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Abstract

Business relationships are based on interaction, where the parties undertake collaborative activities in
pursuit of self-interest. This entwinement of self and collective interest provides a partial understanding
of the dynamic underlying business relationships.

This paper examines the association between relationship performance, a collective outcome, and the
independent self-interest constructs of a firm’s economic goals for joining a relationship, and resource
efficiency through ties. A study based on a sample of business software firms finds strong
associations between these constructs, with results presented as a structural equation model. The
final sections of the paper discuss the research and managerial implications.
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Introduction

Business relationships are based on interaction, where the parties undertake collaborative activities in
pursuit of firm self-interest. Without an economic goal of firm profit over the longer term collaborative
activities are rarely pursued. This entwinement of firms’ self and collective interest is central to the
relationship and network framework of the Industrial Marketing and Purchasing Group (IMP)
(Hakansson, 1982; Hakansson and Snehota, 1995). The concepts of resource ties, activity links and
actor bonds (Hakansson and Snehota, 1995) reflect the way collaboration is enacted between firms. In
addition, ties, links and bonds rely wholly on the concept that firms cannot operate independently
(Hakansson and Snehota, 1989), and so must pursue joint action in their own self-interest.

The distinction between self and collective interest has two important implications. First, the constructs
of ‘acquiescence’ and ‘power use’ (cf Morgan and Hunt, 1994), or ‘influence’, by firms are premised
upon the distinction. Without difference between self and collective interest, use of influence and the
resultant structuring of activities and resources would occur only according to the collective and
functional requirements of on-going interaction.

Second, the distinction offers a means to understand the ways firms in business relationships create
networks. The relationships and network framework of the IMP Group is founded upon a natural
variation in ‘firm identity’ within an industrial network (Anderson, Hakansson, and Johanson, 1994).
Firm identity provides the basis for the differences between self and collective interest, with self-
interest implicated in maintaining identity and both self and collective interest involved in creating
industrial networks, which can maintain and strengthen, or diminish, a firm’s identity.

In this paper self-interest is equated to firm interest and collective interest is associated with the
shared interests of a business relationship composed as two firms. However, an important aspect of
‘interests’ is the ways they are attributed. Interests are not seen in isolation, but are perceived as a
result of comparison of one party’s advantage against another. In a business relationship the
dynamics of such attribution can lead to variations in behavior by a participating firm.

The blend of self and collective interest has been documented in the broader literature as degrees of
competition and cooperation. Young and Wilkinson (1997) demonstrate that each business
relationship is composed of a blend of both cooperation and competition. Likewise, Bengtsson and
Koch (1999) recognize varying degrees of cooperation and competition within relationships and so
conceptualize firms in a network of relationships characterized as ‘competition’, ‘co-operation’, ‘co-
opetition’ (ie competition and cooperation combined), and/or ‘co-existence’ and offer a strategic
framework for managing relationships. Evidently the ways self and collective interest are entwined in
business relationships can also provide an understanding of the limitations and opportunities for
strategy development.

However, cooperation and competition within business relationships has rarely been examined in a
quantitative manner. This paper elaborates the concepts of self and collective interest as a way of
understanding combinations of cooperation and competition as an interaction mode, where the later is
defined at the level of the business relationship as the way two firms interact (Medlin, Forthcoming). It
is argued that knowledge of the constructs associated with collective interest is reasonably well
developed and that the association between self-interest and collective constructs is not so well
developed. As a result the paper addresses and tests the nature of a self-interest path to relationship
performance, a collective construct. Further, the paper introduces a measure for the construct of
‘resource efficiency resulting from ties’. This construct represents firm self-interest in gaining resource
efficiency through the way a business relationship activates a resource in a collective manner via
resource ties.

The remainder of the paper is structured as follows. First, the problem of entwinement of self and
collective interest is addressed. Second, a conceptual framework is discussed and research
hypotheses are proposed. Next the research method is discussed and then measure validity and
hypotheses testing is undertaken. In the final two sections the research and managerial implications
are discussed.



Entwinement of Self and Collective Interest in Business Relationships

This section examines the constructs of self and collective interest in business relationships, starting
with a general discussion, which highlights two issues, and then leading into the specific constructs
focused on collective and self-interest.

Self-interest, or the act of pursuing one’s own right or share (Wilkes and Krebs, 1985), is not
diametrically opposed to collective interest. Rather collective interest is composed of the conjoined
self-interest of the business parties vis-a-vis the interests of other parties in a network. Thus, at a point
in time and as the number of parties increases, collective interests are nested in diminishing degrees
of freedom by competing self-interests. However, over time the dynamic between self and collective
interests is more complex, with collective action forming an environment composed of changing
network opportunities, so that a firm may more easily realize its self-interest or may face a reduced
ability to achieve its own interest. One can see this association between self and collective interest
over time within path dependence and technological trajectories (cf Araujo and Harrison, 2002; Dosai,
1982; Harrison and Easton, 2002), where collective interest leads to environmental change and this
impacts differentially on each firm.

However, the associations between self and collective interest are even more complex when many
potential futures are considered (Medlin, 2004). The ‘present’ is composed of alternate futures and the
relationship parties have different views of the past, present and alternate futures (Medlin, 2004).
These variations lead naturally to perceptual differences in attributing self and collective interest,
depending on the actor’s background and time perspective.

However, action requires a reduction in meaning (Luhmann, 1979) and those meanings that are most
commonly accepted become the modus operandi of the business relationship. Thus, as interaction
proceeds managers must bring their perspectives into partial alignment simply to conduct business.
Clearly the degree of ambiguity between managers in partner firms can extend broadly across many
matters, but for successful interaction some basic matters concerning the future, such as order and
delivery dates, quantities and quality issues, must be agreed. The timing of events, processes and
communication are then derived from these agreed future events. However, there is no determinism
through business interaction (Hakansson and Snehota, 1998), so that any combination of self or
collective interest outcomes is possible from a business relationship, with certainty only partly
achieved through the processes of continuous and committed interaction (Dwyer, Schurr, and Oh,
1987). Further, the ways certainty, control and risk reduction, as well as trust and commitment, play
out between the partners, as environmental changes impact, is a matter of managerial prerogative and
the impact of outside events (ie intention and emergence).

Given the complex entwinements between self and collective interest, in the present, over time and in
the face of numerous futures, it can be argued that managers develop preferred relationship
management styles for each business relationship (Brennan, Turnbull, and Wilson, 2003; Medlin,
2003a). Further, the embedded nature of relationships within at least three networks (Medlin, 2003a)
means these management styles will involve aspects of both the relationship and the firm: that is
collective and self-interest.

A second issue with the entwinement of self and collective interest is the way constructs at each level
of analysis are associated. There is a considerable literature dealing with the levels issue (Chan,
1998; Dansereau, Yammarino, and Kohles, 1999; House, Rousseau, and Thomas-Hunt, 1995; Klein,
Dansereau, and Hall, 1994; Morgeson and Hofman, 1999; Rousseau, 1985). In business research
inter-level theory development has relied on descriptions of the mechanisms linking firm and
relationship level constructs and in quantitative studies this has lead to the development of empirical
models with constructs at firm and relationship levels. These empirical patterns represent an early
form of ‘process models’ (Chan, 1998), which associate constructs at different theoretical levels. For
example, Morgan and Hunt (1994) associate ‘relationship commitment’ and ‘propensity to leave’;
effectively linking two sides of a coin where a relationship level construct has implications for a self-
interest level construct.

This example highlights a problem with assessing self and collective interest in business relationships,
for any action has perceived outcomes at a firm level and a relationship level. Further, it is important to



note that any action or event does not have equal impact at firm and relationship level, so that
perceptions of firm costs and benefits are likely to be unevenly distributed. These problems are
compounded by the minimum two-perspective nature of business relationships (Halinen, 1998) so that
each party may have completely different views on what actions and outcomes represent collective
interests and self-interest.

The next sub-section examines collective interest constructs
Collective Interest Constructs

With regard to collective interest constructs the literature on trust and commitment is quite strong
(Anderson and Weitz, 1992; Gabarino and Johnson, 1999; Geyskens et al., 1996; Gundlach, Achrol,
and Mentzer, 1995; Morgan and Hunt, 1994), as is the literature on relational norms (Cannon, Achrol,
and Gundlach, 2000; Gundlach and Achrol, 1993; Heide and John, 1992; Joshi and Arnold, 1998;
Kaufmann and Stern, 1988). Generally, however, trust and commitment have only been associated
with a dependent variable conceptualized at the firm level, so that a collective interest construct is
examined through its effect on self-interest. For example, Morgan and Hunt (1994) considered the
dependent variables of ‘acquiescence ‘, ‘propensity to leave’, and ‘uncertainty’; all of which are firm
level constructs. Similarly, the relational norm literature has examined associations with firm level
constructs. For example, Heide and John (1992) considered the variables of flexibility, information
exchange and solidarity with the firm level construct of buyer control.

While Morgan and Hunt (1994) do consider two relationship level dependent variables (ie ‘cooperation’
and ‘functional conflict’) these are both process based and continuous in nature. Also, importantly, the
degree of functional conflict and cooperation directly addresses the very nature of the interaction
mode between the two firms and so is not outcome based. What is required to understand
management styles established around self and collective interests are outcome based constructs
measured at the relationship level. These outcome constructs need to be in an entirely different
domain to those characterizing the interaction.

In contrast, Holm et al. (1996) examine commitment and other constructs with regard to ‘relationship
profitability’, while Aulakh et al. (1996) examine the associations between the norms of continuity,
flexibility, information exchange, and trust to the market performance of the partnership. In both of
these studies the dependent variable is at a relationship level. This is an important advance, for as is
evident in the previous discussion examination of collective constructs such as trust, commitment and
relational norms needs to be undertaken with regard to both collective and self-interest outcomes.
Relationship performance, as a collective construct, allows such research to be undertaken. The
collective nature of relationship performance also has another advantage in that it allows examination
of the interaction modes that exist in different relationships (cf Aurifeille and Medlin, 2001; Aurifeille
and Medlin, 2005a; Medlin, Forthcoming).

A study by Medlin, et al. (2005) associated the collective constructs of trust and commitment, and the
self-interest construct of ‘firm economic goal’ to relationship performance. This study found a self and
a collective interest pathway explaining 40% of variance in relationship performance (Medlin, Aurifeille,
and Quester, 2005). In this study collective interest constructs (ie trust, commitment) contributed
81.4% of the explained variance in relationship performance, according to the squared parameters,
with a self-interest construct of firm economic goal contributing the remainder.

While the literature discusses many collective constructs, with some of these known to be associated
with relationship performance (Aulakh, Kotabe, and Arvind, 1996; Holm, Eriksson, and Johanson,
1996; Medlin, Aurifeille, and Quester, 2005), there is a dearth of discussion on the ways self-interest
constructs are associated with collective outcomes. Yet, the discussions above show that self and
collective interest are strongly entwined. This suggests that research should also examine the role of
self-interest constructs on collective outcomes, such as relationship performance. The remainder of
this paper begins this task by examining the associations between two self-interest constructs and
relationship performance. This research should also be seen as a useful way to help characterize the
different management styles that firms bring to their business relationships. For example, by using
segmentation techniques firms might be portrayed by different degrees of importance on self and
collective interest constructs that explain their efforts to achieve relationship performance (cf Aurifeille



and Medlin, 2005b; Medlin, Forthcoming). Such models can then be used to approach an
understanding of interaction modes (Medlin, Forthcoming).

The next section discusses past research associating self-interest constructs and relationship
performance.

Self-interest Constructs linked to Collective Interest

As the purpose here is to examine how self-interest results in collective interest outcomes only a few
constructs need to be discussed. Aulakh et al. (1996) considered ‘output control’ and ‘process control’
as means by which a firm monitors the efforts of the other firm in their self-interest. Aulakh et al.
(1996) found a weak negative impact of output control on relationship performance, as expected.
However, Aulakh et al. (1996) found no association between process controls, conceptualized as
monitoring the other party’s product and marketing quality, and relationship performance.

Medlin et al. (2005) examined the association between a firm’s ‘economic goal' and ‘relationship
performance’. They found that 18.6% of the explained variance of relationship performance, according
to the squared parameters, was attributable to the firm’s economic goal in that relationship.

Together these results seem to indicate that self-interest level constructs will not be strongly
associated with relationship performance. However, there remains the possibility of self-interest
constructs that are linked, as the opposite sides of a coin, to collective action. The next section
proposes a conceptual framework and introduces a new self-interest construct, based on resource
ties, and explaining relationship performance.

Conceptual Framework and Hypotheses

As the concern here is firm self-interest and its association with collective interest, the dependent
variable is relationship performance. This is defined as the perceived economic performance of the
jointly acting relationship parties, relative to expectations and competitors in the broader network
(Medlin, 2003b). Thus, relationship performance is a relative measure given the firms specific ‘value
net’ (Mdller, Rajala, and Svahn, 2005; Parolini, 1999). Of course one might use an objective, rather
than a perceived, measure; but objective measures mean little without a benchmark for comparison,
so one is immediately back to a perceptual criterion. The question of how the comparison benchmark
should be applied relates to the research purpose and as the intention here is to examine self and
collective interest as elements of interaction modes, the respondents’ perception is appropriate.

Relationship performance is a collective outcome of two parties collaborative activities; whether the
parties are cooperating willingly or less than that, for whatever reason. Thus, while the construct
measures joint activity it does not imply anything concerning the way that activity is structured with
regard to self or collective interest.

Firms enter into business relationships to fulfill their economic goals and so participate in joint activity
to achieve relationship performance (Medlin, Aurifeille, and Quester, 2005). This result deserves to be
re-examined.

H1: Greater importance of economic goals in joining a business relationship are positively
associated with a firm’s perception of relationship performance.

What then are other self-interest antecedents of relationship performance? Given the poor
associations of the self-interest constructs to relationship performance found in the studies by Aulakh
et al. (1996) and Medlin et al. (2005) it seems necessary to seek constructs more closely linked to the
joint activity within relationships.

Firms enter business relationships to gain access to resources or customers (Hakansson, 1982;
Hakansson and Snehota, 1995); that is to achieve self-interest economic goals. Thus, it can be
proposed that relationships offer means for firms to gain efficient use of their own resources. This is so
whether a firm joins a relationship to gain access to resources or to customers, for relationship



purpose does not vary the hypothesis that relationships are joined to gain resource efficiency, where
resources are defined broadly as knowledge and capital (Awuah, 2001; Wernerfelt, 1984).

Within the industrial relationship and network model of the IMP, resource ties exist between firms so
that no resource acts alone or creates value alone; rather resources are tied together in chains
creating a network of firms providing value to an end consumer (H&kansson and Snehota, 1995).
While it is in the self-interest of firms to own strategic resources to command greater reward from the
value created by the network, part of that self-interest also requires that firms are able to tie their
resources through adept management of their relationships. In this way firms can change their
relationships over time so as to gain efficient use of their resources and so achieve their economic
goals. The construct of ‘resource efficiency through ties’ is proposed to capture this firm self-interest
aspect of resource ties (appendix A contains the indicators). It is proposed that ‘resource efficiency
through ties’ results in a firm achieving its economic goals.

H2: Resource efficiency through ties is associated positively with the relative importance of a
firm’s economic goals in joining a business relationship.

Method

Context, Sampling Strategy and Data Collection

Continuous relationships between business software principals and their distributor/agents were
chosen as the empirical setting. Lists of Australian and New Zealand software companies were
obtained from Government web sites, representing software firms in a wide variety of vertical markets.
Relationships with international firms were not excluded from the sampling as the software industry
employs highly educated Western oriented people. Further, focusing on one industry is likely to have
reduced measurement error, as firms would rely on similar management skills in order to perform in
that given environment. Second, country and regional borders set market boundaries, so allowing
expectations, competition and market position to be easily gauged. Thus, measurement of relationship
performance was enhanced by the sample being based on a specific and easily defined ‘value net’
(Méller, Rajala, and Svahn, 2005; Parolini, 1999).

Each firm was contacted by telephone and their relationships discussed with a CEO or Marketing
Manager. A specific relationship was qualified on the basis of being important to the firm’s strategy,
being arranged only by the two firms, requiring continuous interaction between the firms, and not
being an end client relationship. These criteria exclude hierarchical relationships and result in
relationships sampled having reasonably high degrees of interdependence, so that relationship and
network effects should be stronger than transactional management modes.

In each case the relationship manager was contacted by telephone and a brief overview of the
research given. On agreement to participate an email was sent providing the web survey site and
instructions and a web site providing some overview of the research. While the study reported in this
paper examines firms, the data collection was conducted as part of a broader project on dyads. Thus,
on completion the respondent provided the contact details for the partner firm and an email was sent,
and often followed up by a telephone call to gain compliance.

The final convenience sample consisted of 82 firms. While this is a reasonably small sample, it allows
a study of three well-specified constructs by meeting the criterion of at least five respondents per
indicator (Jaccard and Wan, 1996). This study comprises 46 principals and 36 distributors, with 33
relationships measured from both two sides. This is not seen as an issue as past studies have shown
partners have considerably different views of sentiment and perceptual constructs (Bacharach and
Lawler, 1980; Heide, 1994; John and Reve, 1982). Levene's test for equality of variances found no
significant differences across respondents by principal/distributor role.

Measure Validity and Hypotheses Tests

Following the two-step approach suggested by Anderson and Gerbing (1988) high quality construct
measures were prepared by conducting factor analysis using the Maximum Likelihood method. The



measurement approach for the three theoretical constructs in the model is described in Appendix A.
As the factors were considered independent no rotation was used (lacobucci, 1994). All constructs
met the normality criterion and the Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin Measures of Sampling Adequacy ranged
between 0.737 for ‘relationship performance’ and 0.756 for ‘economic goal’. The correlation matrix and
final measurement model are displayed in appendix B (RMSEA = 0.047). Steiger (1989) considers
any value less than 0.05 as a “very good” fit. The RMSEA is an appropriate measure of goodness-of-
fit in this study because, as a population-based index, it is relatively insensitive to small sample size
(Loehlin, 1992).

Next analysis was conducted using Lisrel 8.54 (Jéreskog and Sérbom, 1996) (see figure 1). The
RMSEA of the final global model is 0.047 with a 90% confidence interval extending from 0.000 to
0.011. Browne and Cudeck (1993) suggest that RMSEA values below 0.05 indicate good fit of the
model to the data, while the upper limit of the 90% confidence interval is also below 0.05 suggesting
very good fit. The Chi-square statistic (29.54) with 25 degrees of freedom is also acceptable (p =
0.24179) (Bentler 1990). The ECVI for the model (0.86) and the 90% confidence interval for ECVI (0.8
to 1.08) are less than the ECVI for the saturated model (1.11) (Browne and Cudeck, 1993; Browne
and Cudeck, 1989). These measures suggest that the model has a “correct fit". That is, the
hypotheses constraining the parsimonious model comply with the observed phenomena. Moreover, as
indicated by the R2 of the performance equation, the model predicts 50% of the relationship
performance. Further, the t values of the parameters are all significant at the 95% level of confidence
(see appendix B), suggesting that a larger sample would result in higher significance levels. Clearly
the two hypotheses are supported (see figure 1).

Figure 1: Structural Equation Model
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Discussion

The framework proposed in this paper, where relationship performance occurs within a ‘value net’
(Méller, Rajala, and Svahn, 2005; Parolini, 1999) and hinges on competitive actions in a final market
place suggests that firm self-interest can only be achieved through successful joint action. Thus, self
and collective interest are strongly entwined. The three constructs examined here show that firms join
resources together to achieve their own economic goals for a relationship, and that these goals
motivate firms to act jointly to achieve relationship performance. Thus, each firm action, conducted in
conjunction with a partner firm’s action, has both self and collective interest outcomes. For example,
gaining resource efficiency and achieving economic goals, both self-interest actions, require collective
action with a partner firm; and are not achievable unless relationship performance is realized.

Future Research
There are a number of avenues for future research based on the framework proposed in this paper.

First, the entwinement of self and collective interest in business relationships requires continuing
theory development. Especially interesting is the two-sided character of firm activity in a business
relationship, where both self and collective interest ends are achieved somewhat differently by the one
sequence of joined activities. Thus, tightly interdependent firms rely on each other’s self-interest and
collective interest to map out an unambiguous future and to conduct activities and resource
placements to achieve common ends. However, this is not the case with relationships composed of
more independent firms. In these, ambiguity plays a greater role and there are also a number of
different views of what constitutes self and collective interest. This results in a different relationship
dynamic over time, as actions based on the other party’s perceived self-interest lead a firm to change



the nature of its commitment; but how that is perceived can influence the first party in any number of
ways according to perception of self and collective interests. These dynamics of relationship change
can be examined more closely by considering empirical models based on self and collective interests
in dyadic settings so that the interaction between two parties is considered (Medlin, Forthcoming).

Second, there remains considerable work to expand the number of constructs that explain the self and
collective interest pathways to ‘relationship performance’. Further, there is a need to bring more firm
and network level constructs into the framework.

A third important area of research is exploration of the different interaction modes at work in business
dyads. As the number of constructs associated with ‘relationship performance’ is increased it becomes
possible to use segmentation techniques to explore different management models (Aurifeille and
Medlin, 2005b). While self and collective interest are so strongly entwined within business
relationships, one can still imagine variations in the ways the underlying constructs are presented
across different relationships. Thus, some management styles might exhibit self-interest more strongly
by presenting greater importance of ‘influence’ and ‘acquiescence’, or ‘economic goals’ and ‘resource
efficiency via ties’ in their explanation of ‘relationship performance’. Conversely, other firms might
exhibit stronger elements of collective interest with greater levels of ‘trust’ and ‘commitment’. These
variations in relationship management styles require further research, as we do not know which are
more effective in either the short or long term, especially when the interaction modes of two firms
management styles are considered.

Fourth, the issues of ‘influence’ and ‘acquiescence’ have not been examined strongly in more recent
literature. This is partly a result of an under-developed theory on ‘power use’ and ‘influence’, which
rely on attribution of observed behavior of another party and so can only be correctly inferred when
dyadic data is examined. The relationship framework espoused in this paper provides a means to
model various management styles. However, analysis would require dyad data so that both influence
and acquiescence could be contained within a general management model explaining relationship
performance.

Finally, a contrasting body of research needs to examine why firms choose to maintain arms length
relationships with some firms, while choosing close relationships with others. Evidently the dynamics
of self and collective interest are considerably different within arms length relationships. While the
essential aspects of the two-sided nature remains, the balance between self and collective interest
must vary.

Managerial Implications

It is apparent from the empirical evidence presented in this paper that business relationships are an
important means of achieving resource efficiency within a firm. This implies that choice of partner firm
is important in deriving a firm’s profit, and further that the way a relationship is managed will impact on
the efficiency of a firm’s resource use. These implications support the view of business relationships
as important investments in the strategy of a firm (Johanson and Mattsson, 1985; Turnbull, 1987).

Evidently the degree of resource fit between firms is an important factor in relationship strategy, with
partner choice and longer-term capital planning strongly influenced by the partner’s resource mix and
the joint processes of adjusting that mix into the future. Further, there is the potential for firms to plan
their resource mix separately, and together, and so capitalize on their own strengths and those of their
partner firms to reduce the risks arising from many potential futures.

It is important, however, to note that firms can still maneuver their resource mix so as to gain a greater
share of relationship performance. Thus, the degree of self-interest attributed by one firm of another
must influence the processes of relationship development, willingness to jointly plan resource mix, and
so the ‘identity’ and the attractiveness of a continuing relationship with a partner firm.

Together these results suggest firms can work collaboratively to effect joint planning within business
relationships. However, there are likely to be many ways to achieve coordination of resource mixes
between firms, with some firms preferring equal responsibility, while other relationship will be
composed of one firm to coordinate resources and another who follows. These variations require



further research for very little empirical evidence relates these management styles to relationship
performance. Aurifeille and Medlin (2005b) offer some indication that a leadership-follower interaction
mode results in greater relationship performance, but these early results deserve re-examination.

References

Anderson, Erin and Barton Weitz (1992), "The Use of Pledges to Build and Sustain Commitment in
Distribution Channels," Journal of Marketing Research, 29 (1), 18-34.

Anderson, James C. and David W. Gerbig (1988), "Structural Equation Modeling in Practice: A Review
and Recommended Two-Step Approach," Psychological Bulletin, 103, 411-423.

Anderson, James C., Hakan Hakansson, and Jan Johanson (1994), "Dyadic Business Relationships
Within a Business Network Context," Journal of Marketing, 58 (4), 1-15.

Araujo, Luis and Debbie Harrison (2002), "Path Dependence, Agency and Technological Evolution,"
Technical Analysis and Strategic Management, 14 (1), 5-19.

Aulakh, Preet S., Masaaki Kotabe, and Sahay Arvind (1996), "Trust and Performance in Cross-Border
Marketing Partnerships: A Behavioural Approach," Journal of International Business Studies, 27 (5),
1005-1032.

Aurifeille, Jacques-Marie and Christopher J. Medlin (2001), "A Dyadic Segmentation Approach to
Business Partnerships," European Journal of Economic and Social Systems, 15 (2), 3-16.

Aurifeille, Jacques-Marie and Christopher J. Medlin (2005a), "A Dyadic Approach to the Relationship
Performance of International Business Partners,” in Leading Economic and Managerial Issues
Involving Globalisation, Jacques-Marie Aurifeille, Serge Svizzero, and Clem Tisdell, eds., London:
Nova Science, Ch 7.

Aurifeille, Jacques-Marie and Christopher J. Medlin (2005b), "Segmentation for Research of Business
Markets: Dyadic Analyses," Proceedings: IMP 2005, Finn Wynstra, ed. Rotterdam: RSM Erasmus
Unviersity.

Awuah, Gabriel Baffour (2001), "A Firm's Competence Development Through its Network of Exchange
Relationships," The Journal of Business and Industrial Marketing, 16 (7), 574-599.

Bacharach, Samuel B. and Edward J. Lawler (1980), Power and Politics in Organizations, San
Francisco: Jossey-Bass Inc.

Bengtsson, Maria and Séren Kock (1999), "Co-operation and Competition in Relationships Between
Competitors and Business Networks," Journal of Business & Industrial Marketing, 14 (3), 178-194.

Brennan, Ross, Peter W. Turnbull, and David Wilson (2003), "Dyadic Adaptation In Business-To-
Business Markets," European Journal of Marketing, 37 (11), 1636-1665.

Browne, Michael W. and Robert Cudeck (1993), "Alternative Ways of Assessing Model Fit," in Testing
Structural Equation Models, K.A. Bollen and J.S. Long, eds., Newbury Park, California: Sage, 136-
162.

Browne, Michael W. and Robert Cudeck (1989), "Simple Sample Cross-validation Indices for
Covariance Structures," Multivariate Behavioral Research, 24 (4), 445-455.

Cannon, Joseph P., Ravi S. Achrol, and Gregory T. Gundlach (2000), "Contracts, Norms, and Plural
Form Governance," Journal of the Academy of Marketing Science, 28 (2), 180-194.

Chan, David (1998), "Functional Relations Among Constructs in the Same Content Domain at
Different Levels of Analysis: A Typology of Composition Models," Journal of Applied Psychology, 83
(2), 234-246.



Dansereau, Fred, Francis J. Yammarino, and Jeffrey Kohles (1999), "Note Multiple Levels of Analysis
From A Longitudinal Perspective: Some Implications for Theory Building," Academy of Management
Review, 24 (2), 346-357.

Dosai, Giovanni (1982), "Technological Paradigm and Technological Trajectories: A Suggested
Interpretation of the Determinants and Directions of Technological Change," Research Policy, 11 (3),
147-162.

Dwyer, Robert F., Paul H. Schurr, and Sejo Oh (1987), "Developing Buyer-Seller Relationships,"
Journal of Marketing, 51 (2), 11-27.

Gabarino, Ellen and Mark S. Johnson (1999), "The Different Roles of Satisfaction, Trust and
Commitment in Customer Relationships," Journal of Marketing, 63 (2), 70-87.

Geyskens, Inge, Jan-Benedict E.M. Steenkamp, Lisa K. Scheer, and Nirmalya Kumar (1996), "The
Effects of Trust and Interdependence on Relationship Commitment: A Trans-Atlantic Study,"
International Journal of Research in Marketing, 51 (13), 303-317.

Gundlach, Gregory T., Ravi S. Achrol, and John T. Mentzer (1995), "The Structure of Commitment in
Exchange," Journal of Marketing, 59 (1), 78-92.

Gundlach, Gregroy T. and Ravi S. Achrol (1993), "Governance in Exchange: Contract Law and its
Alternatives," Journal of Public Policy and Marketing, 12 (2), 141-155.

Hakansson, Hakan, ed. (1982), International Marketing and Purchasing of Industrial Goods,
Chichester: Wiley.

Hakansson, Hakan and Ivan Snehota (1989), "No Business is an Island: The Network Concept of
Business Strategy," Scandinavian Journal of Management, 5 (3), 187-200.

Hakansson, Hakan and Ivan Snehota (1995), Developing Relationships in Business Networks,
London: International Thomson Business Press.

Hakansson, Hakan and Ivan Snehota (1998), "The Burden of Relationships or Who's Next," in
Network Dynamics in International Marketing, Pete Naude and Peter W. Turnbull, eds., Oxford:
Elsevier Science, 16-25.

Halinen, Aino (1998), "Time and Temporality in Research Design: A Review of Buyer-seller
Relationship Models," in Network Dynamics in International Marketing, Peter Naudé and Peter W.
Turnbull, eds., Oxford: Elsevier Science, 112-139.

Harrison, Debbie and Geoff Easton (2002), "Patterns of Actor Response to Environmental Change,"
Journal of Business Research, 55 (7), 545-552.

Heide, Jan B. (1994), "Interorganizational Governance in Marketing Channels," Journal of Marketing,
58 (1), 71-85.

Heide, Jan B. and George John (1992), "Do Norms Matter in Marketing Relationships?," Journal of
Marketing, 56 (2), 32-44.

Holm, Desiree B., Ken Eriksson, and Jan Johanson (1996), "Business Networks and Cooperation in
International Business Relationships," Journal of International Business, 27 (5), 1033-1053.

House, Robert J., Denise M. Rousseau, and Melissa Thomas-Hunt (1995), "The Meso Paradigm: A
Framework for the Integration of Micro and Macro Organizational Behaviour,” in Research in
Organizational Behavior, Larry L. Cummings and Barry M. Staw, eds., Vol. 17, Greenwich, CT: JAI
Press, 71-114.

lacobucci, Dawn (1994), "Classic Factor Analysis," in Principles of Marketing Research, Richard P.
Bagozzi, ed., Oxford: Blackwell, 279-316.

10



Jaccard, James and Choi K. Wan (1996), LISREL Approaches to Interaction Effects in Multiple
Regression: Newbury Park, CA: SAGE.

Johanson, Jan and Lars-Gunnar Mattsson (1985), "Market Investments and Marketing Investments in
Industrial Networks," International Journal of Research in Marketing, 3 (2), 185-195.

John, George and Torger Reve (1982), "The Reliability and Validity of Key Informant Data From
Dyadic Relationships in Marketing Channels," Journal of Marketing Research, 19 (4), 517-524.

Joreskog, Karl G. and Dag Sérbom (1996), Lisrel VIII, Chicago: SSI.

Joshi, Ashwin W. and Stephen J. Arnold (1998), "How Relational Norms Affect Compliance in
Industrial Buying," Journal of Business Research, 41 (2), 105-115.

Kaufmann, Patrick J. and Louis W. Stern (1988), "Relational Exchange Norms, Perceptions of
Unfairness, and Retained Hostility in Commercial Litigation," Journal of Conflict Resolution, 32
(September), 534-552.

Klein, Katherine J., Fred Dansereau, and Rosalie J. Hall (1994), "Levels lIssues in Theory
Development, Data Collection, and Analysis," The Academy of Management Review, 19 (2), 195-229.
Loehlin, John C. (1992), Latent Variable Models: An Introduction to Factor, Path and Structural
Analysis, 2nd, Hillsdale, New Jersey: Erlbaum.

Luhmann, Niklas (1979), Trust and Power, New York: John Wiley.

Medlin, Christopher J. (2003a), "A Dyadic Research Program: The Interaction Possibility Space
Model," Journal of Business-to-Business Marketing, 10 (3), 63-79.

Medlin, Christopher J. (2003b), "Relationship Performance: A Relationship Level Construct,”
Proceedings: 19th Annual IMP Conference, lvan Snehota and Renato Fiocca, eds. Lugano,
Switzerland.

Medlin, Christopher J. (2004), "Interaction in Business Relationships: A Time Perspective," Industrial
Marketing Management, 33 (3), 185-193.

Medlin, Christopher J. (Forthcoming), "An Approach to Measuring Interaction in Business
Relationships," Journal of Business & Industrial Marketing.

Medlin, Christopher J., Jacques-Marie Aurifeille, and Pascale G. Quester (2005), "A Collaborative
Interest Model of Relational Coordination and Empirical Results," Journal of Business Research, 58
(2), 214-222.

Mdller, Kristian, Arto Rajala, and Senja Svahn (2005), "Strategic Business Nets - Their Type and
Management," Journal of Busines Research, 58 (9), 1274-1284.

Morgan, Robert M. and Shelby D. Hunt (1994), "The Commitment-Trust Theory of Relationship
Marketing," Journal of Marketing, 58 (3), 20-38.

Morgeson, Fredrick P. and David A. Hofman (1999), "The Structure and Function of Collective
Constructs: Implications for Multilevel Research and Theory Development," Academy of Management
Review, 24 (2), 249-265.

Parolini, Cinzia (1999), The Value Net: A Tool for Competitive Advantage, Chichester: Wiley.
Rousseau, Denise M. (1985), "Issues of Level in Organizational Research,” in Research in
Organizational Behavior, Larry L. Cummings and Barry M. Staw, eds., Vol. 7, Greenwich, CT: JAI
Press, 1-37.

Steiger, James H. (1989), EzPATH: Causal Modeling, Evanston, IL: SYSTAT Inc.

11



Turnbull, Peter W. (1987), "Interaction and International Marketing: An Investment Process,"
International Marketing Review, (4), 7-19.

Wernerfelt, Birger (1984), "A Resource-based View of the Firm," Strategic Management Journal, 5 (2),
171-180.

Wilkes, Gerald A. and William A. Krebs, eds. (1985), Collins Concise English Dictionary, Sydney:
Collins.

Young, Louise C. and lan F. Wilkinson (1997), "The Space Between: Towards a Typology of Interfirm
Relations," Journal of Business-to-Business Marketing, 4 (2), 53-97.

12



Appendix A

Construct Indicators
Construct Indicators Response Anchors
Resource This relationship will allow efficient use of our firm's resources. 9 point scale
Efficiency through This relationship will lead to sound economic use of our firm's resources. Strongly agree to strongly
Ties This relationship will allow effective use of our firm’s knowledge base. disagree
) For each goal, be!ow, indicate its relative importanpe to your firm's 9 point scale
Ec%r;c;rrlc Tgﬂ;t;ﬂgg{e\évng rgg;rsd to the focus relationship. Strongly agree to strongly
: ) & s 9 growth disagree
. ) Consider all of the costs and revenues with the Focus Relationship. 9 point scale
Relationship Relative to your firm's expectations in the focus market, what has been
Performance the performance of the inter-firm relation on the following dimensions? Extremely strong to extremely
1. Sales, 2. Sales growth, 3. Market share weak
Appendix B
Correlation Matrix
Res-1 Res-2 Res-3 Goal-1 Goal-2 Goal-3 Perf-1 Perf-2 | Perf-3
Res-1 1.00
Res-2 0.84 1.00
Res-3 0.73 0.75 1.00
Goal-1 0.42 0.42 0.37 1.00
Goal-2 0.37 0.35 0.32 0.86 1.00
Goal-3 0.31 0.35 0.28 0.85 0.93 1.00
Perf-1 0.27 0.20 0.08 0.45 0.46 0.42 1.00
Perf-2 0.32 0.25 0.18 0.45 0.47 0.44 0.85 1.00
Perf-3 0.31 0.27 0.17 0.28 0.33 0.26 0.74 0.73 1.00
Measurement Model
Construct ltem Lambda | t-value | R®
1. Resource 1 0.91 10.23 0.83
efficiency due to 2 0.93 10.66 0.86
Ties 3 0.81 8.60 0.66
1 0.89 10.23 0.79
2. Economic goal | 2 0.98 12.01 0.96
3 0.95 11.49 0.90
3. Relationship 1 0.93 10.64 0.86
Performance 2 0.92 10.57 0.85
3 0.80 8.46 0.64
Do =0.41, Pyy = 0.51, P13 = 0.20
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