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Business Relationships and the Impact of Political, Competitive and 

Intermediary Connections 

 

 

Abstract: 

In further developing the notion of business actors in the distributive channel, the study integrates 

competitors, political and intermediary units to investigate if and how they have their impacts on 

focal businesses. In this construction, business relationship function is exposed to be interrelated to 

connected business and other actors which are directly or indirectly interdependent. The argument is 

driven by the notion that actors, like competitors, intermediaries and political units, can generate 

uncertainty for the core business relationships. In order to achieve a deeper understanding, the study 

develops a conceptual view which contains the two key relationship concepts of commitment and 

trust (Morgan and Hunt, 1994). Stressing on business network theory, the paper contends to study the 

influence of different type business and non-business connections on focal business. The empirical 

study is based on a survey which contains extensive interviews with 354 firms’ relationships. To 

reach this the paper constructs a LISREL model to test the hypothesis. Knowledge on the impact of 

these units can aid business firms when developing strategies towards these units. Including 

uncertainties sources like intermediary and political relationship may provide a more reliable picture 

of the firms’ behavior in business network. 

 

Key Words: Business Network, Commitment, Trust, Political actors, Intermediaries and competitors; 

LISREL Method 

 

 

Introduction 

 

Either they want or not, business firms for their survival and development have to deal with 

relationships with not only those that they have interactive business. They have, directly or 

indirectly, relationships with other units in their ‘environment’. The study constructs its view on the 

presumption that a business network is composed of actors having their legitimacy on different 

grounds. Against this perception, the main attention of business network studies is reserved for 

studying of firms’ exchange relationship with complementary nature g and views on inter-firm 

behaviour and connections are seen as sufficient to explain the behaviour of the firms. This boundary 

setting of business network has provoked new researchers, proclaiming that business firms are and 

have to manage uncertainties which are not only related to the business chain connection. Stating that 
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firms’ relationships and connections provide insufficient picture of so called “market as business 

network”.  

The recent studies pinpoint the issue like competition and political relationship and claim that 

such research has attracted less attention (Boddewyn, 1988; Hadjikhani and Thilenius, 2005; Ring, 

Lenway and Govekar, 1990; Welch and Wilkinson, 2004; Hadjikhani et al., 2008). They contend that 

the earlier studies ignore the fact that firms’ business activities are also influenced by these actors as 

they are sources of uncertainties. Some studies, such as those of Welch and Wilkinson (2004) and 

Jacobson, Lenway and Ring, (1993) highlight the failure to incorporate political issues into the 

business network marketing texts.  

In the absence of much research in this area, this study attempts to offer an answer to the 

inquiry of researchers like Welch and Wilkinson (2004), and Ghauri and Holstius (1996) and raises 

the simple question of how firms’ focal business relationship is affected by the different types of 

connections (Hadjikhani, et al., 2008, Boddyweyn, 1988). While one type of connections stands in 

the production chain, the other business connection is with competitors which are not positioned in 

the distributive production chain. The other types of connection concern actors like trade union 

which have intermediary roles. The third groups of actors are political actors. Though, in developing 

the notion of connection with actors in the distributive channel which traditionally occupies the 

attention of business network studies, the study employs a broader perspective. It also integrates 

connections with competitors, political and intermediary units to investigate if and how these 

different types of connections have their impacts on focal relationships. In this construction, business 

relationship function is exposed to be interrelated to different types of connected actors which are 

directly or indirectly interdependent (Boddewyn, 1988; Hadjikhani and Ghauri, 2001; Ring, Lenway 

and Govekar, 1990). The argument is driven by indirect inter-dependency and the notion that actors, 

like competitors and political units, can generate uncertainty for the core business activities.  

In order to achieve a deeper understanding, the study develops a conceptual view which 

contains the two key relationship concepts of commitment and trust (Morgan and Hunt, 1994). 

Stressing on business network theory, the study contends to study the firms’ business relationships 

and the influence of both political, intermediary, competitors and business chain connections. To 

reach this the paper constructs a LISREL model to test the results. Knowledge on the impact of these 

units on focal relationship can aid business firms when developing strategies towards these units 

(Buckley and Ghauri, 1999; Ghauri and Buckley, 2004; Hadjikhani, 2000; Ring, Lenway and 

Govekar, 1990). Inclusion of sources of uncertainties like socio-political relationship may provide a 

more reliable picture of the firms’ behavior in business network. 
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Earlier Contributions 

Largely, the contribution of the earlier studies can be grouped into three different theoretical fields; 

a) hierarchical view, b) business interaction view, and c) the view of business firms’ interaction with 

non-business units. In the first truck of thoughts, called here the traditional view, the researchers 

focus is on firm’s marketing behavior. Intermediary and political organizations are conceptualized as 

units standing on the business environment of the firm. Researchers like Miller (1992) and Ahmed et 

al., (2002) stress on hierarchical power of the political institutions and firms’ adaptive action towards 

political risk (Keillor et al., 2005; Keillor and Hult, 2004). The hierarchical view is also adopted by a 

large number of researchers in political science (Maddison, 1991; Nowtotny et al., 1989). In this 

view the non-business units gain their power from their legitimacy in the market that is achieved 

through establishing a trustworthy position. Implicitly, firms’ commitment is explained by their 

actions for management of risk (Ahmed et al., 2002; Miller, 1992), risk in international operations 

(Keillor et al., 2005), development of structures to fit with the regulations (Spencer et al., 2005; 

Buckley and Ghauri, 2004; Cosset and Roy, 1991) or corporate structure (Murtha, 1991; Lenway and 

Murtha, 1994). The statement is based on manifestation of political legitimacy by coercive actions 

towards business firms. The firms’ behaviour toward the socio-political actors relays on their 

adaptive actions.  

In the next field, business interaction and relationship view, studies do not specifically concern 

the impact from the political actors. Political actors are treated as elements in the focal relationship’s 

environment. Views developed do not specifically concern the interdependency/dependency of firms 

to political actors. The majority of business interaction or network studies concern business 

relationship or the chain business connections. Socio-political connection is left untouched or 

regarded in an implicit manner. The business network approach, which has been extensively 

explored in industrial marketing (Ford, 1990; Håkansson and Snehota, 1995, Ghauri, 1999; Johanson 

and Håkansson, 1994) and international business studies (Johanson and Mattsson, 1988; Forsgren et 

al., 1995) rarely, touches the socio-political behaviour of the business firms. 

The third research filed, and closer to the point of departure of this paper, researchers 

concentrating on governance (see e.g. Streeck, 1992; Fligstein, 1990), problems to overcome rules 

(Chaudri and Samson, 2000), impact of government on competition (Ramaswamy and Renforth, 

1996) and heterogeneity of the firms’ and industrial policy (Barros and Nilssen, 1999); in lobbying 

(Hoffman, 2005; Fabella, 1991; Lagerlöf, 1997), in bargaining and bargaining power (Moon and 

Lado, 2000; Nomden et al.,  2003; Chae and Heidhues, 2004; Dell’Arringa, 2001) in political market 

(Bonardi et al., 2005; O’Cass, 1996) and in political strategy (Taylor et al., 2000; Shaffer and 

Hillman, 2000; Butler and Collins, 1996) question the hierarchical power of political units and more 

rely on behaviour theory. They elaborate concepts like political legitimacy and proclaim the 
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dependency of political actors to the other actors in the surrounding, like business firms and people. 

Rejecting the hierarchical power of the political actors, studies in political science and institutional 

theory proclaim the embeddedness of political actors in a wider context.  

Following thoughts on interdependency, some business studies are in favour of dyadic 

relationship between business and socio-political units (Hadjikhani, et al., 2008) and intermediaries 

(Hadjikhani and Thilenius, 2005) which presumes to be essential for the firms for gaining support 

and challenging the uncertainty. They elaborate strategic views like cooperation and negotiation for 

interaction between business firms and political organizations (Ring et al., 1990; Taylor et al., 2000) 

and competitors (Kock, 2005). The interactions are seen as beneficial for both parties (see 

Boddewyn, 1988; Jacobson et al., 1993; Hadjikhani, 1996). Studying political and business actors in 

a political market (Baines and Egan, 2001; O’Shaughnessy, 2001), having parallel business and 

political objectives (Kotler and Andreason, 1991; Bonardi et al., 2005) have newly captured the 

attention of business scholars. In this field, some pay attention on bargaining and some researchers, 

like Nomden et al. (2003) or Dell’Arringa (2001), relate bargaining to the collective actions of the 

interest groups. Others like Crystal (2003) specifically relate the firms’ committed resources and 

strategy towards host government (Korbin, 1982; Kim, 1988; Moon, and Lado, 2000; Crystal, 2003; 

Conner, 1991).  

 

Theoretical View and Hypothesis 

This paper goes beyond the broad stream in business and industrial network and explains that firms 

in their business network are to manage the two interdependent areas of non-business and business 

(Welch and Wilkinson, 2004; Hadjikhani and Ghuari, 2001; Boddewyn and Brewer, 1994). The 

model stands on the view that focal business relationships beside their business connections they also 

are connected to others like political and intermediaries units. It is inspired with the question of how 

these connections affect the focal business relationships. For political actors’ connection, for 

example, the view is based on the impact of these actors on business relationship for the dependency 

of business firms to gain support and market stability. Also that the political actors are dependent on 

enterprises; as firms make investments and create jobs and that affect groups like the people or media 

which finally affects issues like GNP on which socio-political units are dependent (Jacobson et al., 

1993; Hadjikhani and Ghauri, 2001). In seeking social legitimacy political actors, are to incorporate 

demands from business firms into their decisions (Eliassen and Kooiman, 1993).  

To explore business relationship the views is inspired by researchers studying of long-term 

relationships (Reddy and Zepiel, 1999) and closes relationships (Söllner, 1999) and denote that 

relationships have their roots in commitment and trust between the partners (Gundlach et al., 1995). 

Researchers like Morgan and Hunt, (1994) and Gundlach, et al. (1995) explicate commitment and 
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trust as the two key elements of relationships. These two elements are stressed by researchers in 

business network also as vital between business and socio-political units (Welch and Wilkinson, 

2004; Hadjikhani and Ghauri, 2008). Thus, focal relationship commitment and trust in the network 

logic of this study is connected to not only business actors but also those of political and 

intermediary units (See Figure 1). According to this view the context of business network contains 

three interdependent ‘markets’ (Boddewyn, 1988; Hadjikhani and Ghauri, 2001). One includes 

business actors wherein business firms are related to each other on the base of business legitimacy. In 

the next two business firms have direct and indirect relationships with intermediary and political 

actors in which these latter have their legitimacy in political and social bases.   

Please Insert Figure 1 Here 

 

Though, as shown in figure 1, commitment and trust in a dyadic business relationship is determined 

by, a) the composition of interactions between two dyadic business partners, b) the impact of the 

business chain connections, and also c) the impacts for the political connection and d) impacts from 

the intermediary connection. Following this theoretical view the study constructs nine hypotheses. 

The first hypothesis reflects the relationship and the rest of the hypothesis are related to the 

connection impacts. For the focal relationship, the hypothesis reflects the two fundamental elements 

of commitment and trust. Commitment is defined as the sacrifices made by partners to maintain a 

relationship. It confers to the set of partners’ resource contributions and actions towards counterpart 

alone and or towards connected actors to remain in relationships (Denekamp, 1995; Hunt, Chonko 

and Wood, 1985; Shelby et al., 1985). Though, as Shelby et al., (1985) define, the degree of 

resources and performance determines if actors remain in the interactions. Trust is explained as the 

willingness to rely on an exchange partner in whom another has confidence (Moorman et al. 1993). 

High and low trust will accordingly affect the strength of the relationship. These two concepts are 

recognized in this paper as the basis for indicating the strength and firmness in a relationship. The 

higher the strength and trust in the relationship the higher will be the level of cooperation and 

adaptation commitment. Accordingly, the first hypothesis is: 

 

Hypothesis 1: The higher the trust, the higher the commitment in the relationship between the 

focal business actors. 

 

Commonly in business network studies, the commitment and trust between supplier and customer are 

embedded in a business context. The network has its ground on the assumption of interdependency 

of the focal actors to the suppliers’ supplier and customers’ customer. The business chain connection 

is based on resource interdependencies. The connection’s property, like low/high interdependencies, 
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determines the nature of impact from the connected business chain of supplier and customer. 

Ultimately, relationship aspects like the degree of adaptation and mutuality are determinant. The 

statement confers to the factor of actors’ compatibility, i.e., whether the connected and focal actors 

have supplementary functions or not. Business chain connections to suppliers/customers, which in 

industrial marketing studies have supplementary function, can, in some circumstances, become 

discordant with the focal relationship and engender conflict, affecting commitment and trust in the 

focal relationship. Continuity in the exchange with restrained connected relationships is constructed 

on a low level of commitment and trust. Problems with suppliers’ supplier in for example, 

technological modification, can affect the suppliers’ commitments towards the focal customer. A 

high positive impact from the business chain connection, on the other hand, refers to the mutuality 

and co-operation in commitments and trust that binds the actors (Donaldson and Toole, 2000). The 

next two hypotheses examine the impact of business chain connections affecting the focal 

interaction. The hypotheses are: 

 

Hypothesis 2a: The higher the impact of business chain connection, the higher the commitment 

in the relationship between the focal business actors. 

Hypothesis 2b: The higher the impact of the business chain connection, the higher the trust in 

the relationship between the focal business actors.  

 

Traditionally, industrial network theory perceives only business chain connections. While 

cooperative relationships with suppliers and customers are easy to grasp, connection with 

intermediaries which lacks direct economic transaction, has been neglected. However, studies like 

Julien, et. al., (2004) on networks embeddedness in the social, competitive and environment or the 

study of Faber and Shoham (2002) and studies like Brousseau (2002) on firms in for example IT 

which connect the supplier and customers, have shown the importance of these relationships for the 

focal partners. Intermediaries like media and trade union can affect, for example, the firms’ market 

legitimacy. Firms’ publicity, for example, by creating a public opinion is been under securitization 

by researchers in the fields like communication or political science. But researchers in business 

network have taken a silent position towards these connections.  

In further developing the network view researchers like Webster (1996) and Gummesson 

(2003), raise the question of the impact of interaction between actors like political organizations, 

competitors and business firms. Some are concerned with political organization, others with 

competitors or media (as an intermediary unit). Studies like Bengtsson and Kock (1999) and 

Hadjikhani and Thilenius (2005) scrutinize the nature of competitive relationships and introduce 

competitive strategic actions and Gnyawali and Madhavan (2001) explore the cooperation and 
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competition indicated by firms’ structural embeddedness. In advancing knowledge on the 

relationship with intermediaries and competitors, studies like Hadjikhani and Thilenius (2005) and 

Madhavan (2001), Easton and Araujo (1992), explain the impact of such actors on focal firms’ 

commitment and trust. Easton and Araujo (1992) and Bengtsson and Kock (1999), reflecting on the 

distance between competitors, include two elements of competition/conflict and 

cooperation/harmony constructed on trust. In these dimensions, we can find the matter of degree of 

impacts from intermediaries on commitment and trust.  

The discussion above illuminate the impact from two types of connections, one reflects the 

impact of competitors and the next confers to the impact from intermediaries. Followingly, the next 

four hypotheses reflect the impact of this connection on focal relationship commitment and trust.  

 

Hypothesis 3a: The higher the impact of intermediary connection, the lower the commitment in 

the relationship between the focal business actors.  

Hypothesis 3b: The higher the impact of the intermediary connection, the lower the trust in the 

relationship between the focal business actors.  

 

Hypothesis 4a: The higher the impact of connection to competitors, the lower the commitment 

in the relationship between the focal business actors.  

Hypothesis 4b: The higher the impact of the connection to competitors, the lower the trust in 

the relationship between the focal business actors.  

 

 

This study extends the network boundary by including non only competitors and intermediaries but 

also political units who are socio-politically connected. The view is constructed on the presumption 

that the range of commitment and trust is not only an antecedent to the focal actors’ activities, but 

also to the acts of political units. Though, commitment and trust in one relationship are based not 

only on partners’ will and sacrifices in the business context but also on the actions of actors in the 

political context.  The view developed in this study explains that a focal relationship’s commitment 

and trust can gain support or hindrance from these different sets of connected relationships (Jacobson 

et al., 1993, O’Cass 2001 and 1996) and Klein and Milardo (1993). Thus, a network is a set of 

connected relationships which can support or hamper a focal relationship, depending on how a 

dyadic relationship is affected by the connected relationships (Duck, 1993). One connected 

relationship can support, while another can hinder, a dyadic relationship (Klein and Milardo 1993; 

Duck, 1993).  
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In studying political connection, researchers introduce the two elements of the adaptive and 

influential activities of the firms (Hadjikhani et al., 2008; Hadjikhani and Thilenius, 2004; 

Boddewyn and Brewer, 1994). These represent high or low levels of positive/negative influence on 

the focal relationships. The view is based on relationships which are the cause of indirect 

interdependency between the political and business units. In terms of the influential actions, 

strategies like lobbying (Coen, 1999; Calingaert, 1993), cooperation and partnership (Boddewyn and 

Brewer, 1994), and commitment in social interactions with non-business actors, like government 

agencies and trade unions (Hadjikhani and Ghauri, 2001) are mechanisms for elimination or 

reduction of negative impact on commitment and trust in the core businesses. On the contrary, the 

adaptive behaviour of the firms manifests the case of a high level negative impact on the focal 

relationship commitment and trust. There are a large number of studies on strategic planning that 

pose the non-business factor as a non-controllable factor (Kotler, 1999). The political means as a 

structural constraint, lead to the prediction that high impact from the non-business actors force 

business firms to have a low business engagement in the local country.  

Political connections can be composed of components acting to exercise power, and are 

embedded with conflict. Thus, political connection is a source of uncertainty which can have a low 

or high impact on the core business relationship (Hadjikhani, 1996). In this case, there are some 

sporadic efforts in studies like Bakkenes et al. (1999) on communication, Lubben (1988) and 

Hadjikhani and Ghauri (2001) on the dominance of knowledge on network context, and some others 

who tried to interconnect the range of cooperation and trust (Hanf and Scharpf, 1978; House, et al., 

1988). These researchers are among the few who study the social dimensions in political 

relationships that affect the relationships’ trust and commitment. As discussed, the two hypotheses 

which follow examine the impact of the political connection on the commitment and trust. While the 

first hypothesis examines the impact on the focal relationship trust, the second hypothesis considers 

the impact on the focal relationship commitment.  

 

Hypothesis 5a: The higher the impact of political connection, the lower the trust in the 

relationship between the focal business actors. 

Hypothesis 5b: The higher the impact of political connection, the lower the commitment in the 

relationship between the focal business actors. 

Method 

The empirical analysis is based on a subset from a database, consisting of information on 354 

business relationships. The data has been collected and used for studies of dyadic business 

relationships and the impact of information technology (see Lindh, 2006). In the study small- and 
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medium sized firms in Sweden were approached in their role as suppliers to one specific customer of 

their selection. The information was collected through standardized questionnaries directed to the 

CEO or marketing managers who initially were contacted by telephone in order to get approval to 

send the questionnaire and to give background information about the study. The informants were 

selected to insure that they had personal experience of marketing in general. To answer certain 

questions in the questionnaire, they were asked to select one of their most important customers, of 

which they had personal knowledge. In this way the respondents were consciously selected to be able 

answer our questions regarding the company, as well as regarding the specific customer relationship. 

The analysis of the data material was performed using LISREL with the aim to test the validity of the 

hypothesized causal relations within the frame of an overall structural model (Gerbing and Anderson, 

1988; Bollen, 1989; Hayduk, 1987; Jöreskog and Sörbom, 1993). The first step in a LISREL analysis 

is to run the observed indicators in a so-called measurement model to assess construct validity 

followed by the development of the structural model. The validation of the structural model is based 

both on the causal relations included and on several statistical measures. We have chosen to use Q 

(χ2/df), GFI, AGFI, RMSEA and SRMS. The interpretation of a model should also be done bearing 

in mind that each relation in it is contingent on the setting of the overall model itself. 

 
Construct Validity  

The aim of the analysis is to test how the strength of connections affects trust and commitment in the 

focal business relationship. To indicate the impact of business connections we use four statements 

concerning the conceivable effects on the focal business relationship of relationships with any of the 

customer’s customers, any of the customer’s other suppliers, any of the firm’s other customers and 

any of firm’s suppliers. Correspondingly, as indicators of the impact of socio-political connections, 

we use three statements concerning the bearing of the effects on the focal business relationship of 

relationships with governmental bodies, municipal organizations and labour market organizations. 

The impact of relationships to any banks and any international organizations are used as indicators 

for intermediary connections, while impact from the firm’s competitors and the customer’s 

competitors account for the competitor connection in the analysis. The answers to all questions were 

given on a five-grade scale ranging from ‘not at all’ to ‘very high. 

The dependent variables in the model, trust and commitment, are indicated by the responses to a 

set of attitudinal statements on a seven-grade ordinal-scales. The level of trust in the relationship is 

based on the notion of one party’s willingness to rely on the other party and is in this analysis is 

indicated by a construct of three statements directed to the supplier firm. The first is quite 

straightforward asking whether the supplier trusts the customer completely, the second on whether 

the supplier trust information from the customer and the third focuses on the openness concerning 
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information. Relationship commitment can broadly be conceived as the directed actions taken that 

bind the firms together. In this analysis, commitment is indicated by the responses to three statements 

reflecting firstly whether the customer has invested in the relationship, secondly if the relationship is 

long-term, secondly if there exist a wider relationship between the customer and the supplier, and 

finally if the supplier likes doing business with the customer. The answers to all attitudinal 

statements were given on a seven-grade ordinal scale ranging from ‘strongly disagree’ to ‘strongly 

agree’. The selection of variables to be used in the analysis meant that 82 of the total of 354 

relationships in the database had to be omitted due to one or more missing values. This left us with 

an effective sample of 272 observations. The descriptive statistics, factor loadings, t-values and R2-

values of the indicators for all constructs are displayed in Table 1. 

 

Please Insert Table 1 Here 

 

The first step towards finding a valid model was to employ the constructs in a measurement 

model with no causal relations specified. In this step, the discriminant validity was also assessed. The 

statistical output showed a non-significant measurement model. The model contained five significant 

correlations at the 5%-level along with the hypothesis causal relations while four correlations were 

not significant. The most important significant correlation was positive correlation between Trust and 

Commitment. The correlations between Trust and Business Connection and Intermediary Connection 

were also significant. Further, the correlations between Commitment and Business Connection, 

Intermediary Connection and Political Connection were also significant. The results of the 

measurement model in conjunction with the conceptual grounds presented in the previous provide us 

enough support to continue the analysis by verifying the discriminant validity of the constructs. 

 

Structural Model Analysis 

Following the results from the measurement model, a structural model was specified with causal 

relations between the latent variables in accordance with the presented hypothesis. The statistical 

output from the first run of the model some significant causal relations and moderate validity. In 

order to increase the validity of the model the specified relations were excluded stepwise based on 

the level of significance, i.e. the casual relation with the lowest significance was first excluded, the 

model re-assessed, followed by the exclusion of the next non-significant causal relation until all 

included relations in the model displayed significant statistics. The resulting structural model shows 

four significant causal relations between the latent variables (see Figure 2 below). The model must 

be considered a valid representation of the data with a chi-squared of 146.24 with 79 degrees of 

freedom yielding a Q well below the recommended value of two. The RMSEA (0.056) and SRMS 
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(0.057) are also in range with the recommended values. Further, the GFI is at 0.94 and the AGFI at 

0.88, meaning that the model must be considered to be a valid representation of the data. 

 

Please Insert Figure 2 Here 

 

Results 

Commenting on the resulting final structural model (see Figure 2), it is first of all important to state 

that the relation between Trust and Commitment in the model is positive and significant (0.52; 6.34). 

This provides support for the first hypothesis concerning the relation between trust and commitment, 

i.e. an increased trust in the relationship leads to higher commitment. This also supports the notion of 

how the strength of the relationship is constructed. The actors learn to trust through ongoing 

exchanges and these in turn provide the base for further strengthening of the relationship through 

enhanced commitment. 

In the structural model the impact of Business Connection and Commitment is supported (0.23; 

.3.32). This means that Hypothesis 2a is verified in this analysis while the impact of business 

connection on trust is not, meaning that we have to reject Hypothesis 2b stating that trust will be 

positively affected by business connection. It seems like the impact from connections following the 

chain of business has a direct bearing on the level of commitment in the business relationship, i.e. the 

business partners are ready to invest further into the relationship when the business situation calls for 

it through the impact of the business connection. Of course, the fundamental condition is still most 

likely that some level of trust is conceived in the business relationship, but, in this model the impact 

of business connection is not mediated through the level trust in the business relationship in order to 

see increased commitment 

In the model, the effect of intermediary and competitor connections on relationship trust and 

commitment reveals some interesting results. The relation between Intermediary Connection and 

Trust is negative and clearly significant (-0.10; -2.67) thus supporting Hypothesis 3b that higher 

impact from intermediary connection generates lower trust in the relationship between the focal 

business actors. The other hypothesis relating to impact of intermediary connection, Hypothesis 3a, 

where a similar negative relation on commitment is proposed is not supported by the current 

structural model.  

Turning to Hypothesis 4a and 4b the effect of connections to competitors were suggested be 

negative on both trust and commitment in the business relationship. The results of the final structural 

model mean that both hypotheses have to be rejected, in one case due to insufficient significance, i.e. 

Hypothesis 4a, while for the other hypothesis due to an effect opposite the anticipated. Instead of, as 

anticipated, having a negative impact on trust in the business relationship, the revealed effect of 
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Competitor Connection in the model is a significant and positive on Trust (0.31; 4.01). Expanding on 

this finding it has to be kept in mind that trust, as defined in this study, is a component of the 

business relationship and the impact of competitor connection seem to strengthen the business 

relationship rather than weaken it. A situation of increasing impact from competitors, both on the 

supplying firm as well as on the customer firm, results in this setting in increasing trust in the 

business relationship, i.e. a reliance on the ongoing business exchange with the established 

counterpart. 

Of the Hypotheses 5a and 5b, proposing negative effects of political connection on trust and 

commitment, only Hypothesis 5b can not be verified in this model. The effect of Political 

Connection on Commitment is significant and negative all in line with the hypothesis (-0.14; -2.70) 

while the effect of political connection on trust is not supported. The fact that Hypothesis 5b is 

supported and that the effect of political connection is on relationship commitment still makes it 

possible to draw some conclusions concerning relationship strength. Increased political connection 

results in lower commitment and the focal business relationship is weakened, still the effect is on the 

level of commitment while the level of trust is unaffected, at least in a direct way. 

 

Concluding Remarks 

Boundary setting in business network studies is the most vital issue for the researchers. While the 

main truck in business network studies put the boundary around the business relationships and the 

complementary chain production, this study extends the boundary and includes relationships with the 

political, competitors and also intermediary units. Such boundary extensions naturally complicate the 

simple illustration of earlier network context, but it is closer to the business realities. In the real 

business life firms are challenging with different sources of uncertainties, some are business and 

some has non-business natures. Either they want or not, they have to manage all these uncertainties. 

This paper is one among the few researches in recent years that stress on the extension of the 

business network boundary. Further research for development of views using case study can 

contribute new knowledge. 

As discussed in the analytical section, all the hypotheses are not verified. But the verified 

hypothesises elevate several interesting conclusions. The first conclusion is related to the impact of 

the trust on commitment. This conclusion is also verified by large numer researchers. But the more 

interesting conclusions are related to the impact of the connected relationships. One conclusion 

which verifies conclusion of other study in business network is the impact of the business chain 

connection. But, different to other studies, the study reaches the conclusion that the impact does not 

have any impact on the relationship trust. It can be speculated that the actors in the business chain do 

not social interdependency. The interdependency is because of the technological element. 
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Knowledge about which relationship element is affected by connection can also be essential for 

managers.   

The results further manifest the need for extension of the perceptual boundary of the business 

network. On contrary to the earlier studies, the paper manifests that the three other connections, 

political, intermediary and competitors, have impact on the focal business relationships. There are 

recent studies emphasising on integration of socio-political relationships into the network context. 

This study goes further and concludes that this boundary is to be further extended to include even 

others into the context. There are seldom business network studies that manifest the impact of all 

these connections together. With integration of these connections the abstraction of business reality – 

the theoretical view – becomes closer to what is going on in the business market. Business firms are 

always challenging in different kinds of uncertainties.  

Interesting conclusions can be drawn by studying the kinds of impacts from these connections. 

One interesting conclusion lies on the negative impact of the political and intermediary connections. 

These connections weaken the focal relationship. While the first one impacts on commitment, the 

other one impacts on trust. It can be concluded that political connection, for example, impacts are 

perceived by business actors as coercive which enforce increasing commitments. Another exciting 

conclusion is the competitors’ connection. The results manifest that the competitors, contrary to 

general feelings, have a positive impact relationship trust.  
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Figure 1: Conceptual Model Business and Non-business Connections’ Impact on Relationship 

Commitment and Trust 

 
Note: Labels refer to hypothesis in the following. 
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Table 1. The Constructs and Indicators used in the Analysis 

Construct 
Indicator 

Abbr. Mean S.D. Factor 
Load. 

T-value R2-value 

Commitment       
This customer has invested time and money 
in developing the relationship between our 
two firms  

MONEY      

We are committed to a long-term 
relationship with this customer 

LONG_T      

We like doing business with this customer L_BUSI      
Trust       

We feel we can trust this customer 
completely 

TRU_C      

We are willing to make information 
available for this customer 

INFO      

We completely trust the information 
received from this customer 

INF_TRU      

Business Chain Connection       
To what extent is your relationship with this 
customer affected by any relationships with 
any customer of the customer’s? 

CUS_C      

To what extent is your relationship with this 
customer affected by any relationships with 
any of the customer’s other suppliers? 

CUS_S      

To what extent is your relationship with this 
customer affected by any relationships with 
any of your own suppliers? 

SUP_S      

To what extent is your relationship with this 
customer affected by any relationships with 
any of your other customers? 

SUP_C      

Competitor Connection       
To what extent is your relationship with this 
customer affected by any relationships with 
any competitor to the customer? 

COMP_C      

To what extent is your relationship with this 
customer affected by any relationships with 
any of your own competitors? 

COMP_S      

Intermediary Connection       
To what extent is your relationship with this 
customer affected by any relationships with 
any bank? 

BANK      

To what extent is your relationship with this 
customer affected by any relationships with 
any international organization? 

IOR      

Political Connection       
To what extent is your relationship with this 
customer affected by any relationships with 
any governmental agency? 

GOV      

To what extent is your relationship with this 
customer affected by any relationships with 
any municipal agency? 

MUN      

To what extent is your business with this 
customer affected by any relationships with 
any labour market organisation? 

TRU      
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Figure 2. Final Structural Model 
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