that what is beneficial to one party is beneficial to the other, and organizational commitment are antecedents of the responses to relationship problems. Anderson (1988) studied goal congruency in salespersons as an antecedent of opportunism. Goal congruency, the subject and the organization are both working for the same goals and objectives, was introduced in the agency-theory literature (see Jensen and Meckling 1976). There it is viewed as a desirable organizational trait that should be cultivated because it is a substitute for bureaucratic surveillance (Ouchi 1980). Organizational commitment, identification with and involvement in an organization, has been well studied and it is believed to be an antecedent of exiting or turnover in several literatures (see Brown and Peterson 1993, Mathieu and Zajac 1990).

There are also uninvestigated linkages among the antecedents of responses to relationship problems. Ping (2003) studied some of these linkages, including the direct linkages between satisfaction and alternative attractiveness and investment. The present research proposes that all the antecedents of responses to relationship problems are linked, in some cases in novel ways.

The present research investigates the Hirschman-Rusbult-Ping model with the additional antecedents organizational commitment and goal congruency, and the linkages among the model antecedents, in a salesperson context. Along the way it proposes an alternative theoretical view of employee opportunism in order to generate several novel hypotheses. This research also proposes that several hypotheses in the Hirschman-Rusbult-Ping model have been incorrectly stated in the past. The model-test results include unexpected findings such as the performance of organizational commitment, and overall it is offered as a small step toward further understanding salesperson responses to employment relationship problems.

LITERATURE
Hirschman's proposal of other responses to relationship problems besides exiting (Hirschman 1970) and their antecedents, and the research of Rusbult and her colleagues on her extension of Hirschman's model (Rusbult, Zembrodt and Gunn 1983) have generated considerable research in several literatures. For example, when this article was written the Social Science Index listed more than 2000 citations of Hirschman (1970), and more than 150 citations of Rusbult and her colleagues application of the Hirschman-Rusbult model to employer-employer relations (Rusbult and Farrell 1983) (see Dowding, Mergoupis and Van Vught 2000; Hagedoorn, Van Yperen, Van de Vliert and Buunk 1999; and Goodwin 1991 for summaries). Within Marketing, Ping's extension of the Hirschman-Rusbult model (Ping 1993) was cited more than 30 times.

Literature directly or indirectly related to the model is summarized in Bansal, Taylor and James (2005); De Wulf and Odekerken-Schroder (2001); Ping (1993), and Ping (2003). For example, the Hirschman-Rusbult model (Rusbult, Zembrodt and Gunn 1983) was proposed and tested in two steps. Rusbult (1980) proposed what she termed an investment model that contained satisfaction, alternatives, investment and exiting. Similar proposals have been made by other authors (e.g., Johnson 1982; Ko, Price and Mueller 1997; Brown and Peterson 1993). 

Several of the responses to relationship problems and their antecedents have been studied individually, some of them in personal selling. Exiting or turnover has been extensively studied in many literatures including personal selling (e.g., Bansal, Taylor and James 2005; see Brown and Peterson 1993 for a summary). However, voice and opportunism have received comapratively less attention in Marketing (see Ping 1997 for a summary of voice research, and Jap and Anderson 2003 for a summary of opportunism). The investment model antecedents, satisfaction, alternatives and investment, have been extensively studied (see Geyskins, Steenkamp and Kumar 1999; Le and Agnew 2003), and these antecedents have received considerable attention in personal selling (see Brown and Peterson 1993 for summaries). Switching costs have also received attention (Ping 1993; Lam, Shankar, Erramilli and Murthy 2004; Burnham, Frels and Mahajan 2003; Jones, Mothersbaugh and Betty 2002). However, Hirschman's loyalty as a response to relationship problems, and Rusbult's neglect have received comparatively little attention in Marketing. (Customer) loyalty, for example is typically conceptualized in Marketing as simply not exiting, with little or no consideration of relationship problems (see for example the citations in Bell, Auh and Smalley 2005).

In addition to those with exiting or turnover, most of the linkages in the Hirschman-Rusbult-Ping model have been observed (e.g., Sinclair and Fehr 2005; Sverke and Goslinga 2003; Maitland 1995; Derlega, Winstead, Lewis and Maddux 1993; Goodwin 1991; Singh 1990; Whitney and Cooper 1989; Lyons and Lowery 1989; Anderson 1988; and Farrell and Rusbult 1981; Ping 1993, 1999; Rusbult 1980; Rusbult, Zembrodt and Gunn 1982; Rusbult and Farrell 1983; Rusbult and Zembrodt 1983; Rusbult, Johnson and Morrow 1986; Rusbult, Farrell, Rogers and Mainous 1988). However, the results have been mixed for several responses (see Table 3). While other explanations are plausible, some of the hypothesized associations appear to be sensitive to differences in study context. For example, relationship neglect and alternative attractiveness have been unassociated, or negatively or positively associated, depending on context. Thus, an objective of the present research is to test the Hirschman-Rusbult-Ping model in the salesperson context.

RESPONSES TO RELATIONSHIP PROBLEMS 
IN SALESPERSON-EMPLOYER RELATIONSHIPS

We will argue the antecedents of the responses to relationship problems satisfaction, organizational commitment, goal congruency, alternative attractiveness, past relationship investments, and switching costs are associated with the responses, loyalty, voice, opportunism, neglect and exiting. We will then argue the antecedents are themselves linked to each other.

Beginning with the responses to relationship problems, authors have argued that relationship satisfaction should be positively associated with responses to relationship problems that are relationship positive: loyalty, the subject remaining silent with confidence that things will get better, and voice, constructive attempts by the subject to change objectionable relationship conditions. Specifically, as relationship satisfaction increases and the relationship becomes more valuable (Thibaut and Kelly 1959) relationship "positive" responses to relationship problems, those that do no harm to the relationship, should be likely (see Hirschman 1970, Rosse and Hulin 1985, Rusbult and her colleagues, Ping 1993). Similarly, as relationship satisfaction increases and the relationship becomes more valuable, relationship "negative" responses to relationship problems, those that allow or cause harm to the relationship should be less likely. Thus, satisfaction should be negatively associated with relationship neglect, allowing the relationship to deteriorate (Ping 1983, Rosse and Hulin 1985, Rusbult and her collegues); opportunism, surreptitious self-interest seeking at the expense of the relationship partner (Anderson 1988, Pfeffer and Salancik 1978, Ping 1983; and exiting (see the citations in Brown and Peterson 1993, Hirschman 1970, Rusbult and her colleagues, Ping 1993). 

Formally,

H1a: satisfaction is positively associated with loyalty, voice and organizational commitment, and negatively associated with opportunism and neglect.

Similarly, attributes of a satisfactory relationship, including goal congruency and organizational commitment, should also be associated with responses to relationship problems. Specifically because goal congruency and organizational commitment also make a relationship perceptually more valuable, they should be positively associated with responses to relationship problems that do no harm to the relationship, loyalty and voice. Similarly, as goal congruency and organizational commitment increase and the relationship becomes more valuable, responses to relationship problems that allow or cause harm to the relationship should be less likely. Thus, goal congruency and organizational commitment should be negatively associated with relationship neglect, opportunism, and exiting (also see the citations in Brown and Peterson 1993).

Satisfaction has been observed to be negatively associated with exiting when organizational commitment is not measured (e.g., Netemeyer, Johnson and Burton 1990). However, based on Williams and Hazers 1986 and other studies (e.g., Davy, Kinicki and Scheck 1991, see Brown and Peterson 1993 and Mathieu and Zajac 1990 for summaries) the satisfaction-exiting association should be mediated by organizational commitment (however, see Sager 1994, and Curry, Wakefield, Price and Mueller 1986--as Brooke, Russell and Price (1988) suggested, the link between these two variables may be more complex than previous thought and empirical research have suggested). Specifically, satisfaction should increase organizational commitment, which then decreases exiting. The relationship is similar to clouds creating rain in order to create puddles, but clouds not necessarily directly creating puddles. Thus, we should withdraw the prediction that there is a direct link between satisfaction and exiting, and hypothesize instead that satisfaction is positively associated with organizational commitment, which in turn is negatively associated with exiting. Thus, satisfaction should not be directly associated with exiting when organizational commitment is measured. This is consistent with Rosse and Millers (1984) arguments that dissatisfied employees first withdraw emotionally before they withdraw physically.

In summary, 

H1b: goal congruency and organizational commitment are positively associated with loyalty and voice, and negatively associated with opportunism, exiting and neglect. 

Previous studies have hypothesized that alternative attractiveness should be negatively associated with loyalty and neglect, and positively associated with voice, opportunism and exit. As the attractiveness of alternatives increases and the subject becomes less likely to be passive when there are relationship problems (Ping 1993), they subject should be more inclined to be vocal (Rusbult and her collegues, Ping 1993), "even the score up a bit" (opportunism) (Ping 1993, Provan and Skinner 1989), or exit (see the citations in Brown and Peterson 1993, Ping 1993, and Rusbult and her collegues). They should also be less inclined to be passive by being loyal, optimistic silence (Hirschman 1970, Rusbult and her collegues, Ping 1993), or pessimistic silence, neglect (Rusbult and her collegues, Ping 1993).

However, we disagree with previous arguments that alternative attractiveness should be positively associated with voice. For example, Rusbult, Farrell, Rogers and Mainous 1988 and others have argued that subjects are likely to be active rather than passive in their responses to relationship problems when there are alternatives, and they should be vocal. Nevertheless, that alternatives to the present relationship should decrease the likelihood of voice was one of the reasons for Hirschman's monograph (see Hirschman 1970:44). He argued that, other things being equal, one is likely to be vocal when there are few alternatives to the present relationship, not when there are more. Thus, we propose that alternative attractiveness should be negatively associated with voice. 

Thus, 

H2: alternative attractiveness is negatively associated with voice, loyalty and neglect, and positively associated with opportunism and exiting.

Previous research has also argued that relationship investment and switching cost should be positively associated with the positive responses to relationship problems (loyalty and voice) and negatively associated with the negative responses (relationship neglect, opportunism and exit). When sunk costs such as relationship investments, or future costs, switching costs, are high, subjects should prefer positive responses to relationship problems that safeguard or avoid these costs (Hirschman 1970, Rusbult and her collegues, Ping 1993), and they should avoid negative responses that risk losing or incuring these costs (see the citations in Brown and Peterson 1993, Rusbult and her colleagues, and Ping 1993). 

However, we disagree that opportunism should be negatively associated with investment and switching cost (e.g., Ping 1993). Opportunism at the level of an individual could plausibly be viewed as an equity restoring behavior (see Walster, Berscheid and Walster 1976). Equity as it is used here, has been characterized as "keeping score" of partner's rewards and costs in a relationship, relative to the subject's rewards and costs. Equity has been heavily researched, and the evidence suggests that in high quality relationships partners do not "keep score." However, in lower quality relationships one or both relationship partners should be acutely aware of any imbalance of relationship rewards and costs. There, opportunism might unilaterally reduce the opportunist's relationship cost, and increase their rewards, and/or increase partner's relationship cost and/or decrease their rewards. While there is always a risk of discovery, if this risk is low enough or far enough in the future, an opportunistic salesperson, for example, could falsify call reports (a cost reduction for the salesperson) or inflate expense reports (an increased reward to the salesperson with an increased cost to the employer) to "even the score up a bit" (improve equity). Thus, we hypothesize that past relationship investment and the cost to switch relationships should increase equity restoring activities such as opportunism.

Formally, 

H3: investment and switching cost are positively associated with opportunism, loyalty and voice, and negatively associated with exit and neglect.

Turning to the linkages among the antecedents of responses to relationship problems, agency theory predicts that principals (e.g., firms) and their agents (e.g., employees) should have divergent goals (e.g., the firm maximizes its profit while employees maximize their profit) (see Eisenhardt 1985, Leibenstein 1982). To the extent the organizations goals and objectives approximate those of the individual (goal congruency) the individual should be attracted to the organization (Byrne 1969). Over time, sharing similar goals and objectives should be rewarding to the individual. These rewards should increase the subject's satisfaction and strengthen their identification with the organization, and thus increase an individual's efforts to maintain and build the relationship (Ouchi 1980), which captures Mowday, Steers and Porters (1979) definition of the concept of organizational commitment (p. 226). Thus, 

H4: goal congruency is positively associated with satisfaction and organizational commitment.

Using several theoretical arguments, Johnson and Rusbult (1989) proposed that relationship satisfaction should reduce the attractiveness of alternatives. Because the subject's comparison level for alternatives (CLalt) with respect to satisfaction should have been increased in a satisfactory relationship (Thibaut and Kelly 1959), the satisfaction available in alternative relationships should appear less attractive in comparison. Using similar logic, attributes of a satisfactory relationship such as goal congruency should raise the subject's CLalt for goal congruency, and the goal congruency available in alternative relationships should also appear less attractive. Similarly, using other authors' logical arguments (see Scanzioni 1979) Dwyer, Schurr and Oh (1987) proposed that in committed relationships alternative relationships should be less attractive. Johnson and Rusbult (1989) also concluded that greater commitment was associated with what they termed alternative devaluation. Thus, 

H5: satisfaction, organizational commitment and goal congruency are positively associated with alternative unattractiveness.

Similarly, a satisfactory relationship should perceptually magnify the cost to switch relationships. Johnson (1982) implied that exiting obtains when cost to stay exceeds the cost to leave. This hints that when satisfaction is high switching costs may be perceived as high. Rusbult (1980, p. 174) stated that as satisfaction increases, relationship costs should decrease. Using comparison level logic (Thibaut and Kelly 1959), because a subject's CLalt for costs in their satisfactory relationship should be low (e.g., Walster et al. 1976), the additional costs to switch relationships should appear unattractive in comparison (e.g., Ping 1990). Depth interviews with a convenient sample of salespersons suggested no one voluntarily would incur these unnecessary costs if they are satisfied with their present employer. Using dissonance logic (Festinger 1957), switching costs that are unnecessary and unattractive are likely to be evaluated as perceptually high, rather than perceptually low. 

Thus, the costs to switch from a satisfactory relationship should appear unattractive (Ping 1990), and satisfaction and switching cost should be positively associated.

Using similar logic, the attributes of satisfactory relationships, including goal congruency and organizational commitment, should lower the subject's CLalt for costs, and switching costs should also appear less attractive and thus likely to be judged as high. Thus, the attributes of a satisfactory relationship, including goal congruency and organizational commitment, should be positively associated with switching cost.

In summary, 

H6: satisfaction, organizational commitment and goal congruency are positively associated with switching cost.

Using consistency arguments (Festinger 1957), Ping (2003) argued that past investments in a relationship should be likely to increase the subject's satisfaction with their relationship. Subjects tend to alter their feelings to be consistent with their past actions (Festinger 1957), in this case past investments. Since subjects are likely to seek satisfaction rather than dissatisfaction (Homans 1961), increased investments should be likely to increase satisfaction (rather than dissatisfaction). This effect should also extend to other feelings in a satisfactory relationship, such as goal congruency and organizational commitment. Thus, 

H7: investment should be positively associated with satisfaction, organizational commitment, and goal congruency.

Ping (2003) argued that investments also increase alternative unattractiveness and switching cost. Investment should be a combination of those investments that are transferable to another relationship and those that are not. Investments that are nontransferable to alternative relationships should increase the unattractiveness of these alternatives and the cost to switch to these alternatives because subjects should not want to lose them and be forced to incur the costs in time, money and effort to replace them. In turn, the magnitude of the time, money and effort to replace the nontransferable switching costs should increase the unattractiveness of alternative relationships (Porter 1980). Thus investment increases alternative unattractiveness and switching costs, and switching costs increase alternative unattractiveness.  

In summary,

H8: investment should be positively associated with alternative unattractiveness and switching cost; and

H9: switching cost should be positively associated with alternative unattractiveness.

Previous studies lend empirical support to some of these proposals (see Table 3), and the proposals are summarized in Figure 1.

A TEST OF THE PROPOSED MODEL USING SALESPERSONS
The Figure 1 model was tested using a mailed-out survey of salespersons.

Sampling

The study population was U.S. salespersons who represented a single firm that also employed them--it excluded independent agents and brokers. The sampling frame was the subscription list of a major personal selling publication, and the sample was selected using n-th name selections of 100 pretest salesperson names and addresses, then 900 final-test salesperson names and addresses.

Pretesting

The final-test mailing was preceded by several scenario analyses that were used to preliminarily evaluate the measures. 
 These were followed by the pretest mailing used to gauge the response rate, and to further assess the psychometric properties of the measures.
 While the study measures were judged sufficiently reliable and valid for the final test mailing, minor changes were made to the cover letter, and the questionnaire instructions and format.

Final Test

Two hundred seventy eight usable responses resulted from the final-test mailing, a 31% usable response rate. Based on a comparison of the demographics of the responses and published salespersons' demographics, the responses were judged to be representative of the study population.

Measures

The study concepts were measured used existing scales or adaptations or existing scales. The conceptual and operational definitions of these measures are shown in Table 1. For example, satisfaction was conceptualized as the subject's global evaluation of relationship fulfillment (see Brown and Peterson 1993). The conceptual domain of satisfaction was the overall evaluation of the relationship; an appraisal of the relationship attributes ​that are reward​ing, profit​able or instrumen​tal. Its operational definition was the belief that the relationship is satisfactory, and items included, "All in all, my relationship with my company is very satisfactory." Satisfaction was initially measured using two scales, one developed by Bagozzi (1980), and one adapted from a measure developed by Ping (1993). Based on their scenario analysis, pre- and final-test performances, the second measure was chosen to estimate the Figure 1 structural model.

Exiting was operationalized as exit propensity, the disinclination to continue the current relationship, and it was initially measured using two scales, one developed by Bluedorn (1982), and another adapted from a measure developed by Ping (1993). Based on the scenario analysis and pretest results the second measure was selected for use in the final test.

Goal congruency and opportunism were measured using scales developed by Anderson (1988), and the measures for alternative attractiveness, switching cost and voice, were adapted from measures developed by Ping (1993). 

Organizational commitment was measured using a scale developed by Mowday, Steers and Porter (1979). However, it was multidimensional.
 The measures for loyalty, investment, and neglect, which were adapted from measures developed by Ping (1993), and the opportunism measure, were also multidimensional. For these multidimensional measures the Factor 1 items of each scale were used instead of the full measure.

Reliability and Validity
After minimal item weeding to attain internal consistency,
,
 the measures were judged to be internally and externally consistent. The reliabilities of the study variables were above .85, which suggested they were reliable (see Table 2). Example items for these measures are shown in Table 1. 

Each measure was judged to be content or face valid, and each latent variable was correlated with other latent variables in theoretically plausible directions (see Table 2), which suggested their construct validity. With one exception, each measure had an Average Variance Extracted (AVE, the percentage of variance not due to measurement error) (see Fornell and Larker 1981) above 0.5, which suggested their convergent validity (see Table 2). With the same exception, each measure's squared correlation, or percentage covariance, with each of the other study variables was less than their error-free variance percentages, AVE's, of both variables involved in the correlation, which suggested their discriminant validity (i.e., they were empirically distinct from one another) (see Fornell and Larker 1981). 

Organizational commitment (OC), however, was not convergent or discriminant valid, and it produced estimation difficulties in the Figure 1 structural model. Its percentage error-free variance, AVE, was less than 0.5 (0.47) suggesting it was composed primarily of error variance, and thus not convergent valid. In addition, its percentage covariance, its squared correlation, with at least two other study variables, satisfaction and goal congruency, was greater than the percentage error-free variance, AVE's, of both variables involved in the correlation, suggesting it was empirically indistinct from these variables--all its error-free variance was involved in covariance.
 Thus, because OC was composed of more than 50% error variance and it was empirically identical to several other study variables, retaining OC in the Figure 1 model was judged to be inappropriate on validity grounds. 

Measurement and Structural Models

Nevertheless, two Figure 1 models were estimated using LISREL 8 and maximum likelihood estimation. Specifically, the revised measurement and structural models for Figure 1, without Organizational Commitment, were estimated and judged to fit the data (see Tables 4 and 5).
 And, because of organizational commitment's prominence in the selling and employment literatures, the Figure 1 model was also estimated with organizational commitment. 

However, lack of discriminant validity usually produces subtle, to obvious, estimation difficulties because of the higher correlations between one or more latent variables that frequently attends discriminant invalidity. Estimating the Figure 1 structural model with organizational commitment initially produced standardized structural coefficients for organizational commitment that were greater than 1 in absolute value ( |1| ) (see Table 6), probably because of its near-collinearity with several variables (see Table 2). Standardized structural coefficients are related to correlations and should be less than or equal to |1| (see Blalock 1979), suggesting the initial estimates were improper. However, in this case the standardized structural coefficients greater than |1| could be "remedied" by correlating the structural disturbances (ζ's) among the responses to relationship problems and re-estimating (see Table 7). 

Results

The results of estimating these two models, the (remedied) Figure 1 model with Organizational Commitment (the OC model), and the Figure 1 model without organizational commitment (the non-OC model), are shown in Tables 7, 4 and 5, and they are summarized in Table 3. The hypotheses were generally supported by both these estimations. Specifically, each of the responses to employer problems was significantly associated with one or more proposed antecedents. In addition, each of the proposed antecedents was associated with one or more responses to relationship problems, and one or more of their hypothesized antecedents. The explained variances (R2) ranged from low to comparatively high. The explained variances for of opportunism and exit, for example, were comparatively high (59% and 69-70% respectively), but the explained variances of voice, neglect and loyalty were lower (21-24%, 35-40% and 4-8% respectively) (see Table 4).

DISCUSSION

RESPONSES TO RELATIONSHIP PROBLEMS

Several of the observed direct associations were significant, but their total associations (direct plus indirect associations) were not, and vice versa. For example, investment's (INV) direct association with neglect (NEG) was not significant (see Table 3), while its total association, or total effect, was significant (see Table 8). Because these total effects reflect, for example, INV's effect on NEG via all the model paths between INV and NEG--the INV --> NEG path, plus the indirect INV --> satisfaction --> NEG path, plus the indirect INV --> alternatives (ALT) --> NEG path, plus the indirect INV --> switching cost --> NEG path--we will interpret the Table 8 total effects. 

The Figure 1 model with Organizational Commitment (OC), the OC model, and the Figure 1 model without organizational commitment, the non-OC model, were interpretationally equivalent in most cases; their structural coefficients agreed in significance and, for significant structural coefficients, in sign, except for the ALT-voice association, and the ALT-opportunism and ALT-neglect associations. Nevertheless, we primarily will rely on the non-OC model estimates for interpretation, for the reasons previously mentioned: OC failed to be convergent and discriminant valid, and its structural model required remediation with correlated structural disturbances to remove its infeasible standardized structural coefficients greater than 1 in absolute value. However, we will return to the OC model later. 

Discouraging Turnover

In the study, turnover (exiting) was likely to be discouraged by alternative unattractiveness, investments, switching costs, goal congruency, organizational commitment, and indirectly by satisfaction. These results support the well-worn prescription in sales management to increase salespersons' satisfaction in order to reduce the likelihood of turnover. However, increased relationship-specific investment, from, for example, more product training, and increased switching cost, with, for example, improved medical or dental insurance, were also likely to play a (lesser) role in discouraging turnover in the study. 

The significant satisfaction, investments and switching costs associations with alternatives suggested that alternative attractiveness was reduced by increased satisfaction, investments and switching costs, which in turn were likely to reduce turnover in the study. However, alternative attractiveness was positively correlated with exiting (see Table 2), so directly reducing alternative attractiveness instead of relying on satisfaction, investment or switching cost to reduce it may have directly reduced the likelihood of turnover in the study. This might have been accomplished using, for example, "success stories" of clients who switched from the competition.

However, based on the magnitude of their (standardized) total effects, satisfaction and organizational commitment, followed by goal congruency were most important in discouraging turnover (see Table 8). Alternatives and switching costs were a distant second, followed by investment. Thus, busy sales managers in the study should probably have attended first to satisfaction and goal congruency in their sales force. Once these were progressing satisfactorily, increasing switching costs and possibly alternative unattractiveness should have been next, and increasing sales force investments should have been last.

For emphasis, unattractive alternatives, investments and switching costs were (somewhat) likely to discourage turnover in the study. This was one of the arguments that Allen and Meyer 1990, among others (see Levinger 1979), made regarding relationship commitment: individuals stay in (appear to be committed to) a relationship either because they want to (i.e., relationship quality is high) or because they have to (e.g., the alternatives are not attractive, etc.). In this case salespersons were more likely to stay in their relationship because they wanted to, than because they had to.

However, this was true only for salespersons with levels of satisfaction and alternative attractiveness that were at the study average. Ping (1994) proposed there was an interaction between satisfaction and alternative attractiveness in their association with exiting. This was also true in the present study. As a result, as satisfaction declined the magnitude of the (positive) effect of alternative attractiveness on exiting became larger. Eventually, salespersons who had levels of satisfaction below the study average were likely to stay in their relationship because they had to--the effect of alternative attractiveness on exiting (its structural coefficient) for these salespersons was now larger than either the satisfaction or goal congruency effect. As a result, for low satisfaction salespersons in the study direct alternative attractiveness reduction efforts by sales managers may have been more likely to be efficacious than their satisfaction or goal congruency management.

In a re-estimation of the model containing organizational commitment with the satisfaction-to-exiting path free, the direct path between satisfaction and exiting was non significant (β = 

-0.193, t = -1.93). While this association might have been significant with a larger sample, its comparatively small structural coefficient is consistent with other satisfaction-organizational commitment-exiting studies, and such results add to the evidence that there may be minimal or no direct relationship between satisfaction and exiting in the presence of organizational commitment in employee relations.
 However, in the present study this result should be considered provisional--organizational commitment was empirically indistinct from both satisfaction and exiting. Nevertheless, for emphasis, in the model containing organizational commitment, satisfaction was significantly but indirectly associated with exiting, and it was the "driver" of non-exiting for salespersons with average or above average levels of satisfaction. 

We shall return to managing turnover later under Increasing Satisfaction.

Avoiding Employment-Relationship Neglect

As previously discussed, there appears to be a response to relationship problems where the subject withdraws emotionally from the relationship (Ping 1993) without physically exiting, relationship neglect. It was conceptualized in the present study as not caring about the relationship, expending no effort to maintain it, planning to do nothing to improve relationship conditions, and willingness to let the relationship die. While exiting and opportunism have been studied at least once in a personal selling context, neglect is unstudied in this context as far as we know.

Neglect was negatively correlated with voice in the study, which suggested salespersons who are neglecting the relationship are not likely to be vocal (complain). Neglect was comparatively rare in the study. About 7% of the sample did not disagree they were neglecting the relationship, and in focus groups conducted before the study neglect seemed to be a pessimistic silence about the likelihood of things getting better, as opposed to loyalty's optimistic silence. 

In these focus groups, there may have been two types of neglect: one that attends exiting--mentally "moving on" to the alternative relationship as part of the exiting process. And, there may have been another type of neglect that was emitted by dissatisfied salespersons who did not want to exit, possibly because of structural constraints (Ping 1993) such as the alternative required relocating the family against their will. This was also suggested in the study. Neglect was positively correlated with exiting (see Table 2), and among salespersons who did not disagreed they were neglecting the relationship, 66.7% agreed or strongly agreed they intended to exit the relationship.

However, 33.3% of salespersons in the sample who did not disagreed they were neglecting the relationship also did not agree they intended to exit. The focus groups results hinted that among those who were neglecting their relationship but did not intend to exit, structural constraints may have been perceived as high. Indeed in the study for salespersons who did not disagree they were neglecting the relationship but did not agree they intended to exit, 66.7% agreed or strongly agreed switching cost was high.

These results support Rosse and Hulin's (1985) assertions that subjects first emotionally withdraw from a dissatisfactory committed relationship. However, these results suggest that exiting may be a separate matter, at least for some--33.3% of salespersons who did not disagree they were neglecting the relationship were neutral or disagreed they were exiting.

This had management implications in the study. While as a percentage of the sample neglect was comparatively rare, it attended exiting for most of those in neglect. Stated differently, neglect, lax behaviors such as lateness and absenteeism, and disregardful behavior such as avoidance and lack of contact, was for most salespersons in the study an indicator of those who were exiting. Parenthetically, salesperson silence might also have suggested relationship neglect for those salespersons who have been with the organization long enough to perceive they have a large investment in the relationship--14.8% of the sample were loyal and also silent. 

The significant alternatives-neglect (total) association was in an unexpected direction in the study. Specifically, while its effect was minor when compared to satisfaction and goal congruency, neglect was increased by alternative attractiveness instead of decreased as hypothesized. However, this association has been observed to be variously nonsignificant (Rusbult, et al. 1988), positive (Ping 1993) or negative (Rusbult, et al. 1982) in previous studies, suggesting it may be sensitive to study context. Specifically, recalling the interviews where neglect may have attended "moving on," these results suggest that salespersons in the study who were neglecting their relationship may have been mentally "moving on" to an alternative relationship and neglecting the relationship as part of their exiting process. Indeed, for salespersons who did not disagree they were neglecting their relationship, 77.8% agreed the alternatives were attractive. More important, the positive alternatives-neglect (total) association suggested these salespersons might not have been concerned about appearances and the attendant possibility of organizational retaliation as they exited.

For emphasis, it was not the case that structural constraints had little affect on neglect in the study. Based on the relative magnitudes of their structural coefficients, dissatisfaction and lack of goal congruency precipitated neglect. However, given relationship neglect (neglect > 3), 77.8% of the sample viewed alternatives as attractive, and in a re-estimation of the non organizational commitment model restricted to salespersons in relationship neglect, alternatives were only the "driver" of neglect (standardized beta = 0.823, t-value = 2.33)--the other antecedents were non-significant. Parenthetically, this effect was so strong that it showed up in the full sample. Thus, given relationship neglect, alternative attractiveness was likely to have aggravated it. 

As an aside, while investment decreased neglect in the full sample and switching cost had no effect on neglect, given relationship neglect, 88.9% of the sample did not disagree their relationship investment as high (investment ≥ 3), and 66.7% viewed switching cost as high (switching cost ≥ 3), suggesting these may have slowed exiting. 

Fortunately, satisfaction and goal congruency had the major attenuating effects on neglect (see Table 8). Thus, primary activities aimed at managing exiting in the study were also likely to have managed neglect in the study. 

We will discuss the positive correlation between neglect and opportunism (see Table 2), a relationship equity restoring behavior, later. 

Cultivating Voice

As previously discussed, voice is positive complaining by those who are willing to cooperatively work to improve the situation. Voice alerts an organization to its errors of omission and commission (Hirschman 1970), and it should be negatively associated with exiting (Hirschman 1970; see Table 2). Thus, it may be desirable to cultivate voice in salespersons. 

In the present study voice was likely to be increased by relationship investment, goal congruency and unattractive alternatives (see Table 8). Of these, the primary drivers of voice were goal congruence and investment.

Alternative attractiveness was negatively associated with voice as Hirschman (1970) predicted. However, in other studies this association has been observed to be either nonsignificant (Ping 1993, Rusbult et al. 1982) or positive (Rusbult et al. 1988). While other explanations are plausible, the varied alternative attractiveness-voice associations across studies suggest this association may depend on context. Specifically, there may be an interaction in the alternatives-voice association. An interaction can produce a positive association in one study, a non-significant association in another, and a negative association in a third study. This result will become clearer later. 

Probing the possibility of an interaction with alternatives, we found that satisfaction and alternatives interacted in their association with voice. The effect of this interaction was that, as the level of overall satisfaction varied across subjects in the sample, for subjects with low overall satisfaction alternatives were positively associated with voice. However, for subjects with overall satisfaction near or above the study average alternatives were negatively associated with voice. 

In studies where this interaction was not specified the observed alternatives-voice association would be approximately the association at the study average of satisfaction (see Aiken and West 199?). Thus, in studies where this association has been nonsignificant (Ping 1993, Rusbult et al. 1982), the study average of overall satisfaction may have been low. This is suggested by the subjects with low overall satisfaction in the present where alternatives were positively associated with voice. In another study where the association was positive (Rusbult et al. 1988), the study average of overall satisfaction may have been higher than the present study. This is suggested by the subjects with higher overall satisfaction in the present where alternatives were negatively associated with voice.

We speculate that in the present salesperson context when overall satisfaction was comparatively high, attractive alternatives may have made it easier to ignore relationship problems, thus reducing voice. In that case, one could always change selling organizations if things were not fixed.

For emphasis, Hirschman (1970) predicted that subjects would become more vocal when there were few alternatives to the present relationship. Based on the interaction, this may have applied only to satisfied subjects in the study. However, Hirschman's discussions of voice suggest his prediction may have assumed satisfied subjects as well. His "voice" was emitted by subjects willing to cooperatively work to improve the situation. In different terms, they expected repair. However, Rusbult's predictions that alternative attractiveness should increase voice may have assumed less satisfied subjects, although this was not apparent in their discussions of voice. In the consumer literature, Singh (1990) observed several voice "styles" ranging from passive, to "irate" and "activist," and this may have reflected varying levels of overall satisfaction and alternatives. 

Thus, assuming there are always at least minor employment problems in selling organizations, and recalling that increasing voice is desirable because it alerts management to organizational lapses, increasing goal congruency (see the discussion of this topic under Increasing Satisfaction below), and to a lesser extent increasing relationship investment, with for example more product training may have been efficacious the study. In addition, assuming a high satisfaction salesforce, increasing alternative unattractiveness, with for example a newsletter containing success stories of customers who made the switch from a competitor, might have been employed to increase voice.

Fornell and Wernerfelt (1987) suggested directly influencing voice in consumers using 800 numbers and quick and competent complaint processing. Variations on this theme for employees such as cell phone calls, which are difficult to trace, to an 800 number that simply records messages, suggestion boxes, or a managerial "open door" policy for complaints might also have increased voice in the study. Sales managers may also have wished to publicize to their salespersons successful outcomes proceeding from other salespersons' use of voice. They may also have actively solicited salesperson voice by asking for their "number one complaint" in sales meetings or in private. They may also have considered using salesperson satisfaction surveys to facilitate voice.

The Enigma of Relationship Loyalty

As previously discussed, Hirschman's loyalty, remaining silent, confident that things will get better, has been characterized as a predisposition to overlook relationship problems because they fix them​selves. These loyal subjects view problems as transi​to​ry phenome​na; problems work themselves out or are fixed by others, so they ignore them. In the study, loyalty was positively associated with satisfaction and switching costs. However, the variance in loyalty explained by these variables was low. Rusbult et al. (1988) also observed low explained variance in loyalty (R2 = 0.123). Thus, in this context Hirschman's loyalty remains enigmatic (Goodwill 1991) because its antecedents or drivers, "causes," are not accounted-for by the proposed model. Stated differently, the proposed model does not convincingly suggest how loyalty is "created" or maintained in this context.

However, Hirschman (1970) argued that (relationship) loyal subjects should first attempt voice, and they should exit only if that fails to improve matters. Indeed, freeing the loyalty-to-voice path in the non-organizational commitment model suggested it was significant (standardized betaloyalty to voice = - 0.451, t-value = -7.67directn0.out), however the direction of this path could not be determined.
 Nevertheless, Hirschman's argument hints that subjects might begin a (committed) relationship with loyalty. Indeed, while there was no overall relationship between loyalty and the number of years the subject had been with their present company, tenure was significantly associated with loyalty among subjects with 2 or fewer years with their present company (standardized betayears to loyalty = - 0.384, t-value = -2.14). Thus, study subjects may have begun their relationship as loyal, but were likely to become vocal after about 2 years. Stated differently, relationship loyalty may have been a dispositional response to relationship problems in the study attendant to being newly committed to the relationship.

Parenthetically, we probed loyal subjects to determine their "profile" using their average satisfaction, and their perceived alternative attractiveness, investment, and switching costs. Salespersons reporting higher loyalty (loyalty greater than 3) also reported above average satisfaction, alternative unattractiveness, investment, and switching costs. In addition, because the study subjects may have been loyal for only the first few years, their percentage of the sample was comparatively small (7%). 

Bearing in mind that relationship loyal salespersons may be a small segment, and based on Hirschman's (1970) and others arguments in effect that efforts to increase loyalty may also decrease the positive aspects of voice, sales managers interested in preserving loyal behavior in the study may have maintained high satisfaction and the perception of high switching costs among those who have recently joined the organization within the last few years. 

Holding Opportunism at Bay
Opportunism, surreptitious self-interest seeking, is not new to the personal selling literature. Anderson (1988) investigated it and found the primary influence on opportunism in salespersons was goal congruency. This was also true in the present study. However, unattractive alternatives also decreased opportunism, and the investment-opportunism direct effect was significant and its total effect approached significance, suggesting that in a larger study it might be significant (see Table 8). In fact, these variables explained nearly 60% of the variance in opportunism. 

The proposed view of opportunism as an equity-balancing mechanism received some support. It was positively associated with alternatives, and negatively associated with goal congruency as hypothesized. However, while investment and switching cost were directly associated with opportunism as hypothesized, the indirect paths from investment and switching cost via alternative and goal congruency suppressed these associations because they were negative in sign. As a result, their combined or total effects were nonsignificant, although the investment-opportunism effect approached significance suggesting that in a larger sample it might have been significant. Thus, as past or sunk costs (investments in the relationship) increased, opportunism may have been (weakly) likely to increase. This suggests that subjects may have been (weakly) likely to have compensated for some of their past relationship costs using ​opportunism, and thus opportunism may have been a (weak) sunk cost re-balancing mechanism for some subjects in the study context. 

Anderson (1988) also observed an hypothesized quadratic in goal congruency (Ouchi 1979). This quadratic (goal congruency squared) was significant in the present study and it intensified the investment and switching cost effects so they were significant in total. However, their comparative effect size when compared to goal congruency still suggested that investments and switching costs were considerably less important in the study context when compared to goal congruency and alternative attractiveness. Thus, while the opportunism associations with goal congruency and investment are predicted by Transaction Cost Analysis (see Anderson 1988), the alternative association is not, and a fair comparison of the two perspectives on opportunism, Equity versus Transaction Cost Analysis, is that an equity view generates several novel hypotheses, one or two of which were weakly "confirmed" in the present study, in that they were not strongly disconfirmed.

In study of buyers and suppliers, Jap and Anderson (2003) observed an interaction with opportunism. In that study, among respondents reporting low opportunism, the goal congruency-opportunism association was nonsignificant, and investment, among other variables, was significant. With high opportunism, goal congruency was significant, and investment was less so. In the present study, with high opportunism, alternatives, investment, and goal congruency were significant and the quadratic in goal congruency was nonsignificant. However, with low opportunism, satisfaction and the quadratic in goal congruency were significant and goal congruency was nonsignificant. While other explanations are plausible, this suggests the antecedents of opportunism may be context dependence. 

Turning to the nature of opportunism, 34.8% of the sample disagreed or strongly disagreed they were opportunistic, suggesting that opportunism may have been common in the sample. This percentage was reduced to 20% for subjects with high goal congruency and few attractive alternatives. However, this suggests that while opportunism was likely to have been attenuated for some in the study, it may also have been an innate human tendency as Williamson (1975), among others argued.

Opportunism has been characterized as unlikely in individuals (e.g., Hill 1990), and others have argued that tolerating it may be less expensive than the sacrifices required to reduce it (Williamson 1981). Nevertheless, recalling that opportunism, for example padded expense reports, when discovered, might be viewed by outsiders as grounds for dismissal in this era of Sarbanes-Oxley, it now may be increasingly important to hold opportunism at bay in selling organizations. Fortunately several management activities that might have increased voice in the study, and reduced exiting and neglect were also likely to reduce opportunism. Specifically, increasing goal congruency and alternative attractiveness reduced the reported opportunism percentage in the present study to 20%. Of these, increasing the salespersons' perceptions of goal congruency had the largest effect on opportunism. 

Parenthetically, it may have been fortunate that investment had a small effect on opportunism in the study. These results suggest that investment may be a two-edged sword. Increasing it should reduce subject mobility (Jackson 1985, Klemperer 1987) and thus their exiting. However, in the study higher investment appeared to be (weakly) associated with higher opportunism. Thus, while lower investment might have produced lower opportunism in the study, its effect may not have been strong enough to dissuade managers in the study from maintaining or increasing investment because of the mobility reduction effects it should produce.

ANTECEDENTS

Increasing Satisfaction

The hypothesized linkages among antecedents of the responses to relationship problems were all significant in the hypothesized directions. Investment and goal congruency, for example, were antecedents of satisfaction. In fact these two antecedents of the responses to relationship problems explained more than 60% of the variance in satisfaction (see Table 4). However, goal congruency by far had the largest effect on satisfaction (see Table 8). 

The maintenance of relationship satisfaction is obviously desirable in salesperson-employer relationships. It has been reported to be strongly and positively associated with organizational commitment in other studies, and it was empirically identical to organizational commitment in the present study. Because organizational commitment, and indirectly, satisfaction, have been negatively related to exit intention (see Brown and Paterson 1993), and satisfaction reduced exiting and neglect, and increased voice and loyalty, in the present study, several new strategies for salesperson satisfaction management in the study were suggested. Sixty-one percent of the variance in relationship satisfaction was explained primarily by goal congruency and to lesser extent investment (see Table 3). This suggests that satisfaction management activities aimed at increasing goal congruency and relationship investment may be important to relationship maintenance in this context. 

However, there is little in the personal selling literature on the management of goal congruency. Thus, it may be instructive to look at the items that composed opportunism. The logic for looking at opportunism is, using Aristotelian logic, if A implies B, then not B implies not A. Or, in this case if goal congruency is likely to imply not opportunism, then not opportunism is likely to imply (not not) goal congruency. Factor 1 of opportunism was composed primarily of items involving the company's lack of candor, and the requirement for altered facts and exaggerated needs to get what is needed. Other opportunism items included the requirement for presenting facts so the subject looks good, and that honesty does not pay. Thus goal congruency in this context might have been increased, for example, by improved management candor and reduced difficulty in getting what is needed, presumably for selling or the customer. Unfortunately, the items of goal congruency are less revealing. The strongest loading item on goal congruency was the sense of team effort between the subject and the company. Thus, goal congruency in this context might have been increased using, for example, "beat the boss" golf outings. Investment might have been increased by increasing relationship specific investments in, for example, product training, and by emphasizing longevity with valuable awards for longevity. 

Parenthetically, the logic involving the items of opportunism suggest a novel approach to managing turnover using goal congruency. Specifically, since goal congruency was likely to reduce exiting, improved management candor, reduced difficulty in getting what is needed, and rewarding honesty may have been likely to attenuated exiting.

Reducing Alternative  Attractiveness

The Figure 1 satisfaction-alternatives path and the paths to alternatives from investment, switching cost and goal congruency were all significant in the hypothesized directions (see Table 8). In fact more than half of the variance in alternatives was explained by these variables. Specifically, satisfaction followed by goal congruency were most likely to decrease alternative attractiveness in the study. These results suggest that salespersons in the study were likely to devalue their alternatives, as Johnson and Rusbult (1989) and others argued, primarily as the relationship quality variables, satisfaction and goal congruency, increased, and secondarily as structural constraints such as investments and switching costs increased.

Sales managers in the study interested in reducing alternative attractiveness and thus reducing exiting, neglect and opportunism, and cultivating voice may have considered two approaches: indirectly by increasing satisfaction, investment, switching costs and goal congruency, and directly by, for example, tailoring promotional activities specifically for their sales persons in order to reduce alternative attractiveness. Promoting superior sales support, comparatively or unilaterally, for example, may be efficacious. Providing "success stories" in newsletters, ostensibly aimed at customers but directed to sales persons, that tell of other customers who switched from the competition firms may also be useful.

Increasing Switching Costs

Switching costs had the antecedents satisfaction, investment and goal congruency. Of these antecedents satisfaction and investment were largest, followed by goal congruency. Thus, managers in the study interested in increasing switching costs and thus increasing loyalty and decreasing exiting may have done so by increasing its antecedents, and, for example, increasing benefits that would be lost in exiting such as improved educational benefits for the subject or their family. 

Organizational Commitment

Organizational commitment did not perform well in the study. Its discriminant validity has not been previously investigated as far as we know, and it was discriminant invalid, empirically indistinct from several other constructs, in the study. For example, organizational commitment's association with satisfaction in the study may have been due to the fact that all of its variance was shared with satisfaction or due to measurement error (see Endnote 9 for details). Stated differently, organizational commitment contained no error-free variance that was not shared with satisfaction--its squared correlation with satisfaction. This was also true for organizational commitment and exiting, alternatives and goal congruency in the study (see Table 2). 

We probed the itemization of organizational commitment by omitting the six negatively worded items as Mowday, Steers and Porter (1979) suggested, and by omitting the exiting items to reduce the overlap with exiting (e.g., Davy, Kinicki and Scheck 1991). Unfortunately, it was still discriminant invalid, and it produced discriminant invalidity results that were nearly identical to those reported in Table 2. 

We elected not interpret the results of the Figure 1 model with organizational commitment because the model was difficult to estimate without remediation, and the remediated model's coefficient estimates did not always agree with those from the Figure 1 model without organizational commitment. For example, several coefficient estimates involving satisfaction and alternatives, variables with which organizational commitment was indistinct, were different in the Figure 1 model with organizational commitment. However, for associations involving variables with which organizational commitment was distinct, in total it strongly increased voice and it strongly decreased neglect, as hypothesized (see Table 8). While such results should be considered provisional because of the difficulties with organizational commitment just discussed, this hints that salespersons who are organizationally committed may be likely to be vocal, and by implication salespersons who are not vocal may also be not likely to be organizationally committed. In addition, since organizational commitment was subsumed by exiting, salespersons who are not vocal may also be likely to be exiting.

However, lack of empirical distinctness could be viewed as suggesting alternative operationalizations of organizational commitment. The rationale is that since all the error-free variance of organizational commitment is shared with, for example, alternatives, decreasing that variable should have increased organizational commitment in the study, even though the association was postulated to be in the opposite direction. 

Goal Congruency

While its single hypothesized antecedent, investment, was significantly associated with goal congruency, this association was comparatively small and it explained little variance in goal congruency. Nevertheless, goal congruency was a powerful antecedent in the study. It produced several of the largest associations in the study. For example, its association with satisfaction, and with opportunism and exiting were second only to the satisfaction association with alternatives (see Table 8). The management of goal congruency in this study was mentioned previously during the discussion of satisfaction.

IMPLICATIONS

While generalizing from a single study is risky, most of the plausible implications of the study results have been discussed above. Nevertheless, most of the structural constraint (Ping 1993) associations with the responses to relationship problems, those involving alternatives, investments and switching costs, were significant or approached significance. But, as a group their effects on the responses were comparatively minor compared to the relationship quality variables of satisfaction, goal congruency and possibly organizational commitment in the study. This suggests that busy managers in the study may have preferred to manage relationship quality before tackling structural constraints.

As far as we know, this is the first investigation of discriminant validity in the Mowday, Steers and Porter's (1979) organizational commitment scale. As previously discussed, organizational commitment was operationally the same construct as satisfaction and goal congruency in the present study, and it was operationally subsumed by alternative attractiveness, exiting, and perhaps opportunism. While organizational commitment's indistinctness from other relationship variables might have been remedied by a different operationalization (e.g., Allen and Meyer 1990), this may be a daunting task. As previously mentioned, re-itemizations of organizational commitment produced the same lack of discriminant validity in the present study. Further, Allen and Meyer (1990) have suggested that satisfaction and organizational commitment are facets of a higher order construct, affective commitment. If this is correct (see Ko, Price and Mueller 1997), it means that organizational commitment and satisfaction should be highly correlated: their items should measure the same higher order construct, affective commitment. While the distinctness or lack thereof in organizational commitment and satisfaction is unknown in other studies involving them jointly, it may be empirically incorrect to continue to specify organizational commitment, in the Mowday, Steers and Porter's (1979) sense, with satisfaction, without first checking their discriminant validity (i.e., to verify that they are empirically distinct variables). 

FUTURE RESEARCH

Hirschman (1970) implied there is a progression of responses to relationship problems that begins with his notion of loyalty. Ping (1999) proposed that loyalty is likely to be followed voice, then neglect and finally exiting. Although loyalty was not highly correlated with voice in the present study, it might be interesting and instructive to investigate further the correlations among loyalty, voice, neglect and exit shown in Table 2.

Most of variance in loyalty, voice, neglect, switching cost and goal congruency were unexplained in the present study. As the satisfaction-alternatives interaction in voice suggested, interactions and quadratics do not usually explain much variance. Nevertheless, other (hypothesized) interactions and quadratics might account for some additional variance in loyalty, voice and neglect. In addition, modeling the plausible linkages among the responses to relationship problems just mentioned might account for more variance in voice and neglect. 

However, we suspect that more theoretical work is needed on loyalty, voice, neglect, switching cost and goal congruency. For example, the variability in the alternatives-voice association should probably be investigated further. Post hoc probing uncovered an interaction with satisfaction in that association. However, based on the low explained variance in voice, additional variability may be due to the absence of important explanatory variables--the missing variables problem (see James 1980, Ping 2004). There was also evidence of two sub segments of neglect based on whether or not they intended to exit the relationship. Turning to voice, although there was little evidence of it in the present study, vocal subjects may return to being loyal if voice is efficacious. In addition, Hirschman's loyalty may be a personality trait for some: Singh (1990) found some consumers were passive when it came to voice, and in the present study 28% of the sales persons with more than 15 years with the same employer agreed they were loyal. 

The study results suggest the notion of organizational commitment may also need more work. Summarizing recent arguments by several authors (e.g., Allen and Meyer 1990) and our own thoughts on relationship commitment, it should be a combination of wanting to stay in the relationship, and having to stay in the relationship (Johnson 1982). Wanting to stay in a relationship may have several facets including satisfaction and affective attachment, and possibly a moral belief that one ought to stay in the relationship, and a contribution to one's identity provided by the relationship. Affective attachment may have facets including the acceptance of relationship norms and values, a willingness to exert effort on behalf of partner, and the desire to remain in the relationship. Having to stay in a relationship may have several facets including alternatives, investments and switching costs. However, recent attempts to operationalize a multifaceted (organizational) commitment have suggested its operationalization and specification also may need work (e.g., Ko, Price and Mueller 1997).

Little is known about interventions to reduce neglect and turnover (exiting). While its comparatively large associations suggest that goal congruency may provide a fresh approach to attenuating neglect and turnover, there are no studies that address the efficacy of what might work. 

SUMMARY AND CONCLUSION

This research investigated a revised Hirschman-Rusbult-Ping model of responses to relationship problems, loyalty, voice, opportunism, neglect, as well as turnover (exit) propensity in a personal selling context. The model included the new antecedents, organizational commitment and goal congruency, in addition to satisfaction, alternative attractiveness, past relationship investment and switching cost, and it contained proposed linkages among the model antecedents. 

The research also proposed an alternative theoretical view of employee opportunism, as an equity-restoring mechanism, to generate several unexplored associations. Further, it argued that several hypotheses in the Hirschman-Rusbult-Ping model were incorrectly stated in the past. 

The model test suggested additional insight into Hirschman's loyalty, and Rusbult et al.'s (1982) neglect. In addition, the magnitude of the goal congruency associations hinted at a fresh approach to managing turnover using goal congruency. It also produced unexpected findings such as the discriminant invalidity of organizational commitment in the study. Specifically, the relationship between salesperson overall satisfaction and their organizational commitment was more complex in the study than previous research has suggested. Relationship satisfaction was empirically indistinct from organizational commitment using two measures of satisfaction and a well-researched measure of organizational commitment. While it may yet be possible to operationally separate these constructs, the present results hint there may be little practical difference between these two mental constructs for salespersons.
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Figure 1- (Abbreviated) Hypothesized Models
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________________________
a Organizational commitment (OC) was excised from the final structural model because it was empirically indistinct from satisfaction (SAT) and Goal Congruency (GCon), and it was subsumed by several other model variables (see Footnote b in Table 2).

Table 1- Summary of the Study Measures

Conceptual



Operational

Construct
Definition

Conceptual Domain

 Definition

      Sample Item

Satisfaction

(SAT)
A global evaluation of relationship fulfillment.
Overall rating of the relationship; an appraisal of the relationship attributes ​that are reward​ing, profit​able, or instrumen​tal.
The belief that the relationship is satisfact-ory.
All in all, my relationship with my company is very satis-factory.

Organiza-

tional Commitment (OC)
Identification and in-volvement in an organ-ization.
The degree to which the individual identifies and is involved with the organization.
Belief that the employer is the best possible choice of employers.
I really care about the fate of this organization.

Goal

Congruency

(GCon)
The perception that what is beneficial or harmful to one relationship party is beneficial or harmful to the other.
Common beliefs, actions, etc. between the relationship partners. 
The belief that the salespersons' and the company's goals and objectives are com-parable.
Our salespeople strongly feel that they and the company work for common goals and objectives.

Alternative

Attractive-

ness

(ALT)
A global evaluation of the relationship fulfillment a-vail​able in the best available alterna​tive re-lationship.
An overall evaluation of the most salient and available ​​alter​native relationship, and general​ized percep​tions of the rewards available in that relationship. 
Satisfaction believed 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 company than/as I am with my company. a. Much more   b. Slightly more  c. As  d. Slight​ly less  e. Much less 

(Past) Investment

(INVST)
The cost to build and maintain the current re-lationship in anticipation of future exchanges​
Economic (e.g., money), activity (e.g., effort), and opportu​nity costs (e.g., time). 
Magnitude of the cost that went into building and maintaining the current relation​ship. 
Overall I have invested a lot in the relationship with my company.

Switching

Cost

(SCost)
The cost to change to an alternative relationship.
Economic, activity, and oppor- tunity 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 re-lationship and secure an alterna​tive relationship. 
Considering everything, the costs to leave my current employer and join the best alternative company would be high.

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 be-cause they fix them​selves. 
I will disregard any problem I have with this organization because I am sure that things will be better soon.

Voice

(VOI)
Constructive attempts by the subject to change objectionable relationship conditions.
Actively seeking problem removal by contacting relationship partner in a positive relationship pre-serving manner, ​and cooperatively discuss​ing and working with partner to improve the situation. ​​
The intention to notify constructively and work with partner to solve re-lationship problems. 
I will suggest changes if I have problems with the company.

Neglect

(NEG)
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 employer I will consider letting the relationship die a slow death.

Exit Propensity

(EXI)
The disinclination to con-tinue the current rela-tionship. 
Thinking of exiting, intending to search for alternatives, evaluating alternatives, intending to exit. 
Planning to leave the relationship. ​​​
I will probably consider working for another company in the near future.

Opportunism

(OPP)


Self interest seeking with guile.
Actions that maximize one's self-interest at the expense of the relationship partner.
The belief that salespersons in the company must deceive the company to get what they need.
Our salespeople feel they sometimes have to exaggerate their needs in order to get what they really need from the company.

Table 2- Correlations, Reliabilities and Average Extracted Variances (AVE) a (ocmm)
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________________________
 a Error disattenuated correlations from the Figure 1 measurement model containing organizational commitment (OC). The correlations in the Figure 1 measurement model without OC differed from those shown in the third decimal place.

b Organizational commitment (OC) was judged to be empirically indistinct from SAT, ALT, EXI, and GCon, and nearly so for OPP (see Table 1 for definitions of SAT, ALT, etc.). OC and SAT for example had more shared or common variance, the square of their correlation .88922 = .7907, than either one had in error-free variance--their AVE's (= .4726 and .7252 respectively). Stated differently, all of the error free variance of OC, 47.26%, and all of the error free variance of SAT, 72.52%, was shared between the two variables (the square of their correlation .88922 = 79.07%) (i.e., OC and SAT were empirically the same variable). However, because SAT was empirically distinct from the other study variables while OC was not in several other cases (OC and ALT, for example had more shared 
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Table 2 (cont'd.)- Correlations, Reliabilities and Average Extracted Variances (AVE)
________________________
variance, r(ALT,OC)2 = -.72962 = 53.23%, than OC had in error-free variance--i.e., all of OC's error free variance, 47.26%, was shared with ALT), OC was reluctantly removed from the Figure 1 model. The alternative, retaining OC, was judged to be inappropriate not only because OC was convergent and discriminant invalid, the Figure 1 structural model containing OC also produced standardized structural coefficients for OC that were greater than 1, probably because of the near-collinearity between SAT and OC, and inflated standard errors that resulted in many nonsignificant structural coefficients.

Table 3- Present and Previous Studies' Associations a
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SAT ALT INV SCT GCon Construct

SAT - - - - 0.1784 0.7683 Beta

3.0229 13.9322 t-value

ALT -0.6162 - - 0.1573 -0.2564 -0.0472 Beta

-7.4917 2.3661 -5.2689 -0.6008 t-value

INVST - - - - - - - - Beta

t-value

Scost 0.3903 - - 0.4654 - - -0.1446 Beta

3.8333 5.6226 -1.4064 t-value

LOY 0.0911 -0.0260 -0.1112 0.0908 -0.0894 Beta

1.1068 -0.4207 -1.8308 1.9583 -1.2786 t-value

VOI -0.1629 -0.1185 0.2444 -0.0530 0.2770 Beta

-2.2744 -2.2083 4.6253 -1.3262 4.4870 t-value

OPP 0.0515 0.2076 0.2767 0.1114 -0.7216 Beta

0.5252 2.8223 3.8350 2.0335 -8.0540 t-value

EXI -0.3845 0.4836 0.0598 -0.2716 -0.1401 Beta

-4.0768 6.7556 0.8683 -5.1283 -1.7607 t-value

NEG -0.4066 0.1614 -0.0640 0.1061 0.0108 Beta

-4.4921 2.3975 -0.9734 2.1108 0.1426 t-value

GCon - - 0.1924 Beta

2.2660 t-value


________________________
a See Table 1 for definitions of SAT, VOI, etc. A + sign denotes a positive association, a - sign indicates a negative association. NS denotes a nonsignificant association while a + or a - in parentheses indicates that the observed association "approached" significance in the indicated direction (+ for positive, etc.) (i.e., the association may have been significant in a larger sample).

b Directionality was reversed. 
Table 4- Figure 1 Structural Model Parameter Estimates without Organizational Commitment (Weeded_a.out)
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Table 4 (con't.)- Figure 1 Structural Model Parameter Estimates without Organizational Commitment (Weeded_a.out)
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     OC empirically subsumed by ALT.
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OC
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      OC almost empirically subsumed by OPP.
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      OC empirically subsumed by EXI.

GC
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OC
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      GCon & OC empirically identical constructs.
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[image: image10.emf]Betas from  SAT ALT INV SCT GCon Construct

  non-OC SAT - - - - 0.2346 0.7533 Beta

  Fig. 1 Model

a

3.8884 13.9322 t-value

ALT -0.7093 - - -0.1407 -0.2653 -0.5441 Beta

-8.4980 -2.3019 -5.2689 -9.2869 t-value

INVST - - - - - - - - - - Beta

t-value

Scost 0.3735 - - 0.3888 - - 0.1456 Beta

3.8333 6.7679 2.4753 t-value

LOY 0.2364 -0.0428 -0.0494 0.1659 0.0147 Beta

2.0897 -0.4206 -0.7652 2.2379 0.2209 t-value

VOI -0.1612 -0.1655 0.2797 -0.0386 0.3365 Beta

-1.6459 -2.2082 4.7138 -0.5997 5.6698 t-value

OPP -0.0528 0.2060 0.1248 0.0597 -0.7527 Beta

-0.6471 2.8223 1.9727 1.1166 -12.8138 t-value

EXI -0.6637 0.3872 -0.1948 -0.3278 -0.5822 Beta

-8.5573 6.7555 -3.2622 -7.2001 -10.4291 t-value

NEG -0.5709 0.1935 -0.1422 0.0802 -0.4372 Beta

-6.2022 2.3975 -2.3361 1.3545 -7.2579 t-value

GCon - - 0.1411 Beta

2.2660 t-value


MODEL FIT STATISTICS: a

Chi Square/df/p-value/RMSEA/CFI/GFI/AGFI = 4629/1675/0.0/0.0798/0.8546/0.6487/0.6162

________________________

a There is little agreement on model-to-data fit statistics (e.g., Bollen and Long 1993). GFI and AGFI may be inadequate for fit assessment in larger models (see Anderson and Gerbing 1984). A Comparative Fit Index (CFI) of 0.90 or higher suggests acceptable fit (see McClelland and Judd 1993). A Root Mean Square Error of Approximation (RMSEA) of 0.05 suggests close fit, an RMSEA between 0.051-0.08 suggests acceptable fit (Brown and Cudeck 1993, Jöreskog 1993).

Table 5- Figure 1 Measurement Model Parameter Estimates without Organizational Commitment (WeededMM.out)
Loadings (see Table 4--loadings were identical to the third decimal place +/- .009)
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Measurement Errors (see Table 4--measurement errors were identical to the third decimal place +/- .010)
MODEL FIT STATISTICS: a

Chi Square/df/p-value/RMSEA/CFI/GFI/AGFI = 4528/1665/0.0/0.0788/0.8591/0.6556/0.6215

________________________

a There is little agreement on model-to-data fit statistics (e.g., Bollen and Long 1993). GFI and AGFI may be inadequate for fit assessment in larger models (see Anderson and Gerbing 1984). A Comparative Fit Index (CFI) of 0.90 or higher suggests acceptable fit (see McClelland and Judd 1993). A Root Mean Square Error of Approximation (RMSEA) of 0.05 suggests close fit, an RMSEA between 0.051-0.08 suggests acceptable fit (Brown and Cudeck 1993, Jöreskog 1993).

Table 6- Figure 1 Structural Model Results with Organizational Commitment a (ocstr`out)
BETAS (with t-values)

            SAT        ALT      INVST      SCost       GCon         OC

       --------   --------   --------   --------   --------   --------

 SAT       --         --         --         --         --         --   

           --         --         --         --         --         --

 ALT       --         --         --         --         --      -1.1554 

           --         --         --         --         --      -4.0763

 INV       --         --         --         --         --         --   

           --         --         --         --         --         --  

 SCost     --         --         --         --         --         --   

           --         --         --         --         --         --  

 LOY     1.3675    -0.5014    -0.1676     0.0631     0.7381    -2.3304 

         4.8324    -3.3360    -1.9670     0.6625     3.4473    -5.1920

 VOI    -1.4899     0.2549     0.3253    -0.0018    -0.4235     2.3153 

        -5.6779     1.9023     4.2330    -0.0217    -2.2218     5.6212

 OPP     0.3419     0.0904     0.1878     0.0934    -0.4721    -0.5749 

         2.1314     1.0331     3.6374     1.6234    -3.8271    -2.3626

 EXI       --       0.3157     0.0230    -0.2438     0.0338    -0.4753 

           --       4.6468     0.5809    -5.4478     0.3758    -4.0789

 NEG     0.3327    -0.1350    -0.0762     0.0724     0.6529    -1.6279 

         1.6686    -1.2235    -1.2019     1.0194     4.0937    -5.0725

 GCon      --         --         --         --         --         --  

           --         --         --         --         --         --  

 OC      0.6449       --      -0.0384     0.0160     0.3713       --   

        11.0894       --      -1.2318     0.4875     7.0187       --  

MODEL FIT STATISTICS:b

Chi Square/df/p-value/RMSEA/CFI/GFI/AGFI = 5929/2166/0.0/0.0792/0.8348/

                                            0.6231/0.5918

________________________
a Standardized structural coefficients. The table reads from column to row. For example the standardized association between SAT and VOI was -1.4899, and the corresponding unstandardized association had a significance of t = -5.6779. Because standardized structural coefficients should be between 0 and 1 in absolute value ( |1| ), the standardized structural coefficients greater than |1| for SAT-LOY, SAT-VOI, OC-ALT, OC-LOY, OC-VOI, and OC-NEG suggest there is something wrong. See Table 7 for a revised model and see Table 1 for the definitions of SAT, VOI, etc.

b There is little agreement on model-to-data fit statistics (e.g., Bollen and Long 1993). GFI and AGFI may be inadequate for fit assessment in larger models (see Anderson and Gerbing 1984). A Comparative Fit Index (CFI) of 0.90 or higher suggests acceptable fit (see McClelland and Judd 1993). A Root Mean Square Error of Approximation (RMSEA) of 0.05 suggests close fit, an RMSEA between 0.051-0.08 suggests acceptable fit (Brown and Cudeck 1993, Jöreskog 1993).

Table 7- Figure 1 Model Results with Organizational Commitment and Correlated Structural Disturbances* (oc_aisc1.out)
BETAS (with t-values)

            SAT        ALT      INVST      SCost       GCon         OC

       --------   --------   --------   --------   --------   --------

 SAT       --         --       0.1284       --       0.7536       --   

           --         --       3.0281       --      14.0577       --

 ALT    -0.2458       --       0.0937    -0.2535     0.1764    -0.6008 

        -2.0371       --       2.0302    -5.1847     1.8858    -3.9499

 INV       --         --         --         --         --         --   

           --         --         --         --         --         --  

 SCost   0.3184       --       0.3222       --      -0.1709     0.0926 

         2.0487       --       5.6350       --      -1.4192     0.4792

 LOY     0.3412    -0.1851    -0.1253     0.1271     0.1456    -0.5804 

         1.8560    -1.6285    -1.7544     1.5956     0.9986    -2.3142

 VOI    -0.5137    -0.0824     0.2867    -0.0626     0.2406     0.5297 

        -3.2150    -0.8442     4.6222    -0.9138     1.9140     2.4569

 OPP     0.1441     0.1577     0.1953     0.1058    -0.6037    -0.2216 

         1.1146     1.9642     3.8440     1.8785    -5.6631    -1.2694

 EXI       --       0.3337     0.0226    -0.2444    -0.0095    -0.4313 

           --       5.2847     0.5821    -5.5549    -0.1189    -4.1846

 NEG    -0.2099     0.0499    -0.0550     0.1076     0.2874    -0.6457 

        -1.4888     0.5627    -0.9877     1.7211     2.4915    -3.2912

 GCon      --         --       0.1415       --         --         --   

           --         --       2.2740       --         --         --  

 OC      0.6125       --      -0.0247       --       0.3627       --   

        10.0692       --      -0.7528       --       6.2303       --  

SQUARED MULTIPLE CORRELATIONS FOR STRUCTURAL EQUATIONS (EXPLAINED VARIANCE)

         SAT        ALT      INVST      SCost        LOY        VOI

    --------   --------   --------   --------   --------   --------

      0.6118     0.6146     - -        0.2281     0.0810     0.2448

         OPP        EXI        NEG       GCon         OC

    --------   --------   --------   --------   --------

      0.5944     0.7024     0.4063     0.0200     0.8526

________________________
* Standardized structural coefficients. The table reads from column to row. For example the standardized association between SAT and VOI was -0.5137, and the corresponding unstandardized association had a significance of t = -3.2150. See Table 1 for the definitions of SAT, VOI, etc.

Table 8- Total Effects for Figure 1 Structural Model (Weeded_a.out) (oc_aisc1.out)
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  Fig. 1 Model SAT - - - - 0.2350 0.7536 Beta

  with OC

a

3.8969 14.0577 t-value

ALT -0.7131 - - -0.1411 -0.2535 -0.5441 -0.6243 Beta

-8.5625 -2.3078 -5.1847 -9.3152 -3.9014 t-value

INVST - - - - - - - - - - Beta

t-value

Scost 0.3758 - - 0.3888 - - 0.1459 0.0926 Beta

3.8572 6.7680 2.4811 0.4792 t-value

LOY 0.1617 -0.1851 -0.0488 0.1741 0.0407 -0.453 Beta

1.4191 -1.6285 -0.7552 2.3342 0.6064 -1.9648 t-value

VOI -0.1504 -0.0824 0.2784 -0.0417 0.3285 0.5754 Beta

-1.5250 -0.8442 4.6902 -0.6506 5.5154 2.8882 t-value

OPP -0.0657 0.1577 0.1245 0.0659 -0.7492 -0.3102 Beta

-0.7997 1.9642 1.9670 1.2437 -12.7479 -1.9088 t-value

EXI -0.5969 0.3337 -0.1951 -0.3290 -0.5846 -0.6623 Beta

-8.4901 5.2847 -3.2667 -7.3528 -10.5025 -5.4387 t-value

NEG -0.6052 0.0499 -0.1402 0.0943 -0.4178 -0.6669 Beta

-6.5130 0.5627 -2.3032 1.6207 -6.8956 -3.6877 t-value

GCon - - - - 0.1415 - - - - - - Beta

2.2740 t-value

OC 0.6192 - - 0.1721 - - 0.8294 - - Beta

10.0692 2.7493 14.5969 t-value
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________________________
a Standardized total effects. The table reads from column to row. For example the standardized total effect of SAT on ALT was -0.7093, and the corresponding unstandardized total effect had a significance of t = -8.4980.
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�. A scenario analysis is an experiment using the study questionnaire. The questionnaire is combined with a written description or scenario of the subject's situation. In the present case one scenario described a situation in which the student subject was a sales person with low satisfaction, many alternative employers, etc. In the next subject's scenario their satisfaction was high, etc. For the six independent variables in the Figure 1 model, there were 26 (= 64) scenarios, one for each possible combination of high or low independent variables, and each scenario was duplicated several times to increase sample size. 





�. Because the pretest produced only 30 responses, psychometric assessment was limited to single constructs because factor analysis, etc. requires large samples. Thus, pretest psychometric assessment consisted primarily of comparing the pretest results to the scenario analysis results for material differences.





�. The Bagozzi (1980) measure exhibited low reliability and convergent validity in the pretests. Its Average Variance Extracted (AVE) was especially low, 0.37, suggesting the measure was 63% error (see Fornell and Larker 1981). While more than 50% error variance was unacceptable, the measure was included in the final test to gauge the results again. However, similar behavior obtained. Its AVE in the final test was higher, 0.45, but the measure was still composed of more than 50% error variance, making the results of any covariance analysis untrustworthy.





�. In addition to being multidimensional in the pretests, the Bluedorn (1982) measure exhibited implausible correlations with other study measures. For example, it was either not significantly correlated or positively correlated with the satisfaction measures--Michaels and Spector 1982 reported similar results.





�. Organizational commitment was unidimensional in the test that accompanied its proposal (see Mowday, Steers and Porter 1979). However, it has been multidimensional when used in a salespersons context (e.g., Sager 1994).





�. Other approaches were possible. For example, a second-order construct could be specified using the factors as "indicators" (see for example Gerbing, Hamilton and Freeman 1994 for more on second-order constructs). Alternatively, the indicators within each factor could be summed and an under-specified latent variable could be specified. These approaches were considered but rejected because the resulting constructs exhibited low reliability and average extracted variance.





�. Item weeding was done with considerable care to preserve content or face validity--how well the items appeared to tap the target construct. However, measures used with covariant structure analysis appear to be limited to about six items (see discussions in Anderson and Gerbing 1984, Gerbing and Anderson 1993, Bagozzi and Heatherton 1994, and Ping 2004). One explanation is that correlated measurement errors, ubiquitous in survey data but customarily not specified in covariant structure analysis, eventually overwhelm (single-construct) model-to-data fit as more than about six indicators are specified. 








�. Other approaches were possible. The unidimensional items could be summed and the Figure 1 model could be estimated using a saturated model (see Williams and Hazer 1986). However, this approach was rejected for a variety of reasons including that the approach is not well documented and it is not widely used. 





�. For example, in Table 2 the squared correlation between satisfaction (SAT) and organizational commitment (OC), 0.79, was greater than the Average Variance Extracted (AVE) of either SAT or OC (0.73 and 0.47, respectively). This squared correlation is the percent covariance SAT and OC share in common. Because their covariance was greater than the error-free variance of either SAT or OC, this suggested that SAT and OC were empirically indistinguishable, indistinct, in the study--they were operationally the same construct in the study (see the discussion under Organizational Commitment, and the Table 2 Footnote b for more).





�. The Figure 1 structural model without organizational commitment did not fit the data. However, freeing the satisfaction-exiting path in the Figure 1 model is theoretically justified and it produced acceptable model-to-data fit.





�.  Sager (1994) observed a direct satisfaction-exit association in the presence of organizational commitment. However, that study's associations did not account for measurement error that can produce inefficient structural coefficient estimates (i.e., the structural coefficients can vary widely from study to study).


�. Directionality can sometimes be suggested using modification indices, or by specifying the path in question with paths in both directions, a non-recursive model (see Bagozzi 1980). In this case fixing the loyalty-voice path to zero and examining the resulting modification indices for the loyalty-to-voice and voice-to-loyalty paths was equivocal because the modification indices were identical. A bi-directional (non-recursive) specification of the loyalty-voice path to see which of the two paths was significant produced an unidentified model.
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		OCMM.OUT

		CORRELATION		MATRIX		OF		ETA (ALT reflected & signs manually changed)												SAT				ALT				INV				SC				LOY				VOI				OPP				EXI				NEG				GC				OC

				SAT		ALT		INVST		SCost		LOY		VOI				loadings		0.82167				0.78425				0.80479				0.34698				0.84593				0.98367				0.95102				1				0.86202				0.96614				0.6368

				--------		--------		--------		--------		--------		--------						-0.04845				-0.03657				-0.04154				-0.05271				-0.07597				-0.05105				-0.05374								-0.04378				-0.05275				-0.08132

		SAT		1.0000																16.95741				21.44349				19.3734				6.58335				11.13433				19.26705				17.69787								19.69013				18.31495				7.83036

		ALT		-0.7108		1.0000

		INVST		0.2350		-0.1411		1.0000												1				0.8928				0.9082				0.37772				1				0.98628				1				0.86326				0.9979				0.93874				1

		SCost		0.3442		-0.4409		0.3888		1.0000														-0.04168				-0.0357				-0.05616								-0.04551								-0.03339				-0.03536				-0.04587

		LOY		0.0843		-0.1229		-0.0488		0.1383		1.0000												21.42013				25.43912				6.726								21.67126								25.85627				28.2178				20.46454

		VOI		0.2466		-0.2497		0.2782		0.1091		-0.4479		1.0000

		OPP		-0.5485		0.4767		0.1245		-0.0218		0.0932		-0.2712						0.88176				1				0.94682				0.88				0.97469				0.94184				0.62963				0.98323				1				1				0.82075

		EXI		-0.7308		0.7579		-0.1949		-0.5093		-0.1255		-0.2143						-0.03587								-0.03188				-0.0343				-0.07038				-0.0419				-0.05051				-0.02314												-0.06646

		NEG		-0.5798		0.4718		-0.1402		-0.1386		0.1133		-0.4141						24.58134								29.69527				25.65752				13.84833				22.47695				12.46599				42.48706												12.34987

		GCon		0.7718		-0.5533		0.1416		0.1981		0.0328		0.3611

				0.8892		-0.7296		0.1715		0.2891		-0.0050		0.3653						0.86888				0.86396				1				0.9766				0.92097				0.99682				0.87089				0.97444				0.97237				0.95959				0.87509

				0.7907		0.5323		0.0294		0.0836		0.0000		0.1334						-0.04427				-0.03182								-0.03286				-0.07243				-0.03523				-0.05814				-0.0243				-0.03568				-0.05551				-0.05287

		AVE		0.7252		0.7420		0.8055		0.6181		0.5392		0.7754						19.6275				27.15243								29.72205				12.71466				28.29389				14.97804				40.10424				27.25184				17.28573				16.55176

		Reliability		0.9452		0.9400		0.9610		0.8786		0.8518		0.9651

																				0.63145				0.62795				0.89977				1				0.8819				1				0.72399				0.92966				0.79042				0.75147				0.64803

				OPP		EXI		NEG		GCon		OC								-0.03856				-0.03618				-0.02755								-0.07805								-0.05498				-0.02556				-0.03461				-0.05417				-0.0732

				--------		--------		--------		--------		--------								16.3761				17.35685				32.66415								11.29841								13.16868				36.36871				22.83934				13.87208				8.85237

		OPP		1.0000

		EXI		0.4362		1.0000														0.86365				0.72233				0.98885				0.91212								0.94644								0.95148				0.70816								0.9706

		NEG		0.3722		0.5104		1.0000												-0.03681				-0.03278				-0.02372				-0.03682								-0.03752								-0.03417				-0.04472								-0.06524

		Gcon		-0.7165		-0.5996		-0.4289		1.0000										23.46117				22.0387				41.68727				24.77322								25.22649								27.84651				15.83456								14.87806

				-0.6491		-0.7420		-0.6049		0.8364		1.0000

				0.4213		0.5505		0.3660		0.6995										0.86947																				0.95216																				0.95791

		AVE		0.6048		0.8721		0.7650		0.6814		0.4726								-0.03668																				-0.0408																				-0.05814

		Reliability		0.8793		0.9757		0.9476		0.9099		0.8757								23.70146																				23.33775																				16.47666

		DISCRIMINANT VALIDITY OF OC…

				Squared

				Correlation

		AVE of:		of:		AVE of:		Conclusion:																																0.95061																				0.87311

		SAT		SAT-OC		OC																																		-0.04226																				-0.05851

		0.7252		0.7907		0.4726		SAT & OC empirically identical constructs.																																22.49453																				14.92272

		ALT		ALT-OC		OC

		0.7420		0.5323		0.4726		OC empirically subsumed by ALT.

		OPP		OPP-OC		OC

		0.6048		0.4213		0.4726		OC almost empirically subsumed by OPP.

		EXI		EXI-OC		OC

		0.8721		0.5505		0.4726		OC empirically subsumed by EXI.

																		sumsq		5.1081932468				4.0746486155				5.1563926719				3.8231779732				4.2915515119				7.5270843166				3.5834838895				5.4310742801				4.8106406693				4.3001794162				5.8868471917

		GC		GC-OC		OC														SAT				ALT				INV				SC				LOY				VOI				OPP				EXI				NEG				GC				OC

		0.6814		0.6995		0.4726		GCon & OC empirically identical constructs.										Var		0.9596				0.97473				0.49367				1.04211				0.34862				0.35673				0.9809				1.51798				0.67461				0.92601				0.82293

																																								sum

																Err		SAT		0.46397		0.2144		0.16289		0.34463		0.30021		0.1881		0.18334								1.85754

																		ALT		0.26069		0.33886		0.13651		0.15314		0.28657		0.20511										1.38088

																		INV		0.21283		0.14509		0.10734		0.03253		0.07513		0.04164										0.61456

																		SCT		0.77196		0.87576		0.24172		0.18979		0.0964		0.28604										2.46167

																		LO		0.32152		0.20142		0.18182		0.24021		0.33365												1.27862

																		VOI		0.177		0.12405		0.10007		0.0405		0.07964		0.06512		0.08951		0.10167						0.77756

																		OPP		0.36581		0.31811		0.49204		0.55962		0.5617												2.29728

																		EXI		0.14434		0.36168		0.08354		0.10966		0.14911		0.36049										1.20882

																		NEG		0.24703		0.08649		0.13687		0.09853		0.13141		0.29679										0.99712

																		GC		0.36154		0.20904		0.32303		0.44031		0.52784												1.86176

																		OC		1.32523		0.29826		0.75879		0.3732		1.0452		0.63901		0.45392		0.51256						5.40617
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		(WeededMM.out) (MM)

		Loadings (see Str Model--loadings were identical to the third decimal place +/- .009)

																																																PHI

				Ind-								Ind-								Ind-								Ind-								Ind-														SAT		ALT		INV		SCT		LOY		VOI		Construct

				ica-								ica-								ica-								ica-								ica-												SAT		0.9529												Phi/Psi

				tor				SAT				tor				ALT				tor				INVST				tor				SCost				tor				LOY				Construct						(0.0978)												SE

				sa1								al1								in1								sc1								lo1				0.8430				Loading						9.7464												t-value

																																								(0.0744)				SE				ALT		-0.6847		0.9746										Phi/Psi

																																								11.3335				t-value						(0.0758)		(0.0936)										SE

				sa2								al3								in3								sc2								lo2				1.0000				Loading						-9.0291		10.4141										t-value

																																												SE				INVST		0.1609		-0.0978		0.4937								Phi/Psi

																																												t-value						(0.0435)		(0.0432)		(0.0443)								SE

				sa3								al4								in4								sc3								lo5				0.9580				Loading						3.6959		-2.2646		11.1455								t-value

																																								(0.0691)				SE				Scost		0.3428		-0.4443		0.2789		1.0422						Phi/Psi

																																								13.8702				t-value						(0.0660)		(0.0688)		(0.0474)		(0.0963)						SE

				sa4								al5								in5								sc4								lo7				0.9097				Loading						5.1952		-6.4553		5.8836		10.8193						t-value

																																								(0.0709)				SE				LOY		0.0480		-0.0719		(0.0202)		0.0836		0.3494				Phi/Psi

																																								12.8223				t-value						(0.0379)		(0.0386)		(0.0269)		(0.0399)		(0.0458)				SE

				sa5								al6								in6								sc5								lo11				0.8329				Loading						1.2666		-1.8624		(0.7495)		2.0940		7.6289				t-value

																																								(0.0770)				SE				VOI		0.1437		-0.1472		0.1167		0.0665		(0.1581)		0.3567		Phi/Psi

																																								10.8169				t-value						(0.0374)		(0.0378)		(0.0268)		(0.0379)		(0.0261)		(0.0363)		SE

				sa6								al7								in8								sc6																Loading						3.8443		-3.8951		4.3592		1.7578		(6.0679)		9.8333		t-value

																																												SE				OPP		-0.5299		0.4657		0.0868		-0.0219		0.0544		-0.1601		Phi/Psi

																																												t-value						(0.0728)		(0.0707)		(0.0446)		(0.0649)		(0.0398)		(0.0394)		SE

				sa8																																								Loading						(7.2809)		6.5907		1.9445		(0.3373)		1.3681		(4.0622)		t-value

																																												SE				EXI		-0.8788		0.9216		-0.1687		-0.6404		-0.0916		-0.1577		Phi/Psi

																																												t-value						(0.0945)		(0.0955)		(0.0536)		(0.0871)		(0.0475)		(0.0460)		SE

																																																		(9.3021)		9.6502		(3.1466)		(7.3550)		(1.9287)		(3.4256)		t-value

								VOI								OPP								EXI								NEG								GCon				Construct				NEG		-0.4647		0.3824		-0.0809		-0.1163		0.0549		-0.2031		Phi/Psi

				vo1								op1								ex2								ne9								gcon1								Loading						(0.0593)		(0.0565)		(0.0358)		(0.0525)		(0.0319)		(0.0333)		SE

																																												SE						(7.8392)		6.7718		(2.2618)		(2.2169)		1.7193		(6.0946)		t-value

																																												t-value				GCon		0.7204		-0.5227		0.0946		0.1924		0.0191		0.2060		Phi/Psi

				vo2								op2								ex3								ne13								gcon2								Loading						(0.0791)		(0.0703)		(0.0426)		(0.0632)		(0.0377)		(0.0389)		SE

																																												SE						9.1042		-7.4307		2.2194		3.0438		0.5056		5.2914		t-value

																																												t-value

				vo3								op3								ex4								ne15								gcon3								Loading						OPP		EXI		NEG		Gcon						Construct

																																												SE				OPP		0.9800												Phi/Psi

																																												t-value						(0.1098)												SE

				vo4								op4								ex5								ne16								gcon4								Loading						8.9259												t-value

																																												SE				EXI		0.5319		1.5174										Phi/Psi

																																												t-value						(0.0855)		(0.1395)										SE

				vo5								op5								ex7								ne17								gcon5								Loading						6.2224		10.8791										t-value

																																												SE				NEG		0.3022		0.5163		0.6739								Phi/Psi

																																												t-value						(0.0563)		(0.0707)		(0.0678)								SE

				vo6																ex8								ne18																Loading						5.3678		7.2992		9.9454								t-value

																																												SE				GCon		-0.6793		-0.7064		-0.3369		0.9170						Phi/Psi

																																												t-value						(0.0800)		(0.0887)		(0.0552)		(0.1033)						SE

				vo8																																								Loading						-8.4965		-7.9638		-6.0980		8.8814						t-value

																																												SE

																																												t-value				THETA-EPS (see Str Model--meas errs were identical to the third decimal place +/- .009)

				vo9																																								Loading						sa1		sa2		sa3		sa4		sa5		sa6		Indicator

																																												SE																		Theta-Eps

																																												t-value																		SE

																																																														t-value

																																																		sa8		al1		al3		al4		al5		al6		Indicator

																																																														Theta-Eps

																																																														SE

																																																														t-value

																																																		al7		in1		in3		in4		in5		in6		Indicator

																																																														Theta-Eps

																																																														SE

																																																														t-value

																																																		in8		sc1		sc2		sc3		sc4		sc5		Indicator

																																																														Theta-Eps

																																																														SE

																																																														t-value

																																																		sc6		lo1		lo2		lo5		lo7		lo11		Indicator

																																																														Theta-Eps

																																																														SE

																																																														t-value

																																																		vo1		vo2		vo3		vo4		vo5		vo6		Indicator

																																																														Theta-Eps

																																																														SE

																																																														t-value

																																																		vo8		vo9		op1		op2		op3		op4		Indicator

																																																														Theta-Eps

																																																														SE

																																																														t-value

																																																		op5		ex2		ex3		ex4		ex5		ex7		Indicator

																																																														Theta-Eps

																																																														SE

																																																														t-value

																																																		ex8		ne9		ne13		ne15		ne16		ne17		Indicator

																																																														Theta-Eps

																																																														SE

																																																														t-value

																																																		ne18		gcon1		gcon2		gcon3		gcon4		gcon5		Indicator

																																																														Theta-Eps

																																																														SE

																																																														t-value

																																																				OPP		EXI		neg		GCON

																																																				--------		--------		--------		--------

																																																		OPP		0.9800

																																																				(0.1098)

																																																				8.9259

																																																		EXI		0.5319		1.5174

																																																				(0.0855)		(0.1395)

																																																				6.2224		10.8791

																																																		neg		0.3022		0.5163		0.6739

																																																				(0.0563)		(0.0707)		(0.0678)

																																																				5.3678		7.2992		9.9454

																																																		GCON		-0.6793		-0.7064		-0.3369		0.9170

																																																				(0.0800)		(0.0887)		(0.0552)		(0.1033)

																																																				-8.4965		-7.9638		-6.0980		8.8814
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		OCMM.OUT

		CORRELATION		MATRIX		OF		ETA (ALT reflected & signs manually changed)												SAT				ALT				INV				SC				LOY				VOI				OPP				EXI				NEG				GC				OC

				SAT		ALT		INVST		SCost		LOY		VOI				loadings		0.82167				0.78425				0.80479				0.34698				0.84593				0.98367				0.95102				1				0.86202				0.96614				0.6368

				--------		--------		--------		--------		--------		--------						-0.04845				-0.03657				-0.04154				-0.05271				-0.07597				-0.05105				-0.05374								-0.04378				-0.05275				-0.08132

		SAT		1.0000																16.95741				21.44349				19.3734				6.58335				11.13433				19.26705				17.69787								19.69013				18.31495				7.83036

		ALT		-0.7108		1.0000

		INVST		0.2350		-0.1411		1.0000												1				0.8928				0.9082				0.37772				1				0.98628				1				0.86326				0.9979				0.93874				1

		SCost		0.3442		-0.4409		0.3888		1.0000														-0.04168				-0.0357				-0.05616								-0.04551								-0.03339				-0.03536				-0.04587

		LOY		0.0843		-0.1229		-0.0488		0.1383		1.0000												21.42013				25.43912				6.726								21.67126								25.85627				28.2178				20.46454

		VOI		0.2466		-0.2497		0.2782		0.1091		-0.4479		1.0000

		OPP		-0.5485		0.4767		0.1245		-0.0218		0.0932		-0.2712						0.88176				1				0.94682				0.88				0.97469				0.94184				0.62963				0.98323				1				1				0.82075

		EXI		-0.7308		0.7579		-0.1949		-0.5093		-0.1255		-0.2143						-0.03587								-0.03188				-0.0343				-0.07038				-0.0419				-0.05051				-0.02314												-0.06646

		NEG		-0.5798		0.4718		-0.1402		-0.1386		0.1133		-0.4141						24.58134								29.69527				25.65752				13.84833				22.47695				12.46599				42.48706												12.34987

		GCon		0.7718		-0.5533		0.1416		0.1981		0.0328		0.3611

				0.8892		0.7296		0.1715		0.2891		-0.0050		0.3653						0.86888				0.86396				1				0.9766				0.92097				0.99682				0.87089				0.97444				0.97237				0.95959				0.87509

		OC Sqrd		0.7907		0.5323		0.0294		0.0836		0.0000		0.1334						-0.04427				-0.03182								-0.03286				-0.07243				-0.03523				-0.05814				-0.0243				-0.03568				-0.05551				-0.05287

		AVE		0.7252		0.7420		0.8055		0.6181		0.5392		0.7754						19.6275				27.15243								29.72205				12.71466				28.29389				14.97804				40.10424				27.25184				17.28573				16.55176

		Reliability		0.9452		0.9400		0.9610		0.8786		0.8518		0.9651

																				0.63145				0.62795				0.89977				1				0.8819				1				0.72399				0.92966				0.79042				0.75147				0.64803

				OPP		EXI		NEG		GCon		OC								-0.03856				-0.03618				-0.02755								-0.07805								-0.05498				-0.02556				-0.03461				-0.05417				-0.0732

				--------		--------		--------		--------		--------								16.3761				17.35685				32.66415								11.29841								13.16868				36.36871				22.83934				13.87208				8.85237

		OPP		1.0000

		EXI		0.4362		1.0000														0.86365				0.72233				0.98885				0.91212								0.94644								0.95148				0.70816								0.9706

		NEG		0.3722		0.5104		1.0000												-0.03681				-0.03278				-0.02372				-0.03682								-0.03752								-0.03417				-0.04472								-0.06524

		Gcon		-0.7165		-0.5996		-0.4289		1.0000										23.46117				22.0387				41.68727				24.77322								25.22649								27.84651				15.83456								14.87806

				-0.6491		-0.7420		-0.6049		0.8364		1.0000

		OC Sqrd		0.4213		0.5505		0.3660		0.6995										0.86947																				0.95216																				0.95791

		AVE		0.6048		0.8721		0.7650		0.6814		0.4726								-0.03668																				-0.0408																				-0.05814

		Reliability		0.8793		0.9757		0.9476		0.9099		0.8757								23.70146																				23.33775																				16.47666

		DISCRIMINANT VALIDITY OF OC…

				Squared

				Correlation

		AVE of:		of:		AVE of:		Conclusion:																																0.95061																				0.87311

		SAT		SAT-OC		OC																																		-0.04226																				-0.05851

		0.7252		0.7907		0.4726		SAT & OC empirically identical constructs.																																22.49453																				14.92272

		ALT		ALT-OC		OC

		0.7420		0.5323		0.4726		OC empirically subsumed by ALT.

		OPP		OPP-OC		OC

		0.6048		0.4213		0.4726		OC almost empirically subsumed by OPP.

		EXI		EXI-OC		OC

		0.8721		0.5505		0.4726		OC empirically subsumed by EXI.

																		sumsq		5.1081932468				4.0746486155				5.1563926719				3.8231779732				4.2915515119				7.5270843166				3.5834838895				5.4310742801				4.8106406693				4.3001794162				5.8868471917

		GC		GC-OC		OC														SAT				ALT				INV				SC				LOY				VOI				OPP				EXI				NEG				GC				OC

		0.6814		0.6995		0.4726		GCon & OC empirically identical constructs.										Var		0.9596				0.97473				0.49367				1.04211				0.34862				0.35673				0.9809				1.51798				0.67461				0.92601				0.82293

																																								sum

																Err		SAT		0.46397		0.2144		0.16289		0.34463		0.30021		0.1881		0.18334								1.85754

																		ALT		0.26069		0.33886		0.13651		0.15314		0.28657		0.20511										1.38088

																		INV		0.21283		0.14509		0.10734		0.03253		0.07513		0.04164										0.61456

																		SCT		0.77196		0.87576		0.24172		0.18979		0.0964		0.28604										2.46167

																		LO		0.32152		0.20142		0.18182		0.24021		0.33365												1.27862

																		VOI		0.177		0.12405		0.10007		0.0405		0.07964		0.06512		0.08951		0.10167						0.77756

																		OPP		0.36581		0.31811		0.49204		0.55962		0.5617												2.29728

																		EXI		0.14434		0.36168		0.08354		0.10966		0.14911		0.36049										1.20882

																		NEG		0.24703		0.08649		0.13687		0.09853		0.13141		0.29679										0.99712

																		GC		0.36154		0.20904		0.32303		0.44031		0.52784												1.86176

																		OC		1.32523		0.29826		0.75879		0.3732		1.0452		0.63901		0.45392		0.51256						5.40617






