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ABSTRACT

Supplier-customer relationships evolve over time to position of the firm in its market
and to provide its strategic identity. This evolution is strongly influenced by less
tangible elements intrinsically linked to exchanges taking place over time; the
relationship atmosphere, often discussed in the literature relative to its constituent
elements conceptualised using such constructs as trust, cooperation/conflict,
power/dependency etc.

This paper follows up on two previous publications, both based on the data collected
within the framework of the IMP2 Project. The first paper explored the structure of the
relationship atmosphere scale in the European context. The second paper ran a similar
analysis, whilst adding data from China and Thailand. A comparison between the
European and Asian relationship atmosphere structure was now possible.

This paper investigates the relationship atmosphere structure using second order
confirmatory factor analysis and assesses the influence exerted by this atmosphere on
the quality or value of the relationship.

TOWARDSAN IMPROVED UNDERSTANDING OF THE NATURE
AND EFFECTS OF RELATIONSHIP ATMOSPHERE

This paper builds on previous research findings in the area of supplier-customer
relationships and more specificdly, the nature of relaionship atmosphere. We dart by
recapping on the bases described in previous papers regarding the dtate of the literature
and the method and initid findings that led to this paper.

Conceptualisation and influence of relationship atmosphere

The Interaction approach proposed by the IMP Group presents a model comprising the
actors in interaction (supplier and cugstomer), short-term  exchange episodes
(product/service, information, economic, socid etc.), a long-teem rdationship

dimenson, a reationship amosphere dement, and an dement environment of the



rdationship (Hakansson 1982). The various base dements of the modd ae seen as
interdependent variables, each conditioning the others, and thus conditioning, a the
same time, the overdl outcome of rdationship devedopment, or the "shgpe' the
relationship tekes over time. Thus the type and frequency of product exchange will
condition the amosphere of the rdationship, which will, in turn, condition the
development of the reationship (patterns of future exchanges of different kinds), which
will, in turn, condition (and be conditioned by) the Srategies of the actorsin interaction.

Centrd to the debate here are the underlying concepts such as power, independency,
trust, cooperation that collectivdly comprise the amosphere dement in the modd.
Severd authors dress the necessty for a better understanding of the rdationship
amosphere. Some work focuses on the very naure of the amosphere and the
reaionship between underlying rdationship atmosphere concepts. Other work adopts a
“s0 wha?' attitude (Young and Wilkinson 1997). In other words, what correlation if
any exiss between the rdationship amosphere dimensions and vaue to the companies
in the interaction.

Relationship atmospher e and management and perfor mance issues.

The sudy of rdationship amosphere and its component parts takes on a particular
interes from a manageria perspective when associated with factors relative to the
performance of the firm and the firm's position in the market in generd.

The tendency is to condder that good relaionships correspond inevitably to
reationships with a drong, podtive reationship amosphere. More specificaly, the
relationship atmosphere drongly conditions the future of the relationship, cooperation
and that good relationships are synonymous with grester economic exchange and higher
profitability for both supplier and customer.

Likewise trugt is projected as being a necessty for full reationship potentid to be
achieved, and power-dependency issues will play a primary role in the reaionship
development processes. More specifically, power can be seen as rdaivey equdly
shared or “balanced” between trading partners, or else in a sate of imbaance, with one
party being more dependent upon the other. In the former case, favourable reationship
development would occur more smoothly between the two parties where each is able to

influence the process. Neverthdess, the latter case can Hill have productive or nor:



productive consequences in terms of relationship development, depending on esch
party's willingness to accept or exploit their position.

Performance of the firm, however, is not limited to short-term economic condderations
adone. Thus the benefits to be had from “good” as compared to “bad” relationships
extend to include better information and knowledge acquistion, access to leading-edge
products or process technologies, resource pooling and risk sharing, access to other
markets, market reference vaue to certain customers or suppliers, and so on. To what
extent these performance dimensions are percelved as being important and the extent to
which the reationship amosphere impacts upon these peformance factors is the
principal research question. .

Holm and Johanson (1994) and Holm, Eriksson and Johanson (1996) postulate that
network connections affect levels of commitment in rdationships and that commitment
directly affects relaionship profitability. Ther basc hypotheses suggest that through
interaction over time, a learning process occurs, commitments are made by the firm, and
a subsequent understanding regarding co-ordination of activities develops (Anderson
and Narus 1990), and trust is established (or not)(Dwyer, Schurr and Oh 1987), aong
with a strong commitment to continue the relaionship. At the same time - assuming a
postive evolution of the rdaionship - cooperation crestes interdependence, whilst
cregting additiond vdue from joint productivity (Zgac and Olsen 1993), joint product
devel opment etc.

Holm, Eriksson and Johanson (1996) emphasize, however, that the development process
is 'by no means deterministic; the dyadic relationship is only developed if both parties
consider it profitable or otherwise worthwhile to engage in future exchange". They dso
highlight the informa nature of business rdationships and the fact that "uncertainty and
possible opportunism are better handled through mutual understanding that is (itself)
based on past experience of interaction and expectation of future change’.

At the heart of this cooperaive (Axdrod 1984), commitment-driven, vison of good
supplier-customer reationships is the idea of "mutual understanding in co-ordinating
exchange activities in the relationship” (Holm, Eriksson and Johanson 1996). This is
contragted with "trust", seen as a centrd congruct reflecting the affective dimenson of
the supplier-customer relationship (Morgan and Hunt 1994).



Relationship atmosphere: a univer sal concept?

Perhaps surprisngly - especidly in these times of rampant gobalisation and cross
culturd exchange - precious little atention seems to have been pad to the universdity
or otherwise of the relationship amosphere concept and its component condructs. At
best, work seems to focus - a a quadlitative and conceptud levd essentidly - on the
broad issue of culturd differences, and <specificities of certan country or regiond
culturd characterigtics (Fukuyama 1995:; Abegglen and Stalk 1985).

This work often aso remans rather generic in nature, and does not ded spedificdly
with the reationship amosphere issue. Yet the potentid consequences of non
universdity ae tremendous in tems of the management and deveopment of
internationd inter-firm reaionships.

The IMP2 research programme and resultant data base comprises a strong internationd
orientation, explicitly examining supplier-customer reationships across  internationd
boundaries. However, given the rdatively limited sze of individud "country” data Ss,
the decison was made to group together data of "European” origin on the one hand, and
"Adan” on the other, to enable more meaningful datidicd andyss to be performed,
whilgt, a& the same time, being aware of the possble risks involved in assuming that
Asian and European data sub-sets can be “ grouped together”.

Method and conceptual framework

The empiricd data used in this survey is extracted from the data base resulting from the
IMP2 research programme used in the preliminary anadyss mentioned earlier.

The initid data base comprised interviews with knowledgesble managers concerning
relationships between suppliers-customer couples in and between various different
countries (France, United Kingdom, Italy, Germany, Holland, and Sweden).

In dl, a totd of 230 reationships were involved. Each quetionnaire comprised severd
sections: generd  information on the companies interacting, the context of exchange
processes taking place, the "network” context, and one specific section composed of
attitude statements, intended to measure dimensions of the relationship atmosphere.

The dimengons of amosphere identified a priori, in line with the literature and with the
IMP mode in particular are:

1. Power/dependency (Power balance)

2. Co-operation/competitiveness



3. Trust/opportunism

4- Commitment/nor-commitment

5. Understanding/misunderstanding

6. Closeness/distance

This originad data base has been supplemented with a second file of data provided by
the IMP2 Asia study.

PREVIOUSRESULTS
Promising preliminary analysis
Roehrich and Spencer (2000) examined some of the underlying concepts rdative to
relationship amosphere, evduating the vdidity of the amosphere scde using
confirmatory factor andyss techniques. To do so, they made use of a data base
comprisng characterisics of over a hundred international  supplier-customer
relaionships across five national boundaries within Europe. The data base, the result of
the IMP2 project performed in the 1990's, included on the one hand, a section of attitude
satements relaive to perceptions by respondents - both suppliers and customers - of
relaionship amosphere, and, on the other hand, sections investigating both the profiles
of the supplier and customer firms in interaction and the exchange processes between
them. Prdiminary findings suggested the existence of, rather than the mode expected,
gx firg-order factors, four of which combined to generate a second-order factor that we
labdlled relationship "Trangparency”.
Obtaining a common Asia-Europe structure
Roehrich and Spencer (2001) used 52 items in the IMP quedionnare to identify a
relaiionship atmosphere dructure common to both the European and Asan data sets.
Ther first drategy was to atempt to identify from the Adan data, the same dructure
previoudy obtained from the European data However, this proved impossble,
indicating that it was not possble to uncover a common dructure cgpable of optimaly
reflecting at the same time, the two data sets. A revised drategy was thus implemented
by seeking out a universd Sructure for the relaionship amosphere scale, then gpplying
it to the European data, then to the Adan data In this way, it was possble to obtan a
scae composed of 9 dimensions, made up of the same items, for the three levels of
andysis “world’, Europe, and Asa(Table 1).



Table 1. Cross cultural factorial structure of the relationship atmospher e scale.

World I Europe | Asia

Communication Quality

24. Welike dealing with this customer 597 638 550
25. We are satisfied with the level of attention we receive from thiscustomer 599 492* 697*
27. It is easy to agree about how to handle the variousissues that arise in this relationship 710 693 726
28. Misunderstandings between our two companies are quite rare 618 643 601
31. Agreements on contracts terms are usually reached easily 589 574 620
Dependence

01. Considering everything, we actually have no alternativesto thisrelationship 616 593 745
10. It would be very difficult for usto find areplacement for this customer 700 696 604
Power

04. We are more important to this customer than heisfor us 830 656 870
06. We have the upper hand in this relationship 501 698 488
Distance

38. It isoften difficult to understand the customer’ s behaviour and ways of thinking 726 705 657
41. Itisdifficult to make friends with purchasers and techniciansin thisfirm 538 439+ 717+
Commitment

45. This customer is committed to along term relationship with us 714 585* 796*
46. We are strongly committed to this customer 811 981* 734*
Problems

11.Lack of cooperation has caused problemsin our relationship 840 801 850
12. Unsatisfactory performance (eg late deliveries, delayed payment) has caused problems| 625 621 651
inour relationship

Social ties

34. We usually make an effort to establish personal contacts with peoplein the customer’'s| 579 427* 673*
company

35. We have excellent personal relations on a social level with people from the customer 785 845 813
Trust

19. We have full confidence in the information provided to us from this customer 6387 649 790
22. We are convinced that this customer can handle confidential information from us 585 581 540
Mutual interest

47. We would not supply an other customer at the expense of this current customer 576 487 644
48. We consider the exchange of this product to be a part of awider relationship with this| 505 434 574

customer

* Coefficients statistically different from one another

All of these dimensons are coherent with the ones hypothesized in the IMP approach
regarding reationship atmosphere. Moreover, the dability of the dructure is confirmed
by the fact that only 5 items out of 21 are daidicdly different from the European




sructure compared to the Asian one. Based on this common gructure, we undertook a
comparison of the inter-correlation of the dimensions.
I nter-factorial correlation structure
The andyss of these corrdations highlights the difference of the interna Structure of
atmosphere relationships (Table 2).

Table 2. Intercorrelations of relationship atmosphere dimensions

Relationship Europe Asia Relationship Europe Asia
Communication Quality Trust .86* 37* Distance - Trust -.92* - A4*
Trust - Mutual interest 76* .26* Communication Quality - -.83* -.35%

Distance
Commitment — Mutual interest 52 72 Distance - Commitment -31 -31
Social ties- Mutual interest 50 .60 Distance - Social ties -.26 -28
F:ommunicati on Qudlity - Mutual 41 37 Distance - Mutual interest -26 -21
interest
Commitment — Confidence .38 33
Commitment — Social ties 24 A7 Problems— Mutual interest NS -22
C_:ommunicati on Quality - Social 22 33 Dependence - Problems .30 NS
ties
Social ties— Trust 30 29
Communication Quality - (.16) 33 Communication Quality - Power NS (-17)
Commitment
Dependence — Mutual inter. 55 54 Dependence - Power NS NS
Dependence - Commitment .28 43 Dependence - Distance NS NS
Dependence - Socidl ties 21 27 Power - Commitment NS NS
Dependence — Trust (.16) 39 Power - Social ties NS NS

Power - Trust NS NS
Distance — Problems 56 35 Power - Mutual interest NS NS
Power — Problems (.16) 39 Commitment — Problems NS NS
Power — Distance (13 21 Problems— Social ties NS NS
Communication Quality - -.66* 20%
Problems
Problems— Trust -4 20%
Communication Quality -1 2> 52*
Dependence

Values in brackets are not statistically different from O at the .05 level but at the .10 level. They are still
presented for the purposes of information.

*Coefficients statistically different at the .05 level. For example, correlations between « Communication
Quality and Distance » are different for the European (-.83) and Asian (-.35) samples.




Only saven of these 36 coefficients are different from the European to the Adan
subsample:
Trust is concerned in four cases. the absolute vaues of the corrdations are far higher in
the European sample than in the Adan sample Moreover, the direction of the
rel ationship trust- problems changes with culture (positive for Asia, negeative for Europe)
In the three other cases, the Communication Quality dimension is concerned. Here again
the coefficients are dgnificantly higher across the European data than across the Asan
data Furthermore, the direction of the Communication Quality-Problemsand the
Communication Quadity-Dependence dimensons vary with culture (postive for Ada,
negative for Europe).
Two conclusions can be drawn from these results;
The rdationship amosphere measurement scde has a dmilar dructure for both
cultural settings: European and Asian.
The direction and drength of the internd rdationships between the dimensons of
this dructure vary dgnificantly for both dimendons Trus and Communication
Quadlity. These rdationships, however, are different in direction in only three cases.

SUPERSTRUCTURE OF THE SCALE AND ELEMENTSOF VALIDITY
Exploration of the scde in this section is extended in two directions. Firgly in line with
the work by Roehrich and Spencer (2000), where the andyss was limited to European
data only, the fundamentd dimensons of rdationship amosphere are sought by
performing second order factor andysis.

Second order dimensions

Andyds of the inter-factorid corrdations suggests high interdependency between
svead fird order dimensons which, in turn, suggests the exisence of higher order
congructs. To improve our knowledge of the scale structure, a second order factor
analysis was performed. Three higher order constructs were reveded (Table 3).

These indices were aufficently high to dlow further andyss. Figure 1 shows the
structure obtained. For purposes of clarity, the correlatiions observed between second

order factorsare given in Table 4.



Table 3. Second order factors goodness of fit indices

Coefficient Valeur
RMSEA .040 (.047 - .055)*
G 952 (.964 - .975)
Gad. .953 (.937 - .967)

GFI .927

AGFI .903

* Indications in brackets refer to the minimum and maximum val ues of the index

Table 4. Correlations between the higher order dimensions

Rdaionship Reationship Rapport de Dependence
strength fluidity force
Reationship strength 1
Rdationship fluidity .60 1
Rapport de force -.17 (NS) -.50 1
Dependence 51 .20 17 1

An anayss of Figure 1 shows that three second order factors and one first order factor
are reveded;

The firg factor groups together the Commitment, Socid Ties and Mutud Interest
factors. We have named it Reationship drength, as the eements it comprises reflect
dther an internd strength (commitment or mutud interest), or the drength of socid ties.
It can be noted that with a value of 0.58, socid ties play the weekest role in making up
relaionship strength.

The second factor groups together the dimensons Communication Quadlity, Trust and
Digance. These three dements are linked to the ease of implementing the reationship.
It has thus been named Reationship FHuidity. Note that the reationship is negative for
Digance, as the further away the customer is, the more difficult it is to mantain the
relaionship. Also noted is the fact that the first order factors are of gpproximately equd
weight in making up Relationship Huidity.

The third second order factor groups together the dimensions of Problems and Power. It
has been named Rapport de Force, as the content of the items concerned suggests a
sruggle for domination between supplier and customer. These two factors are of equa
weight in making up the dimension Rapport de force.
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The dimenson Dependencewas not related to any second order factor. It would thus
seem to play a specific rolein relationship atmosphere make-up.

A closer look a the coefficients presented in Table 4 provides some indications as to the
internal structure of the relationship atmosphere scale;

With a corrdation of 0.60, Reationship Strength and Reationship Fluidity seem to be
core dements of the Relationship Atmosphere phenomenon.

The existence of a Rapport de force can prove damaging for Relationship Huidity

(r =0.50), but has only a dight effect on Relationship Strength.

The Srrength of the Reationship can be linked to the exigence of a Dependency
Rdationship, which is only wegkly linked to Relationship Huidity.

The relationship between Dependence and the existence of a Rapport de Force is
gatigicdly sgnificant, but negligible.

A fourth phenomenon, which in our view seems to be externd to the rdationship
atmosphere congruct (Dependency), can nonethdess exert an influence that is strongly
linked to Relationship Strength.

Elements of validity

The IMP questionnaire comprises a series of questions intended to assess the content of
the Supplier-Customer rdationship. More precisdly, amongst other things, certain of
these quettions am a assessing to wha extent the customer is important for the
supplier and the supplier important for the customer.

The exigence of a rdationship between Rdationship Atmosphere and the degree of
mutual importance of the Supplier and Customer can aso be consdered. More
soecificaly, we will address the following research issue what is the rdationship
between Rdlationship Atmosphere and mutua Supplier/Customer importance.

From this perspective, a two-stage approach has been adopted. Firstly, exploratory
factor analyss was performed usng the Importance questions, SO as to extract an
internal structure. Confirmatory factor anadlyss was subsequently carried out on the two
sts of factors Reationship Atmosphere and Mutual  Supplier/Customer  Importance.
The resulting corrdaions between the dimensions of these two sets of factors provides
an indication of the drength and content of the rdationship binding supplier and
customer (Table 5).



Table5. Factorial structure of Mutual Supplier/Customer | mportance

Down-
stream
tech. flow

Up-
stream
tech. flow

Networ k
link

Core
exchange

Stid : my firm is an important source of product
technology ideas to that customer

.83

Stecd : my firm isan important partner in
technical development for that customer

.78

Snid : my firm is an important source of
production technology to that customer

.68

Ctid : this customer is an important source of
product technology ideas for us

Ctecd : this customer is an important partner in
technical development for us

.69

Cnid : this customer is an important source of
production technology for us

Cexi : this customer is a bridgehead for expansion
in the customer country

.79

Cexo : this customer is a bridgehead for
expansion in other counties

.69

Cimgi : relationships enhances our image
(standing) with other firmsin that country

52

Cfaci: this customer facilitates our other
operations there (e.g. distribution)

Sl

Crang : this customer is important for the range
of products he buys from us

53

Camou : this customer isimportant for the
amount he buys from us

40

A good qudlity factorid dructure is obtained for the firgt three factors. The fourth factor

was less good.

The fira factor groups together those items expressng the supplier’s technologica

contribution. It has been labdled “downstream technology flows’, given that it concerns

flows from supplier to customer. All loadings are close to or greater than 0.7, which
means that they share 50% of their variance with their respective factor.

The second factor groups together symmetrica items on the customer sde i.e. flows

from cusgomer to supplier: “Upsream technology flows’. The loadings ae dightly

lower, indicating a structure of lesser quality.

The third factor groups items reating to the customer’s importance as a bridge to

accessing other openings or resource types. It has thus been labeled “Network link”.
Here the dructure is of lesser qudlity than that of the second factor, but the factor

demongtrates very clear Sgnificance.




Ladlly, the fourth factor groups together two items expressng the volume and range of
busness exchanged with the customer. These items are consdered to relate to the
degree to which the core product or service exchange itsdf is of drategic importance.
We have consequently labdled it “Core exchange’. Loadings are quite low, but the
sgnificance of the factor is sufficiently clear to dlow it to be retained.

Table 6 shows the corrdations observed between these factors. They are quite high,

indicating good cohesion of the Relationship Importance phenomenon.

Table 6. Correlation between Relationship Importance Factors

Upstream Downstream Network link | Core exchange
Tech. Fow Tech. Flow
Upstream tech. flow 1
Downstream tech. flow 46° 1
Network link .38° 50° 1
Core Exchange A7 34° 37° 1

Note al the same that the “Core exchange’ dimension seems less tied to the three others
than the three others are linked together. This may be due to the fact that the “Core
exchange® dimendon clearly refers to exchange of a commercid type, whilst the three
othersillustrate far more quaitative relaionship dimensons.

In seeking to assess the relationship between the percalved importance of a reationship
and the respective rdationship atmosphere, it is easy to imagine tha the more important
the rdaionship, the better the amosphere. More difficult, however, is the task of
edablishing a cause-effect hypothess between these two phenomena One would think
that a supplier will expend much effort to create a podtive atmosphere in a commercia
relationship of importance to him, but the rdationship may become important precisaly
because a pogtive amosphere reigns. Given this uncertainty, we have preferred to opt
for asmple analysis of correlations between these two phenomena.

The adjusment indices for this new modd ae given in Table 7. They are good,
indicating good fit of the modd with the data.

The coefficients of corrdaion observed between the dimensons of the two phenomena
studied are shown in Table 8.




Table 7. Goodness of fit indices of the correational modd

Coefficient Value
RMSEA .043 (.037 - .048)
G .95 (.94 - .96)
Gadj. .95 (.93 - .96)
GFl .90
AGFI .88

* Indications in brackets refer to the minimum and maximum val ues of the index

Table 8. Correation between Relationship Atmosphere and Importance factors

Upstream Downsgtream | Network link | Core exchange
tech. flows tech. Flows
Rdationship Strength .30° 27° A7? AT°
Rdationship Fluidity 13° 22° NS 42°
Rapport de force 27°¢ 27° NS NS
a:p<.10 b:p<05 c:p<.01

An analyss of the coefficients presented in table 8 reved s the following structure:
Rdationship Strength is linked to al four dimendons of Rdationship Importance. The
relaionship is stronger the greater the Core Exchange, followed by the two types of

Technology Flow, upstream and downstream, and lastly the Network link dimension.

Rdationship Fuidity is linked to three of the four factors of Redationship Importance.
The link is drongest with the Core Exchange dimenson, then with the exisence of
Downgream Technology Hows, then Upstream Technology Flows. Note here the

importance of the link with Core Exchange, compared to tha reative to the existence of

Upstream and Downstream Technology Flows.

Lastly, the Rapport de Force dimenson only seems to be linked, weskly, to the

existence of upstream and downstream technology flows.

DISCUSSION
The results of the andyses performed above lead to severd points of discussion:

Specificities of Relationship Atmospherein European and in Asian Contexts

Europeans seem to give more weight to the notion of mutud trust than Asans




Adans seem to condder tha reationships are dl the more easy if the customer
depends on the supplier, or the supplier is in a pogtion of drength in the
relaionship
Europeans seem to be more sendtive to the negative effects of “distance” than
Agans
All of the above converge to suggest that Asans give grester importance to obtaining a
pogtion of drength in the reaionship. This condition, for them, is the guarantee of an
easy redionship, with effective reciprocd commitment, and thus satisfaction of both
parties interests.
For the Europeans, the configuration is somewhat different. The key issue seems to be,
for them, the sdtting up of a trusting relationship, where the two parties jointly atan
their objectives.
The nature of relationship atmosphere
Across the joint European and Asian data base, the 3dimensond dructure identified in
previous research by the authors can be confirmed, dong with the redevance of the
conceptudisation and operationdisation of relationship atmosphere by the IMP Group.
Of equa and perhaps greater interest is the fact that closer anadlyss of these nine
dimensons derived from the combined data base reveds three superior rdationship
amosphere dimensons, which we have labded here as Rdationship Strength
(Commitment, Mutud interest and to a smdler degree Socid ties), Reationship fluidity
(Communications qudity, Trust and Distance), and Rapport de Force (Problems and
Power), and one base dimension, Dependency which seemsto stand aone.
The firg two superior dimensons seem to evoke “pogtive’ relationship development
issues, whilgt the third seems to evoke negaive issues potentidly limiting or marring
relationship development.
The role of Dependence, however, whilst linked to Redationship Strength, remains
perplexing, as initidly this was conceptudised as bedonging to a power-dependency
continuum.
In smple terms, it would appear tha Rdationship drength and Fuidity are core
components of reationship amosphere and that problems of power, whilst having
potentidly damaging effects on reaionship fluidity (the everyday operdiona aspects



of rdaionship devdopment and running), have only a dight effect on Rdationship
grength (or continuity).

Relationship importance

The andyses rdative to relationship importance, which can be consdered as measures
synonymous with the vaue of the reationship to the parties involved, brings out four
cler vaue dimensons. Core exchange, Downgream and Upstream Technica Fows,
and Network Link.

This confirms recent views in the literaure that condder the redionship as having
vaue in its own right, related to direct advantage from traditiond core product ad
sarvice exchange taking place between supplier and customer. Vaue is dso rdated to
exchange of a technologicd nature, enhancing the partner firms pogtion in the market
and to the role the rdationship plays in linking the respective firms up directly or
indirectly with other actors of importance in the firm’s environment.

The “Core exchange’ dimension seems to dand relatively aone. This is perhaps to be
expected, patly due to the commercid nature of the exchange, Another likely
explanation is thet whilg the technology flows may wel have vdue effects limited to
the individud firm's operations eg. improvement of production processes, they may, in
many ingances, have ineviteble “network” effects. In other words, indirectly, the
technology flons modify rdationships with others in the firm's environment and its
overal market postion.

Relationship atmosphere and consequences for relationship importance

The resulting model, when coupled with the andyses of rdationship importance, gives
some interesting food for thought.

While we made no attempt here to assess a possible cause/effect relationship over time,
more likely than not, the process is an two-way iterative, cumulative one, involving dl
component dimensions discussed.

The vdue dimenson emerges as clealy the mogt criticd criterion relative to both
Rdationship Strength  (continuity) and Huidity (everyday operations). Next in
importance, both regarding Strength and Huidity, ae the technologica flow
dimensons.

In other words, relationships which demondrate the most positive aimosphere are those

where core product and service exchange ae grestest (in volume or drategic



importance). The technologica vaue or importance of the relaionship seems to temper
this to some degree, and, to a lesser degree, the “network” vaue of the relationship.
These rdationships are dso those which would pose least operationad problems, and
which would tend to be percelved as strongest.

Rapport de force issues would seem to relate essentidly to technology flows in the
relationship, again an issue for further thought and clarification.

Limitsof the analysis

The results concerning the AsiaEurope comparison have been obtained by an a priori
divison of the sample into two sub-samples. European and Asan. Whilgt the fact of this
glit may be judified by the work of numerous authors rdative to the history, the
culture, the sociology, and the compardive psychology of these two types of
populations, it should redly be vdidated by the data itsdf. Unfortunatdy, the sze of the
samples in each country (100 for China, 100 for Thaland, 83 for France, and 63 for
Germany) isinsufficient to dlow better andysis.

Likewise, for the Europe/Ada comparison, andyss has been performed assuming for
example, conceptud equivalence of terms used in the questionnaire, and on the basis of
the origind modd proposed essentidly for a “Western” context. The absence of
phenomena or congructs specific to the “Asan” context(s), are unlikely to have been

captured here.
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