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ABSTRACT 

The focus of the research is the management of dyadic channel 

relationships and, specifically, the formation of channel member satis

faction. Based upon the conceptualization of channels as social and 

political systems, mem~er satisfaction is proposed as a function of the 

nature of the channel relationship, as represented by perceived power 

use, conflict, cooperation, and the definition of channel roles. 

Further, satisfaction is proposed as a function of the value of the 

channel relationship to members, as indicated by mem~er performance 

relative to desired achievement levels. 

The research s~tting consists of the dyadic relationship between 

retailers and the dominant wholesaler in a contractual channel system, 

focusing on the retailer's satisfaction with the channel relationship. 

Self-administered questionnaires to 405 dyadic pairs of retail store 

owners and sales representatives of the wholesaling firm were used to 

obtain multiple measures of the research constructs. Particular 

analysis attention was given to the reliability and validity of measures 

and to the hypothesized relationships among constructs. 

The results of the research provide support for positive rela

tionships between member satisfaction and role expectations, relative 

member size, and member performance and a negative relationship between 

xi 



xii 

member satisfaction and role stress. High correlations among measures 

of satisfaction,·conflict, cooperation, and noneconomic power sources 

suggest that the measures are highly related and may not be discrimi

nant, implying that they represent a more general construct, the 

~ttitudinal orientation of channel members. 



CHAPTER 1 

RESEARCH OBJECTIVES 

Marketing in advanced industrial societies usually combines the 

efforts of several different business institutions. Combinations of 

business institutions which specialize in manufacturing, wholesaling, 

and retailing may join forces in m~rketing channel arrangements to 

stimulate and satisfy the demand for goods and services (Stern and 

El-Ansary 1982). These sets of interdependent organiz~tions vary in 

structure from loosely-aligned traditioiial channels to highly 

organized systems, which are dominated by manufacturers, wholesalers, 

or retailers. The domination may accrue from ownership (corporate 

channels), programs administered through economic or social power 

(administered channels), or contractual arrangements (e.g., 

wholesaler-sponsored voluntaries, retailer-sponsored cooperatives, and 

franchises) • 

Viewing a marketing channel as an orchestrated network that 

creates value for members and consumers (Lusch 1977), the orchestra

tion of channel systems involves the management of programs designed 

to cater effectively to channel member and consumer demands. In 

addition, orchestration involves the management of relationships among 

channel members. Management problems include competition between 

members, between channel forms (e.g., corporate-owned Safeway stores 

1 



and stores in contractual chains, such as Associated Grocer stores), 

and within channel forms (e.g., McDonald and Burger King franchises). 

Specifically related to the management of relationships among channel 

members, problems include conflict and lack of cooperation, members 

buying from sources outside the channel system, lawsuits, withdrawal 

from the channel, and the failure of member firms (Hunt and Nevin 

1974). Thus, the successful orchestration of a channel involves the 

coordination and control of channel members such that the channel 

competes effectively and provides satisfying programs to meet both 

consumer and member demands. 

2 

The focus of this research is the management of relationships 

among channel members. As such, the research is based upon the 

conceptualization of channels as social systems (Stern and Brown 1959), 

and concentrates on behavioral aspects of the channel relationship 

such as satisfaction, conflict, power held, and role expectations and 

performance (c.f., Frazier 19S3a; Stern and Reve 1980; Robicheaux and 

El-Ansary 1975). In particular, the research examines the formation 

of member satisfaction with dyadic channel relationships (Archrol, 

Reve and Stern 1984), and relates member satisfaction to other 

behavioral aspects of the channel relationship. 

Problem Statement 

The importance of member satisfaction in the operation and 

control of marketing channels is well recognized in channel research 

and theoretical development (Ruekert and Churchill 1984). Satisfac

tion, as a dominant channel sentiment, is positioned in most behavioral 
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models as fundamental to understanding channel relationships (c.f., 

Robicheaux and El-Ansary 1975) through its effect upon and how it is 

affected by conflict and the existence or use of power (El-Ansary 

1979). Satisfied channel members may exert greater effort and 

cooperation in future interactions (Hunt and Nevin 1974), exhibit ~ore 

attraction to the channel relationship (Lusch 1977), and demonstrate 

more agreement with channel system policies (Frazier 1983a). 

Dissatisfied members, on the other hand, may refuse to cooperate, 

withdraw from the system, or seek legal action against the administra

tors of the channel (Hunt and Nevin 1974). Further, the relationships 

among satisfaction, conflict, power usage, cooperation, and performance 

are proposed as keys to the internal efficiency (Stern and Reve 1930) 

and to the long-run viability (Dwyer 1980) of marketing channels. 

In spite of the importance of channel satisfaction as a central 

concept in channel management theory, the concept has received limited 

research attention (Ruekert and Churchill 1984). In addition, although 

the relationships among satisfaction, conflict, cooperation, power 

usage, and performance are posited as fundamental to understanding 

channel behavior (Robicheaux and El-Ansary 1975; Stern and Reve 1980), 

these concepts have not been concurrently examined in research of 

marketing channels. 

The purpose of the research reported here is to examine member 

satisfaction as it is related to conflict, power, cooperation, and 

performance. The research has two general objectives: (1) to examine 

the satisfaction of channel members with their dyadic relationships in 



marketing channels; and (2) to examine the relationships among member 

satisfaction, conflict, cooperation, power, and performance in 

marketing channels. 

4 

In order to accomplish these objectives, first, conceptual 

distinctions among the behavioral constructs are developed and specific 

research questions are identified through an examination of previous 

satisfaction and channel behavior research. Second, alternative 

theoretical models of member satisfaction with the dyadic channel 

relationship are developed. Finally, the theoretical models are 

empirically tested by examining retailer satisfaction with the 

retailer-wholesaler relationship in a contractual channel system. 

Previous Channel Behavior Research 

A review of channel behavior research (see Table 1) reveals 

that the majority of empirical studies have focused on the concepts of 

power and conflict, resulting in a theory of power and conflict (Gaski 

1984) which incorporates member satisfaction as it is related to power 

sources and channel conflict. However, the review also reveals two 

critical opportunities for testing and supporting the theoretical 

framework advanced by Gaski (1984), the broadened perspective of 

channel behavior (Frazier 19S3a), or the political-economy perspective 

(Stern and Reve 1980). 

First, the review reveals that there is a lack of distinction 

among the concepts of conflict, cooperation, and satisfaction. 

Cooperation is seldom examined directly in research of channels, but 

is often conceptualized as the obverse of conflict (c.f., Anderson and 
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TABLE 1 

EMPIRICAL RESEARCH OF CHANNEL BEHAVIOR 

CONCEPTS INCLUDED: 

Power 

Power and conflict 

Power and satisfaction 

Power and performance 

Power, conflict, and 
satisfaction 

Power, cooperation, and 
satisfaction 

Power, conflict, and 
satisfaction or cooperation 

Power, conflict, satisfaction 
and performance 

Conflict (or cooperation) 

Conflict and satisfaction 

Conflict and performance 

Cooperation and performance 

Satisfaction 

AUTHORS: 

Wilkinson (1974); Etgar (1975b, 1977, 
1978b); Phillips (1982); Lusch and 
Brown (1982) 

Lusch (1975b); Etgar (1978a); Brown 
and Day (1981) 

Hunt and Nevin (1974); Lusch (1977); 
Michie (1978); Wilkinson (1979) 

Etgar (1975a); Porter (lg74) 

Walker (1972); Brown and Frazier 
(1978); Wilkinson (1981) 

Dwyer (1980); Fra~ier (1983b)* 

John (1984) 

Gaski and Nevin (1985) 

Eliashberg and Mitchie (1984); Pruden 
(1969); Pearson (1973); Robbins, Speh 
and Mayer (1982) 

Rosenberg and Stern (1971); Etgar 
(1979); John and Reve (1982) 

Lusch (1976a, 1978a) 

Brown (1979) 

Ruekert and Churchill (1984) 

*Note: Frazier (1983b) indirectly examined satisfaction and 
cooperation through dependence and role performance. 
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Narus 1984; Robbins, Speh and Mayer 1982; Pearson 1973; Pruden 1969). 

Cooperation is indirectly examined as the evaluation of role perfor

mance (Frazier 1983b) or the intent to perform a role in the channel 

(John 1984). Similarly, satisfaction is conceptualized and operation

alized as the opposite of conflict (c.f., Etgar 1979; Lusch 1977) or 

as cooperation has been used in other studies (c.f, Anderson and Narus 

1984; Dwyer 1980). Measures of satisfaction closely resemble measures 

of role performance evaluation (John and Reve 1982) and dependence 

(Frazier 1983b). Thus, support of theoretical frameworks of channel 

behavior will be aided by distinct conceptualizations and discriminant 

measures of conflict, cooperation, and satisfaction (Churchill 1979). 

The second opportunity revealed in the review is to incorporate 

and relate the concepts of conflict, power usage, cooperation, perfor

mance, and satisfaction. As shown in Table 1, only a few studies 

examine any three of the concepts. Power, conflict, and satisfaction 

are included in four studies reviewed (Gaski and Nevin 1985; Wilkinson 

1981; Brown and Frazier 1978; Walker 1972), while power, cooperation, 

and satisfaction are included in Dwyer's (1980) study. Gaski and 

Nevin (1985) also included the effect of power sources and exercised 

power upon performance, although the relationships among conflict, 

satisfaction, and performance were not reported. 

Satisfaction, thus, has been examined in conjunction with power 

usage, conflict, and cooperation, but not in conjunction with perfor

mance. While power usage, conflict, and cooperation may reflect the 

nature of the channel relationship, performance may reflect the value 



of the channel relationship to the channel member. The attainment of 

expected and desired performance is proposed as a positive influence 

7 

on member satisfaction (Frazier 1983a). but this review reveals no 

empirical test of the performance-satisfaction relationship. Limited 

support for a positive relationship between cooperation and performance 

(Brown 1979) and a negative relationship between conflict and perfor

mance (Lusch 1976a) has been provided. 

The importance of member satisfaction to channel behavior theory 

and to the management of marketing channels, coupled with the findings 

of this review of empirical research, provides the impetus for the 

current research. This research: (1) offers distinctions among the 

behavioral concepts; (2) incorporates an examination of the relation

ships among member satisfaction, conflict, power usage, cooperation, 

and performance; and (3) specifically examines member satisfaction as 

a function of both the nature of the channel relationship and the 

value of the relationship to the evaluating member. 

Conceptual Distinctions 

Member Satisfaction Concept 

The uniqueness of the research is emphasized through an 

extension of channel behavior theory which conceptualizes member 

satisfaction both as a function of the nature of the relationship and 

as a function of the value of the relationship. The nature of the 

relationship may be characterized by the extent of conflict and cooper

ation between members and by the use and acceptance of power. The 

value of the relationship to the member may be reflected in the 
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member's achieved goal performance. Thus, member satisfation reflects 

an individual's response to the nature and value of the channel rela

tionship and is defined as: the subjective emotional state of a 

channel member that occurs in response to an evaluation of the set of 

experiences with another chanlel member. 

Ruekert and Churchill (1984) argue for the use of a conceptual-

ization in which satisfaction comprises: 

the domain of all characteristics of the relationship between 
a channel member (the focal organization) and another institution 
in the channel, (the target organization) which the focal 
organization finds rewarding, profitable, instrumental, and 
satisfying or frustrating, problematic, inhibiting, or 
unsatisfying--Ruekert and Churchill (1984, p. 227). 

However, this does not supplant the idea that satisfaction is an 

emotional response to a cognitive evaluation of several dimensions of 

the relationship, including certain outcomes of the relationship, such 

as goal performance. 

More importantly, the use of the definition given in Table 2 to 

examine marketing channel behavior allows for separation of conflict, 

cooperation, and power usage from the construct of member satisfaction. 

Rather than treating the former constructs as dimensions of satisfac

tion, they can be treated as precursory to and as influences upon 

member satisfaction. For example, the evaluation of conflict or 

cooperation between members may result in a change in the emotional 

state of the evaluating member or a change in satisfaction with the 

relationship. Under Ruekert and Churchill's (1984) conceptualization, 

satisfaction would comprise conflict between members (if the focal 



CONSTRUCT 

Member satisfaction 

Channel conflict 

Channel cooperation 

Partner cooperation 

Economic power 

Noneconomic power 

Member performance 

TABLE 2 

DEFINITION OF MAJOR CONCEPTS 

CONCEPTUAL DEFINITION 

the subjective emotional state of a 
channel member that occurs in response to 
an evaluation of the set of experiences 
with another channel member. 

a situation in which at least one channel 
member perceives another to be engaged in 
behavior that is preventing or impeding 
the achievement of the member's goals. 

9 

the extent to which channel members accept 
and perform role responsibilities and 
activities as prescribed by system members 
for particular channel roles. 

the extent to which a partner member 
accepts and performs role responsibilities 
and activities as prescribed by system 
members for the partner's role. 

the perception by member A that member B 
has the ability to influence member A's 
behavior through direct economic incentives 
and disincentives. 

the perception by ~ember A that member B 
has the ability to influence member A's 
behavior through indirect incentives and 
leadership. 

the extent to which channel members attain 
their desired goal achievement. 



organization finds conflict frustrating) and would comprise coopera

tion of members (as deemed instrumental to the focal organization). 

10 

The definition of member satisfaction used in this research 

encompasses Ruekert and Churchill's (1984) conceptualization and 

corresponds to the construct as it is conceptualized in recent channel 

research (c.f., Anderson and Narus 1984) and in other research areas. 

Following Locke's (1967, 1969) reasoning, satisfaction is an emotional 

response to the attainment of one's values. Evaluations made against 

the standard that one values (Branden 1966) produce the emotional 

response. 

In research of consumer, employee, and salesforce satisfaction, 

Locke's definition of satisfaction as: "a psychological construct 

describing the subjective emotional state that occurs in response to 

an evaluation of a set of experiences" (Westbrook 1981, p. 70), has 

provided the basis for accessing the positive or negative feelings 

associated with objects and otheY' people. Examples include consumer 

satisfaction with products and services (see Churchill and Surprenant 

1982, for a review of consumer satisfaction literature), with retail 

outlets (Westbrook 1981), and worker or salesperson satisfaction with 

jobs (Locke 1969, 1970; Rizzo, House, and Lirtzman 1970; Ford, Walker, 

and Churchill 1976; Bagozzi 1978). The definition used in this 

research offers consistency with satisfaction research in marketing 

and in other research areas. 



Channel Conflict and Cooperation Concepts 

Reflecting the nature of the relationship between channel 

members, conflict and cooperation are recognized as separate, 

distinguishable processes in theory (Stern and Reve 1980), but rarely 

separated in research practice. Earlier definitions of conflict and 
-""" . 
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cooperation have led to the treatment of the two concepts as one. For 

example, conflict is defined as: the situation in which one channel 

member perceives another to hinder the goal attainment of the member 

(Stern and Gorman 1969). Cooperation is defined as: the situation in 

which one member perceives another to facilitate the goal attainment 

of the first member (Gill and Stern 1969). Other conceptualizations 

of channel behavior also include cooperation as the obverse of conflict 

(c.f., El-Ansary 1982; Robicheaux and El-Ansary 1975). Similarly, 

empirical studies have examined cooperation as the obverse of conflict 

(c.f., Anderson and Narus 1984; Robbins, Speh and Mayer 1983), and 

measured conflict by using scales containing conflict and cooperation 

as the poles (e.g., Pruden 1969), or by using statements of both 

conflict and cooperation and then reversing the coding of cooperation 

statements (e.g., Pearson 1973). 

A promising way to separate the two concepts includes adopting 

the consensus definition of channel conflict (see Gaski 1984), but 

examining cooperation as occurring through the performance of roles 

(c.f., Frazier 1983b; John 1984). First, the current research uses 

the conceptual definition (see Table 2) of channel conflict as a 

situation in which at least one channel member perceives another to be 
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engaged in behavior that is preventing or impeding the achievement of 

the member's goals. This definition corresponds to conflict as it has 

been defined by most channel researchers (c.f., Lusch 1976b; Stern and 

El-Ansary 1982; Rosenberg 1974). 

Second, to allow for distinction between conflict and coopera

tion, the current research conceptualizes cooperation as the extent to 

which channel members accept and perform role responsibilities and 

activities as prescribed by system members for particular channel 

roles. The extent of cooperation existing in a channel system is the 

extent to which members perform their respective roles (such as the 

wholesaler or the retailer role) in accordance with the normative 

expectations held by channel members. Cooperation, thus, reflects a 

process of joint striving for the accomplishment of members' goals by 

interdependent specialists in channel systems (Gill and Stern 1959). 

However, the current research includes cooperation as it is 

related to member satisfaction in dyadic channel systems, and specifi

cally focusing on the retailer's satisfaction with the retail-wholesale 

relationship. As such, the research examines the retailer's assessment 

of the wholesaler's cooperation. While cooperation by the retailer 

constitutes one aspect of the total cooperation existing in the 

channel, it is not expected to have an effect on the retailer's 

satisfaction with the dyadic relationship. This research examines the 

retailer's perception of wholesaler cooperation and its effect upon 

satisfaction and other behavioral constructs. 
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Channel Power Concepts 

While a comprehensive study of the concept of power is not the 

major focus of the current research, the extent to which power use 

positively or negatively affects conflict and/or member satisfaction 

is important. Two major issues of debate concerning the concept of 

power in marketing channels (Gaski 1984; Lusch and Brown 1982) deserve 

attention in the conceptualization of power as it applies in this 

research. The first issue concerns the differentiation of bases of 

power available to channel members. The second issue concerns the 

conceptualization of power as the ability to alter the behavior of 

channel members. 

As shown in Table 3, several sources of power have been 

identified (French and Raven 1959; Kasulis and Spekman 1980), although 

distinguishing and empirically separating the sources has been cited 

as a frequent problem in channel research (Lusch and Brown 1982; Gaski 

1984). In addition, the tendency of channel members to employ certain 

sources together, such as referent and expert or coercive and reward 

bases, has led to the practice of dichotomizing the sources into 

coercive and noncoercive (Hunt and Nevin 1974; Michie 1978; Gaski and 

Nevin 1985) or into economic and noneconomic (Etgar 1978a; Lusch and 

Brown 1982) categories. 

Although the coercive-noncoercive dichotomization is appealing 

since previous research has examined power, conflict, and satisfaction 

using this categorization (c.f., Hunt and Nevin 1974; Lusch 1976b, 

1977; Brown and Frazier 1978; Gaski and Nevin 1985), the consequences 



SOURCE OF POWER 

Coercive 
(French and 
Raven 1959) 

Reward 
(French an 
Raven 1959) 

Legitimate 
(French and 
Raven 1959) 

(a) legal 
(Kasulis and 
Spekman 1980) 

(b) traditi onal 
(Kasulis and 
Spekman 1980) 

Referent 
(French and 
Raven 1959) 

rxpert 
French and 
Raven 1959) 

Informational 
(Raven and 
Kruglanski 
1970) 

TABLE 3 

DEFINITION OF POWER SOURCES 

DEFINITION 

the perceived ability of one to 
mediate punishments for another 
(Brown and Stoops 1982) 

the perceived ability of one to 
mediate rewards for another 
(Brown and Stoops 1982) 

the perception that one has the 
right to influence another and 
the latter has the obligation to 
accept this influence (Brown and 
Stoops 1982) 

legitimate power stemming from 
contractual agreements (Lusch and 
Brown 1982) 

legitimate power due to accepted 
influence stemming from perceived 
obligation to a power holder 
(Lusch and Brown 1982) 

the desire of one to identify with 
or to be identified with another 
(Stern and El-Ansary 1982) 

the perception that one possesses 
special knowledge or expertise that 
is valued by another (Stern and 
El-Ansary 1982) 

the perceived ability of one to 
provide information not previously 
available to others or to illum
inate contingencies not adequately 
considered by others (Lusch and 
Brown 1982) 

EXAMPLES 

deny credit 
reduce margins 

offer rebates 
give better 
margins 
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require use of 
recipes or logo 

specify payment 
terms in a 
contract 

provide 
display 
guidelines 

acceptance of 
store name 
(e.g., Burger 
King) 

inventory or 
sales advice 

available 
statistics on 
average store 
sal es 



of coercive and reward power usage on the nature of the channel 

relationship may be similar. In addition, it is not clear whether 

withholding a reward, for example, constitutes the use of coercive or 

reward power (Baldwin 1971; Gaski 1984). Thus, the coercive

noncoercive dichotomization will not be employed in this research. 

The current research follows the dichotomization of economic 
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and noneconomic power sources, which appears to follow a natural 

grouping of power-source effects on channel member beliefs and percep

tions (Lusch and Brown 1982). As shown in Table 4, if economic sources 

of power are used, the influencee's beliefs may move apart or away 

from the influencing channel member's position. By using noneconomic 

power sources, the channel member may gain compliance and a favorable 

attitude change (Raven and Kruglanski 1970; Lusch and Brown 1982; 

Kasulis and Spekman 1980). 

The economic-noneconomic dichotomy offers a grouping of power 

sources consistent with the tendency of channel members to use certain 

sources together and consistent with the effects of the use of power 

sources on beliefs. Further, this dichotomization simplifies the 

current research by distinquishing between the economic and non

economic sources, rather than attempting distinction and separation 

among the seven sources identified. 

The second issue relevant to this research concerns the 

appropriate conceptualization of power to be used. The core of the 

power definition offered in most channel literature is the "ability to 

cause someone to do something he/she would not have done otherwise" 



POWER SOURCES 

Economic 

TABLE 4 

SOURCES OF POWER, TYPE OF INFLUENCE, 
CONSEQUENCES OF INFLUENCE 

TYPE OF INFLUENCE 

Direct outcome control 

CONSEQUENCES ON 
BELIEFS* 

15 

Coercive 
Reward 

-j - (moving apart fro~) 

Legal legitimate 

Noneconomic 

Referent 
Expertise 
Traditional legitimate 
Informational 

o (moving away from) 
o (moving away from) 

+ (~oving toward) 
+ (moving toward) 
+ (moving toward) 

Indirect outcome control + (moving toward) 

*Consequences of influence on influencee's private beliefs with 
regard to the influencing channel member. 

Source: Lusch and Brown (1982, p. 320), adapted from Raven and 
Kruglanski (1970, p. 79). 
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(Gaski 1984, p. 10). However, it is not clear whether power constitu

tes the potential or ability to influence another member's behavior or 

if power constitutes the exercise of power sources, which results in 

alteration of another member's behavior. Although researchers 

generally accept the definition of power as the ability to alter 

behavior, they frequently measure power or power sources as the actual 

alteration of behavior (Gaski 1984; c.f., Etgar 1976a, 1976b; Hunt and 

Nevin 1974; Lusch and Brown 1982). 

The issue of this research is whether power impacts the nature 

of the channel relationship and/or member satisfaction, and not 

necessarily whether power alters the behavior of members. Thus, the 

definition of power as the ability to influence another member's 

behavior, regardless of the actual alteration of behavior is most 

relevant to the current research. Further, it is the perception of 

one member that another has the ability to influence the member's 

behavior that is the relevant dimension of power in determining the 

nature of the relationship or in affecting member satisfaction. 

The power concepts included in the research are defined as 

follows and are given in Table 2. Economic power is defined as the 

perception by member A that member B has the ability to influence 

member A's behavior through direct economic incentives and disincen

tives. Economic power may include, for example, member A's perception 

that member B can or will use punishments, rewards, or legal-contract 

requirements, as well as the perception that member B has used these 

sources in the past. 
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Noneconomic power is defined as the perception by member A that 

member B has the ability to influence member A's behavior through 

indirect incentives. such as information and advice or leadership. 

Examples include the perception that member B's provision of advice 

and guidelines for inventory control or information concerning products 

could or has influenced member A's behavior. 

Member Performance Concepts 

Generally. channel performance has been conceptualized as 

distribution productivity (El-Ansary 1979). involving the effectiveness 

and efficiency of the channel or of channel members (c.f •• Stern and 

El-Ansary 1982; Bucklin 1973). Channel member performance. as the 

individual contribution of a member to system performance. has been 

conceptualized as effectiveness and measured either objectively using 

net profits. sales. and inventory turnover or measured relative to 

other members (c.f •• Lusch 1978a; Etgar 1976a; Brown 1979). Although 

limited in research application. performance measures such as net 

profit have not adequately contributed to a better understanding of 

conflict. cooperation. system performance. or member satisfaction. 

As related to member satisfaction with the channel relationship. 

perhaps a more appropriate performance conceptualization is one which 

reflects the member's unique goals and individual value standards. 

Motivating achievement of particular performance levels. the goal~ and 

values of individuals are more strongly related to satisfaction. as 

demonstrated in other research areas. Satisfaction of managers. 
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wdrkers, and salespeople has been related positively to the achievement 

of goals or values (Cummings and Schwab 1973; Locke 1970; Wanous 1974; 

Bagozzi 1978), particularly as the achievement of goals leads to 

desired rewards (Lawler and Porter 1967; Sheridan and Slocum 1974). 

Objective standards of member performance (such as sales levels or net 

profits) may not match the individual's valued level of performance, 

and may produce little effect on satisfaction. 

The extent to which members achieve desired performance may not 

only reflect the standard by which members evaluate their own perfor

mance, but also may reflect the value of the channel relationship to 

the member. Incorporating the individual's standards for performance 

in the current research, member performance is defined as the extent 

to which channel members attain their desired goal achievement. 

Research Questions 

Primary Research Questions 

Channel member satisfaction, as a function of the nature and 

value of the dyadic channel relationship, is examined as the first 

objective of the research. A second objective is to examine the 

relationships among the behavioral constructs of satisfaction, 

conflict, cooperation, power, and member performance. These two 

objectives provide the primary questions of the research, as shown in 

Table 5. 

First, reflecting the nature of the channel relationship, what 

are the effects of conflict, cooperation, and power on member 



TABLE 5 

RESEARCH QUESTIONS 

PRIMARY RESEARCH QUESTIONS: 

1. Reflecting the nature of the dyadic channel relationship, 
what are the effects of conflict, cooperation, and power on 
member satisfaction with the relationship? 

2. Reflecting the value of the channel relationship to a 
participating member, what is the effect of that member's 
performance on satisfaction with the relationship? 

3. What are the nature and strength of relationships among 
conflict, cooperation, and power? 

QUESTIONS CONCERNING CONFLICT AND COOPERATION ANTECEDENTS: 

4. Does power held or used by one member directly and/or 
indirectly affect the other member's satisfaction with the 
channel relationship? 

5. What is the effect of role dissensus on satisfaction, 
conflict, and cooperation? 

5. Does role stress directly and/or indirectly affect the 
member's satisfaction with the channel relationship? 

QUESTIONS CONCERNING NORMATIVE STANDARDS OF PERFORMANCE: 

7. What is the nature and strength of the relationship between 
role expectations and member satisfaction? 

8. What is the nature and strength of the relationship between 
role performance which is discrepant from role expectations 
and member satisfaction? 

9. What is the nature and strength of the relationship between 
member performance which is discrepant from valued 
performance and member satisfaction? 

20 
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satisfaction? Second, reflecting the value of the channel relation

ship to a participating member, what is the effect of that member's 

performance on satisfaction with the relationship? Third, what are the 

nature and strength of the relationships among conflict, cooperation, 

and power? 

These three questions, however, precipitate examination of two 

issues which pose additional research questions. The first issue 

concerns the nature and strength of relationships among conflict, 

cooperation, and power. Power, either held or applied by channel 

members, has been shown to affect the level of conflict between members 

(Gaski 1984; Lusch 1976a,b). Additional antecedents to conflict and/or 

cooperation may include differing role expectations, role dissensus, 

and stress associated with the activities and responsibilities of a 

channel role, role stress. By including these antecedents of conflict 

and cooperation in the research, both direct and indirect effects on 

member satisfaction are examined. Antecedents which are common to 

both cooperation and conflict may also justify the proposed negative 

relationship between the two constructs (Stern and Reve 1980). 

Antecedents to Conflict and Cooperation 

The first issue which raises additional research questions 

involves an examination of the relationships among conflict, coopera

tion, and power. The current research examines these relationships by 

including the following research questions (as given in Table 5): 



1. Does power held or used by one member directly and/or 

indirectly affect the other member's satisfaction with 

the channel relationship? 

2. What is the effect of role diss.en$us on satisfaction, 

conflict, and cooperation? 

3. Does role stress directly and/or indirectly affect the 

member's satisfaction with the channel relationship? 
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Related to the first question, power, either held or applied by 

channel members is related to conflict and to satisfaction (see Gaski 

1984). Some research has shown that coercive and/or economic sources 

of power are related positively to conflict; noncoercive and/or 

noneconomic power sources have been related negatively to conflict 

(c.f., Lusch 1978b, Etgar 1978a). Other research has shown a negative 

relationship between satisfaction and coercive and/or economic power 

sources; satisfaction has been related positively to noncoercive and/or 

noneconomic sources (c.f., Hunt and Nevin 1974; Lusch 1977). What is 

lacking in the literature, however, is a study which examines the 

nature and strength of the relationships among power, conflict, and 

satisfaction. It is not clear whether power directly impacts satisfac

tion evaluations, or if it indirectly impacts satisfaction of channel 

members through its effect upon conflict. By incorporating power as 

an antecedent to conflict, the current research examines direct and 

indirect effects of power on member satisfaction. 

The second and third research questions listed above incorporate 

role theory and a social systems approach to channel study (Gill and 
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Stern 1969). Role dissensus and role stress are examined as antece

dents to conflict, cooperation, and satisfaction. First, as shown in 

Table 6, role dissensus is defined as the extent to which the normative 

expectations defining one or more roles in a social system vary from 

one member to another. The lack of shared role expectations mayor 

may not be recognized or expressed by system members. Role dissensus 

exists and is evidenced when members express disagreement about role 

expectations. 

Role dissensus may produce several effects on the nature of the 

channel relationship or on member satisfaction. As defined in this 

research, cooperation is a function of the ability and motivation of 

channel members to perform their respective roles as normatively 

expected by other channel members. Actual role performance is likely 

based upon members' own perceptions and interpretations of how the role 

should be performed and what activities and responsibilities constitute 

performance of the role. That is, role performance will be based upon 

the individual's conception of the role, as well as abilities and 

motivation levels. To the extent that role expectations are shared by 

an evaluating member and the role player, cooperation can be enhanced. 

On the other hand, discrepant expectations make perceived cooperation 

unlikely, since the role player is performing the role using different 

expectations than the evaluator uses. 

Role dissensus may also contribute to role stress of channel 

members. Role stress is defined as tension, strain, or stress 

perceived by role players associated with the responsibilities and 



CONCEPT 

Role 

Role Player 

Role 
Expectations 

Role 
Performance 

TABLE 6 

ROLE CONCEPTS USED IN THE RESEARCH 

DEFINITION 

A position in a social system. Examples include 
retail and wholesale positions in a channel. 

Occupants of a position in a social system. 

A set of prescriptions for the behavior of the role 
player and for the reactions of other system members 
toward the role player. 

The extent to which a role player carries out role 
activities and responsibilities. 
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Role Dissensus The extent to which the normative expectations defin
ing one or more roles in a social system vary from 
one member to another and are not jointly held. 

Role Stress The tension, strain, or stress perceived by role 
players associated with the role activities and 
responsibilities. Dimensions include role ambiguity, 
role conflict, role collision and disagreement. 

--Role Ambiguity Uncertainty felt by role players concerning the 
responsibilities, activities and prescriptions of 
their own or other members' roles. 

--Role Conflict The simultaneous occurrence of two or more sets of 
pressures for prescribed behavior of a role player, 
such that compliance with one set would be incompat
ible with compliance with another. Pressures may 
arise from other system members, from people outside 
the system, or from the role player. 

--Role Collision The degree to which different role positions overlap 
in activities performed and responsibilities held, 
and thus are competitive, rather than complementary. 

--Role 
Disagreement 

The expression of conflicting or differing expecta
tions for one or more roles by system members to 
other. Disagreements reflect that role dissensus 
exists. 



activities of the role. Dimensions of role stress (see Table 5) 

include role ambiguity, role conflict, role disagreement, and role 

collision (Hare 1962; Kahn, Wolfe, Quinn, Snoek, and Rosenthal 1964; 

Walker, Churchill, and Ford 1975). Any or all of these dimensions 

may occur or increase when role dissensus exists and lead to an 

increase in conflict between members and a decrease in member satis

faction. In general, role stress has been negatively related to 

satisfaction and positively related to conflict in research of 

employees and salespeople (Behrman and Perreault 1934; c.f., Bagozzi 

1978; Teas 1983). 
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While channel theory has relied upon these findings (c.f., 

Frazier 1383a), few applications of role theory concepts in empirical 

research of channels are found. A notable exception is Etgar's (1979) 

study emphasizing attitudinal sources of conflict, such as role 

ambiguity, nonfulfillment of roles, perceptual discrepancies, and 

expectations divergence. These role-related sources of conflict were 

shown to have a stronger, positive effect on conflict than the effect 

of structural sources such as goal divergence, domination, and resource 

competition. By addressing the research questions concerning role 

dissensus and role stress, the current research utilizes the social 

systems approach to channel study and tests the proposed relationships 

between role concepts and channel behavior concepts. 

Performance Related to Normative Standards 

The second issue which poses additional research questions 

concerns the evaluation of performance and its effect on channel 
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member satisfaction. A common thread of satisfaction theory and 

research (see Table 7) is that performance is evaluated relative to a 

baseline comparison. However, several different standards have been 

proposed as the base for performance evaluations. In addition, the 

theories reviewed predict different effects of performance evaluations 

on satisfaction. The current research uses normative standards as the 

basis for performance evaluations and includes the following research 

questions in order to examine the diverse predictions of performance 

effects on satisfaction: 

1. What is the nature and strength of the relationship between 

role expectations and member satisfaction? 

2. What is the nature and strength of the relationship 

between role performance which is discrepant from role 

expectations and member satisfaction? 

3. What is the nature and strength of the relationship 

between member performance which is discrepant from 

valued performance and member satisfaction? 

Comparison Bases. Most satisfaction theories use expected 

levels of performance as the comparison base, although other standarads 

have been proposed. First, in research of job satisfaction, Locke 

(1967) found that success produced satisfaction, whether it was 

expected or not. This finding led to Locke's (1969) theory that 

success, as a value, is the relevant base for performance comparisons, 

and thus, for satisfaction levels. He argues that what is expected 



TABLE 7 

THEORIES OF SATISFACTION 
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THEORY I 
THEORISTS 

PERFORMANCE DISTINCTION OR PREDICTION 
COMPARISON OF THE THEORY 

EFFECT ON* 
SATISFACTION 

Cognitive 
Dissonance or 
Assimilation 
(Festinger 1957; 
Cardoza 1968) 

Social Contrast 
(Thibaut and 
Kelly 1959) 

Contrast 
(Cardoza 1968) 

Assimilation-
Contrast 
(Hovland, Harvey 
and Sherif 1957) 

Adaptation Level 
or Disconfirm-
ation (Helson 
1948, 1964; 
Oliver 1980a) 

"Butterfly 
Curve" 
(McClelland 1955) 

Value-Percept 
(Locke 1969) 

Expected 

Expected 

Expected 

Expected 

Expected 

Expected 

Valued 

Normative Norms 
Deficit 
Standards (Morris 
1976; Woodruff, Cadotte, 
and Jenkins 1983) 

Reduce tension by changing 
perception of performance 
closer to expectations 

Comparison level interpreted 
as expectations 

Magnification of disparity 
between expectations and 
performance 

Assimilate performance 
toward expectations if 
slight disparity; cxagger-
ate if large disparity 

Disparity is disconfirma-
tion of expectations 

Favorable reaction to small 
disparity; unfavorable 
reaction to large disparity 

Valued performance level 
compared to achieved 

Experience-based norms 
compared to achieved 
performance 

*E = expectations; P= perceived performance; V = valued 
performance; N = norms; 0 = no effect; + = positive effect; 
- = negative effect on satisfaction. 

E + 

P > E + 
p < E -

P > E + 
P < E -

P = E 0 
p > E + 
P < E -

P = E 0 
P > E + 
p < E -

P = E 0 
P <> E: 
+ if small 
- if large 
difference 

P = V + 
P <> V -

P = N 0 
P > N + 
P < N -
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mayor may not be what is wanted or valued, and that valued performance 

positively affects satisfaction whether expected or not. 

Second, in research of consumer satisfaction, although the 

expectations-based disconfirmation paradigm (c.f., Oliver 1980a,b; 

Churchill and Surprenant 1982) is widely accepted, some research fin

dings and other proposed bases of comparison have lead to the 

proposition that normative, rather than expected, standards of perfor

mance playa larger role in determining satisfaction levels (Woodruff, 

Cadotte, and Jenkins 1983). 

Based on Helson's (1964) adaptation level theory, the disconfir

mation theory suggests that expectations create a frame of reference 

for comparative judgments (Oliver 1980b). Disconfirmation results 

when perceived performance exceeds or falls below expectation, and, in 

turn, disconfirmation leads to satisfaction or dissatisfaction (c.f., 

Oliver 1977; Swan 1977. Modest correlations between disconfirmation 

and satisfaction measures have been reported (Woodruff et ale 1983), 

although the measures of disconfirmation may imply normative standards 

rather than expectations alone. Measures include scales labeled 

"better than expected" or "worse than expected," suggesting that 

researchers have captured normative expectations or values (c.f., 

Oliver 1977, 1980b; Churchill and Suprenant 1982). 

Normative standards are also implied or evident in other 

researchers' bases of performance evaluations. Miller's (1977) 

classification of comparisons includes expected, deserved, ideal, and 

minimum-tolerable performance. Morris (1976) proposes that product 
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performance is evaluated relative to a "proper" level of performance, 

which is derived from cultural norms. Similarly, prior experience with 

other products may provide a comparison for product evaluation 

suggesting experienced-based norms of performance (Woodruff et al. 

1983) • 

The current research basically follows Locke's (1967, 1969) 

reasoning that performance is compared to valued performance, but this 

is also consistent with normative standards as suggested in consumer 

satisfaction research. With regard to cooperation, the standard of 

comparison is role expectations, prescribed activities for the role. 

The comparison standard for member performance is the desired level of 

performance. Both role expectations and desired performance levels 

may be derived from experience or cultural norms. 

___ Effects on Satisfaction. The majority of satisfaction theories 

predict a positive effect on satisfaction when performance exceeds the 

comparison base. A negative effect is predicted when performance is 

less than the comparison base, while performance equal to the base is 

predicted to have no effect on satisfaction. Three exceptions shown 

in Table 7 are noteworthy, however, and provide research questions 

related to role expectations, cooperation, and performance. The first 

exception is that the comparison base for performance evaluations may 

have an independent effect on satisfaction (Festinger 1957; Oliver 

1980b). Two other exceptions (McClelland 1955; Locke 1969) suggest a 

nonlinear function between performance evaluations and satisfaction. 

That is, performance that is close to normative standards may have a 



positive effect on satisfaction; performance which exceeds normative 

standards may positively or negatively affect satisfaction. 
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First, as the comparison base for cooperation, role expectations 

may have both an independent effect and an effect related to perceived 

role performance on member satisfaction. Cognitive dissonance theory 

asserts that evaluators reduce tension by changing perceptions of 

achieved performance, moving the perceptions closer to the level of 

expectations (Festinger 1957). Regardless of the performance, once 

assimilation toward expectations has occurred, expectations are posi

tively related to satisfaction (Cardoza 1968). This suggests that 

discrepancies between performance and expectations dissolve, and that 

satisfaction levels are determined by expectations--the higher the 

expected performance, the greater the satisfaction. 

Support for this proposition has been provided in research on 

consumer satisfaction (c.f., Oliver 1979; 1980), where independent, 

additive effects of expectations and the disconfirmation of expecta

tions on satisfaction were found. This may, in part, be due to the 

practice of measuring expectations at the same time that performance 

evaluations are measured. Assimilation of perceived performance 

toward expectations may have taken place. However, the effect of 

disconfirmation has generally been found to be greater than the effect 

of expectations alone (Churchill and Surprenant 1982). 

The relationship between the comparison base and satisfaction 

is examined in the current research by including the following 
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research question: What are the nature and strength of the relation

ship between role expectations and member satisfaction? 

The second theory reviewed which provides an exception to the 

comparison based effects on satisfaction is McClelland's (1955) 

theory. As shown in Figure 1, McClelland suggests that satis

faction levels follow a "butterfly curve." Small deviations from 

expected performance positively affect satisfaction; large deviations 

from expected performance, whether positive or negative, decrease the 

level of satisfaction. Perceived performance which is equal to 

expected performance is predicted to have no effect on the level of 

satisfaction. 

Some empirical support for McClelland's theory has been found 

(c.f., Connors 1964; Habel 1958). However, other researchers have 

found: (1) no difference between discrepancy categories (small and 

large deviations); and (2) that the direction of the discrepancy is 

important (c.f., Harvey and Clapp 1965; Verinis 1966; Locke 1957). As 

shown in Figure 1, when the discrepancy is positive, the level of 

satisfaction is positively affected. Negative discrepances result in 

negative effects on satisfaction. 

Value-percept theory (Locke 1969) provides the third exception 

to a linear relationship between satisfaction and performance related 

to a comparison base. In three experiments, Locke (1967) basically 

replicated the findings of Harvey and Clapp (1965). However, while 

performance equal to expectations produced no effect on satisfaction 

in two of the experiments, it had a positive effect on satisfaction in 

the third experiment. In the first two experiments, Locke divided the 



EFFECT ON 
SATISFACTION + 

Large Small 
Negative 

(McClelland 1955) 

--x--x--x (Harvey and Clapp 1965) 

-- -- -- (Verinis 1966) 

FIGURE 1 

No 
(P = E) 

Small Large 
Positive 

PERFORMANCE DEVIATION 
FROM EXPECTATIONS 

RESEARCH FINDINGS RELATING SATISFACTION 
AND PERFORMANCE 

32 



33 

subjects into two groups, based upon their success or failure in 

reaching goals. He found that success produced a positive effect on 

satisfaction, and failure produced a negative effect, regardless of 

expectations. The combined effect was zero. The third experiment was 

designed so that all subjects reached performance goals they expected 

to reach or were certain of reaching. Performance equal to expecta

tions produced a positive effect on satisfaction. 

This finding led to Locke1s (1969) theory that success, as a 

value, was the relevant base for performance comparisons, and thus, 

for satisfaction levels. Valued performance positively affects 

satisfaction, whether expected or not. Discrepancies between valued 

and achieved performance are proposed as negative influences upon 

satisfaction; when achieved performance is equal to valued performance, 

satisfaction is increased, producing an inverted-U curve, as shown in 

Figure 2. 

For example, if a certain level of attention from a supervisor 

is valued, 50 percent more or 50 percent less attention than the 

valued level will negatively affect satisfaction. When no discrepancy 

exists between valued and perceived attention from the supervisor, the 

satisfaction level will increase. Locke does, however, argue that 

certain exceptions to the inverted-U function occur where a positive 

linear relationship will be observed, as indicated in Figure 2. 

For example, satisfaction may increase as salary increases. 
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Two additional constructs are included in the research in order 

to examine the nature of the relationship between performance evalua

tions and member satisfaction. As defined in this research, 

cooperation and member performance both reflect normative standards of 

performance as compared to achieved performance. Cooperation by the 

partner member is the extent to which the partner accepts and performs 

role responsibilities and activities as prescribed by system members. 

Member performance is the extent to which channel members attain their 

desired goal achievement. Related constructs, cooperation disparity 

and performance disparity, reflect the extent to which evaluations of 

partner role performance and member performance are discrepant from 

normative standards. 

Cooperation disparity is defined as the extent to which a 

partner member's role performance is not as pressribed by channel 

system members. In effect, evaluations of the partner's role perfor

mance which are higher or lower than role expectations constitute 

cooperation disparity. Similarly, performance disparity is defined 

as the extent to which a channel member's goal performance is not as 

desired by that channel member. Member performance which is above or 

below desired levels constitutes performance disparity. 

The effect of performance evaluations on channel member satis

faction is examined in the current research by inclusion of research 

questions related to cooperation and performance. In addition, the 

effect of performance evaluations which deviate from normative 

standards are examined by including cooperation disparity and 
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performance disparity constructs and the final two research questions: 

(1) What is the nature and strength of the relationship between 

cooperation disparity and member satisfaction? and (2) What is the 

nature and strength of the relationship between performance disparity 

and member satisfaction? 

Summary of Research Questions 

A summary of satisfaction theories leads to the general propo

sition that satisfaction is, at least in part, determined by the 

evaluation of performance of an object or person as related to a 

comparison standard. The current research examines cooperation and 

member performance relative to normative standards, role expectations 

and desired performance levels. 

Satisfaction theory and research also suggest diverse effects 

of comparison standards and deviations from normative performance 

standards on satisfaction levels. In order to address these diverse 

predictions, research questions relating role expectations, cooperation 

disparity, and performance disparity to channel member satisfaction 

are included. 

In summary, nine major research questions are identified (see 

Table 5) which address the object.ives of the research. The first 

three questions concern the effect of the nature and the value of 

channel relationships on member satisfaction and the relationships 

among the behavioral constructs of channel theory. Three additional 

questions arise in relation to antecedents to cooperation and conflict 

and concern indirect effects on member satisfaction. The final 



questions of the research are generated from a review of satisfaction 

theory and concern the effects of performance evaluations on member 

satisfaction. 

Research Importance 

Theoretical and Research Contributions 

From a theoretical and research perspective, the current 

research offers contributions to marketing theory development, and 

more particularly, to channel theory and research. While channel 

theoretical development has progressed to several encompassing 

frameworks of channel behavior (Frazier 1983a; Stern and Reve 1980), 

empirical research has primarily contributed to understanding the 

formation and management of conflict and power (Gaski 1984). Recent 

attention to the construct of ch~nnel satisfaction (Ruekert and 

Churchill 1984; Anderson and Narus 1984) has set the stage for 

empirical research on the relationships among conflict, cooperation, 

power, performance, and member satisfaction in marketing channels. 
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The research is undertaken, in part, to progress the conceptual

ization and measurement of behavior constructs, such as satisfaction 

and cooperation, and to encourage further research and clarification 

of channel theory. However, the uniqueness of the research includes 

the concurrent study of several behavioral constructs and the examina

tion of dyadic relationships in marketing channels using satisfaction 

theory and role concepts. 
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The focus of the research is the management of dyadic channel 

relationships and, specifically, the formation of channel member satis

faction. Based upon the conceptualization of channels as social and 

political systems, member satisfaction is proposed as a function of the 

nature of the channel relationship, as represented by perceived power 

use, conflict, cooperation, and the definition of channel roles. 

Further, satisfaction is proposed as a function of the value of the 

channel relationship to members, as indicated by member performance 

relative to desired achievement levels. 

The research setting consists of the dyadic relationship between 

retailers and the dominant wholesaler in a contractual channel system, 

focusing on the retailer's satisfaction with the channel relationship. 

Self-administered questionnaires to 405 dyadic pairs of retail store 

owners and sales representatives of the wholesaling firm were used to 

obtain multiple measures of the research constructs. Particular 

analysis attention was given to the reliability and validity of measures 

and to the hypothesized relationships among constructs. 



The results of the research provide support for positive rela

tionships b~tween member satisfaction and role expectations, relative 

member size, ~nd member perform~nce ~nd a negative relationship between 

member satisfaction and role stress. High correlations among me~sures 

of satisfaction, conflict, cooperation, and noneconomic power sources 

suggest th~t the measures are highly related and may not be discrimi

nant, implying that they represent a more general construct, the 

attitudinal orientation of channel members. 



The research applies theory and findings from other research 

areas to incorporate additional influences on member satisfaction. 

Further, the research incorporates a test of satisfaction theories 

which offer competing explanations and predictions of the effect of 

performance evaluations on satisfaction. Thus, the research offers 

a more complete explanation of satisfaction in dyadic channel 

relationships. 

Channel Management Applications 
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From a managerial perspective, the importance of the research 

is emphasized by considering several implications for the effective 

management of channel systems. As a process, the relationships among 

channel members, and more particularly, member satisfaction, may be a 

critical determinant of channel efficiency and effectiveness. Channel 

system performance may be enhanced by managing member satisfaction 

through lessened conflict and more agreement and adherence to channel 

system policies (Lusch 1977; Hunt and Nevin 1974). By examining the 

antecedents and determinants of the channel relationship and member 

satisfaction, the research offers insight to satisfaction management. 

Member satisfaction may be affected not only by the level of 

conflict and the use of power (Gaski 1984), but also by the perceived 

cooperation of another member and by the value of the channel 

relationship to members. Satisfaction management based solely on 

conflict and power relationships may be incomplete and/or ineffective. 

First, perceived cooperation of a partner member through performance 

of role responsibilities may positively affect member satisfaction. 
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This suggests that satisfaction management involves gaining knowledge 

of the evaluating member's perceptions of the roles in the channel 

system. The key to reducing role dissensus or to increasing the 

perception of cooperation may be communicating and fostering clear and 

more realistic expectations among members of the channel. 

To the extent that unique conceptions of role expectations 

remain, a channel manager or dominant member might segment the partner 

members by role expectations held. Programs addressing subgroups of 

members, structured toward the normative expectations, may be more 

effective and efficient than homogeneous programs for all participating 

members. In addition, the use of segmented programs may be more effec

tive than, for example, attempts to manage conflict. 

The research also suggests that member performance is important 

in determining satisfaction, but that the relevant standard of 

performance is related to the individual member. This implies that 

channel-system standards or standards taken from the larger social or 

economic environments are not the relevant critieria by which members 

evaluate their own performance or satisfaction with the channel 

relationship. While channel system or other standards may influence 

the member's performance standards, knowledge of the member's standards 

may contribute to understanding satisfaction and motivation to achieve 

goals. Programs which are designed to achieve performance standards 

of others may be a mi~use of resources and may foster additional 

conflict and dissatisfaction among channel members. The current 

research suggests that segmentation of channel members by desired 
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performance levels and the design of programs or services directed to 

these subgroups may be appropriate. The management of satisfaction 

and overall channel management may be enhanced. 

Finally, member performance and cooperation, as defined in the 

research, may be related to member satisfaction in a linear-positive 

function or in an inverted-U function. If the latter function is 

applicable, then increased expenditures which are designed to increase 

either member performance or perceived cooperation may be a misuse of 

resources. Money, time, and effort expended to increase performance 

or cooperation levels may also generate conflict and dissatisfaction, 

rather than aid members to achieve goals. 

For example, sales programs which would increase sales levels 

beyond the retailers' desired levels may result in escalated conflict, 

dissatisfaction with the wholesaler, and inability to handle the 

higher sales level. Sales demand which taxes or exhausts retailer 

resources may decrease the members' and the channel's effectiveness 

and efficiency, as well. Similarly, retailers may normatively expect 

the wholesaler to provide modest amounts of management assistance. 

Attempts to increase the management assistance may result in conflict, 

dissatisfaction, and resource misuse. 

In summary, the importance of the research is its potential 

contribution to existing marketing and channel theory and research, 

as well as its potential contribution to channel management. The 

research offers additional insights to the conceptualization of 

behavioral constructs, the determinants of member satisfaction, and 
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the management of channel systems. In particular, the research 

incorporates role concepts and satisfaction theory from other research 

areas to suggest a more complete understanding of the nature and value 

of channel relationships and a more complete understanding of channel 

member satisfaction. 



CHAPTER 2 

MODEL DEVELOPMENT 

The purpose of this cTIapter is to specify and conceptually 

support a causal theory of channel member satisfaction. In 

particular, the research focuses on one member's satisfaction with a 

dyadic channel relationship and involves that member's perceptions of 

the relationship. 

The research integrates several theoretical foundations in 

order to formulate a theory of member satisfaction. These include 

channel behavior, satisfaction, and role theory. As such, the theory 

can be developed and examined through the use of several submodels and 

alternative hypotheses (Platt 1964). 

The approach of this chapter is to formulate conceptual models 

which provide tests of alternative hypotheses. Each submodel developed 

relates the concepts to satisfaction and to other concepts within the 

model. These submodels include conceptualization of the relationships 

among satisfaction and: (1) power and conflict; (2) conflict, 

cooperation, and role variables, such as role expectations, dissensus 

and stress; and (3) cooperation and performance. The final section of 

the chapter integrates the submodels in an overall theory of channel 

member satisfaction. 
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Satisfaction as a FUlction of Power and Conflict 

The propositions that conflict is directly related and that 

power is directly and/or indirectly related to member satisfaction 

form the basis for the first submodel (Figure 3) of the research. 

Five hypotheses define the relationships among the conflict, power, 

and satisfaction constructs: 

HI: The higher the perceived economic power of member B, the 

higher the level of conflict between channel members. 

H2: The higher the perceived economic power of member B, 

the lower member A's satisfaction with the channel 

relationship. 

H3: The higher the perceived noneconomic power of member B, 

the lower the level of conflict between channel members. 

H4: The higher the perceived noneconomic power of member B, 

the higher member A's satisfaction with the channel 

relationship. 

H5: The higher the level of conflict between the channel 

members, the lower the member satisfaction. 
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Power is used in marketing channels as an attempt to gain 

control or coordination of the activities of channel members (El-Ansary 

and Stern 1972; Etgar 1976a,b; Bucklin 1973; Phillips 1982) and to 

ensure that conflict remains within a functional range (Reve and Stern 

1979). The use of power may be accompanied by changes in the level of 

conflict between channel members (Lusch 1976a) and by changes in 

channel member satisfaction (Hunt and Nevin 1974). As a consequence 





of one member's influence attempt, the beliefs of another member may 

shift toward or away from the influencing member, depending on the 

type of power used (Raven and Kruglanski 1970; Lusch and Brown 1982). 
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Economic power bases include direct incentives and discentives 

and are used to gain control or compliance with channel policies 

(Etgar 1978a). The use of economic power may be more effective than 

the use of other power sources in producing direct control and short

run compliance (Kasulis and Spekman 1980). However, the influenced 

channel member may yield power begrudgingly, view the influencer as 

becoming more powerful, and perceive a loss of autonomy (Raven and 

Kruglanski 1970). Consequences of economic power use also may include 

less favorable beliefs and attitudes toward the power user (John 1984; 

Kasulis and Spekman 1980; Raven and Kruglanski 1970). This situation 

can result in additional conflict (Lusch and Brown 1982; Lusch 1978b; 

Wilkinson 1981; Brown, Lusch and Muehling 1983) and decreased levels 

of member satisfaction (Hunt and Nevin 1974; Lusch 1977), as stated in 

the first two hypotheses of the research. 

On the other hand, noneconomic power use is associated with 

reduced conflict (Lusch 1976a; Brown and Frazier 1978; Wilkinson 1981; 

Brown et al. 1983) and with increased levels of member satisfaction 

(Hunt and Nevin 1974; Lusch 1977; Brown and Frazier 1978; Michie 1978; 

Wilkinson 1981). The use of noneconomic power bases involves the 

development of channel leadership through indirect incentives (Etgar 

1978a) and assistances (Hunt and Nevin 1974; Lusch 1976a, 1977). 

Power is attributed to the leader willingly (Raven and Kruglanski 
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1970). While not as effective in gaining short-run compliance, the 

use of noneconomic power may produce longer-term compliance (Kasulis 

and Spekman 1980), and a more favorable attitude response (John 1984; 

Raven and Kruglanski 1970). As the use of these sources become 

stronger, channel members may internalize the values of the influencer, 

perceive greater autonomy, and develop more positive attitudes toward 

the influencer (Raven and Kruglanski 1970; Lusch and Brown 1982). 

Lessened conflict between channel members and greater satisfaction 

with the channel relationship may result. 

The effects of economic and noneconomic power use also provide 

support for the predicted negative relationship between conflict and 

satisfaction (Hypothesis 5 above). The negative relationship between 

conflict and satisfaction has been proposed in several theoretical 

models of channel behavior (c.f., Gaski 1984; El-Ansary 1~79; 

Robicheaux and El-Ansary 1975). Empirical support for the relationship 

has been provided in research of marketing channels by Brown and Day 

(1981); Wilkinson (1981); and Rosenberg and Stern (1971). 

In addition, the conceptualization of conflict used in this 

research focuses on manifest conflict, which comprises disagreement 

among channel members (Lusch 1976a). The aftermath of manifest 

conflict may consist of residual perceptions and feelings (Pondy 1967; 

Stern and Gorman 1969; Cadotte and Stern 1979) and include feelings of 

stress, hostility, anxiety, and satisfaction/dissatisfaction. Member 

satisfaction, conceptualized as positive or negative feelings toward 
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another channel member, may result from conflict (Robicheaux and 

El-Ansary 1975; Anderson and Narus 1984), as suggested in Hypothesis 5. 

In summary, the relationships predicted in the power-conflict 

model of channel member satisfaction include direct negative effects 

of conflict and economic power on member satisfaction and a direct 

positive effect of noneconomic power. Additional indirect effects of 

economic and noneconomic power on member satisfaction are predicted 

through their effects on the level of conflict. As shown in Figure 3, 

economic power is related positively to conflict; noneconomic power is 

related negatively to conflict. 

While the power-conflict model described above has received 

considerable attention in channel research, relatively little attention 

has been given to other proposed influences on member satisfaction. 

In particular, member satisfaction can be related directly and/or 

indirectly to additional antecedents of conflict, such as cooperation 

and the role behavior of members. 

Satisfaction as a Function of Role Behavior 

The development of the second model of the research relies on 

the application of a social-systems approach to channel study (Stern 

and Brown 1969; Gill and Stern 1969). The model incorporates the 

effects of conflict and cooperation on member satisfaction, as they 

are related to the role behavior of channel members, as shown in 

Figure 4. 
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FIGURE 4 

ROLE BEHAVIOR MOOEL 
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Conflict and Cooperation 

Due to the specialization and functional interdependence of 

channel members, both conflict and cooperation may be inherent in 

channel behavior (Stern and Reve 1980; Alderson 1965), and directly 

affect the level of member satisfaction (Frazier 1983a; Robicheaux and 

El-Ansary 1975). As shown in the role behavior model, the relation

ships among conflict, cooperation, and member satisfaction include the 

previous hypothesis (Hypothesis 5) of the negative relationship between 

conflict and member satisfaction. In addition, cooperation is 

predicted to have a negative effect on conflict and a positive effect 

on satisfaction as given in the following two hypotheses: 

H6: The higher the cooperation of the partner member, the 

lower the conflict between members. 

H7: The higher the cooperation of the partner member, the 

higher the source member's satisfaction. 

While few studies of channel behavior have examined cooperation, 

it is assumed that a negative relationship exists between cooperation 

and conflict (Ross and Lusch 1982; Stern and Reve 1980; c.f., Anderson 

and Narus 1984; Robbins et ale 1983; Pearson 1973; Pruden 1969). 

Inclusion of Hypothesis 6, as stated above, provides an explicit test 

of this relationship. Stern and Reve (1980) suggest that cooperation 

and conflict are distinguishable processes, and that cooperation of 

channel partners provides the means by which goals may be obtained. 

When the partner member is perceived as cooperative, the number and 

level of disagreements between members may decline; lack of 
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cooperation may lead to goal impediment and conflict development (Gill 

and Stern 1959). 

Cooperation by the partner member, thus, may be indirectly 

related to member satisfaction, through its effect on channel 

conflict. In addition, a direct effect is predicted in Hypothesis 7. 

Cooperation, as conceptualized in this research, reflects the partner 

member's performance of role obligations in accordance with normative 

expectations held by channel members. A positive assessment of the 

channel partner's cooperativeness through the performance of the role 

is likely to contribute positively to member satisfaction. As the 

partner fulfills role expectations of the source member, satisfaction 

with the channel relationship may increase. 

Support for this hypothesis is found in channel theory, which 

suggests that role expectations specify cooperation levels (Robicheaux 

and El-Ansary 1975), and that member satisfaction is a function of 

perceived cooperation (Frazier 1983a). A positive relationship between 

partner cooperativeness and member satisfaction has been observed by 

Dwyer (1980) in a laboratory simulation of channel relationships. As 

elements of the manufacturer's performance of role obligations, Frazier 

(1983b) found cooperativeness, generation of demand, and provision of 

assistances and advice to be positively related to the dealer's satis

faction and negatively related to the dealer's willingness to sever 

the channel relationship. 
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Role Behavior 

Additional constructs, including role expectations, role 

dissensus, and role stress, may be directly related to member satisfac

tion and/or indirectly related through their effects on conflict or 

cooperation. 

Expectations. First, role"expectations define what the role 

player should and should not do (Kahn et al. 1964; Biddle and Thomas 

1956; Bates and Harvey 1975) and allow for prediction of role behavior 

{Merton 1957}. In addition to providing the comparison base for 

cooperation, role expectations may have an independent effect or 

satisfaction evaluations, as stated in the following hypothesis: 

H8: The higher the role expectations for the partner's role, 

the higher the member satisfaction. 

The rationale for this hypothesis is provided by cognitive 

dissonance theory which suggests that the perceived performance will 

be assimilated toward expectations (Festinger 1957; Cardoza 1968). 

Regardless of the performance, expectations are positively related to 

satisfaction (Cardoza 1968). Partial support of the hypothesis is 

provided in empirical research of consumer satisfaction, where expec

tations have been found to directly positively affect satisfaction 

evaluations (c.f., Oliver 1977, 1980b; Oliver and Linda 1980; Swan 

1977; Anderson 1973; Churchill and Surprenant 1982). 

Second, role expectations may vary among system members, 

leading to discrepancies between expected and perceived partner role 

performance and to stress associated with the source member's role. 



52 

Theoretically, role expectations are shared among system members and 

are relatively stable over time (Merton 1957). However, it is unlikely 

that any two people would form exactly the same set of prescriptions 

for role players (Gill and Stern 1969), since role expectations are 

formed from several sources: the self, society, other members of the 

social system, and associated persons outside the system (Merton 1957; 

Thornton and Nardi 1975). Further, the communication of role expecta

tions to system members may not be sufficiently explicit among members 

to foster complete agreement or awareness of the expectations (Hare 

1362) • 

Dissensus. Role dissensus consists of unshared, contradictory 

or ill-defined role expectations and may affect the nature of the 

channel relationship as stated in the following hypotheses: 

H9: The higher the role dissensus, the lower the cooperation. 

HID: The higher the role dissensus, the higher the role stress. 

Incongruence between the evaluating and the partner members' 

role expectations will make perceived cooperation unlikely. Perfor

mance of the partner role, at least in part, is based upon the 

partner's conception of the role (Rizzo, et al. 1970), while eva

luation is based upon the evaluator's role expectations. Partner 

cooperation, as perceived by the evaluating member, reflects 

compliance to the role as specified by the evaluator. The greater the 

role dissensus between members, the less likely that the evaluator 

will perceive that the partner has complied with the role expectations. 
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In related research, Greene and Organ (1973) found that role 

consensus between workers and evaluators is a prerequisite for 

compliance to the role. Although previous research suggests that role 

accuracy is positively related to job satisfaction (c.f., Biddle and 

Thomas 1966; Cohen 1959), when controlling for compliance to the role, 

no significant relationship was found between role consensus and job 

satisfaction. This suggests that role consensus is a prerequisite for 

compliance to the role, and that satisfaction is not a direct func~ion 

of role consensus, but is a function of role compliance. Thus, role 

dissensus, the obverse of role consensus, is predicted to have an 

indirect effect on member satisfaction through its direct negative 

effect on perceived cooperation. 

Role dissensus may also contribute to role stress of channel 

members as stated in Hypothesis 10 above. Tension and strain related 

to the responsibilities and activities of role players may result from 

incongruence of role expectations. In a dyadic relationship the role 

of the partner should be complementary to the role of another member. 

However, if different conceptions of the two roles are held, some 

activities of the role players may be contradictory or competitive, 

rather than complementary (Hare 1962), increasing the stress associated 

with the role. Role overlap, role disagreement, role conflict, and 

role ambiguity, dimensions of role stress, may result from role 

dissensus. 
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Stress. Additional effects of role dissensus are suggested 

by the relationships among role stress, conflict, and satisfaction, as· 

shown in Figure 4. Through its effect on role stress, role dissensus 

may indirectly affect channel conflict and member satisfaction. Role 

stress is predicted to have a direct positive effect on conflict and a 

direct negative effect on member satisfaction, as stated in the 

following hypotheses: 

H11: The higher the role stres~, the higher the conflict. 

H12: The higher the role stress, the lower the member 

satisfaction. 

Channel conflict, conceptually defined as the perception that 

another cha~nel member is preventing or impeding goal attainment, ~ay 

arise from any or all of the dimensions of role stress. Channel 

theory suggests that disagreement and ambiguity concerning roles 

enhance the potential for conflict (El-Ansary 1979; Gill and Stern 

1969; Frazier 1983a), and that conflicting or overlapping role 

activities create opportunity for conflict (Cadotte and Stern 1979). 

Empirical support of the hypothesis is provided by Etgar's (1979) 

finding that the lack of role clarity and divergence in expectations 

and perceptions related to roles are strongly positively related to 

affective and manifest conflict. 

Role stress may also have a direct negative effect on the 

member's satisfaction with the channel relationship, as predicted in 

Hypothesis 12. Tension and stress associated with channel roles may 
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lead to negative evaluations and feelings about the partner member and 

the overall channel relationship. 

Research of worker and salesforce satisfaction supports that 

role ambiguity (c.f., Beehr 1976; Lyons 1971; Rizzo et al. 1970; 

Ford et al. 1976; Behrman and Perreault 1984) and role conflict (c.f., 

Bagozzi 1978; Teas 1983; Rizzo et al. 1970; Johnson and Stinson 1975; 

Ford et al. 1976; Behrman and Perreault 1984) are negatively related 

to job satisfaction. A review of channel literature did not reveal 

any research relating role stress to member satisfaction, although 

Frazier (1983a) argues that role ambiguity and disagreement will lead 

to low levels of overall role satisfaction and, subsequently to dissa

tisfaction with the channel relationship. 

Experience and Size. The channel member's level of role stress 

and perceived cooperation of the channel partner, thus, are predicted 

to be functions of the level of dissensus concerning the channel 

roles. However, role stress may also be influenced by the role 

player's length of experience in the channel relationship; the 

partner's cooperation may be influenced by the relative strength or 

size of the member's role. Relative size of the channel member can 

be defined by the size of the member's operations, relative to other 

member's operations. Two hypotheses define these relationships: 

H13: The greater the channel member's length of experience in 

the channel relationship, the less the member's role 

stress. 
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H14: The greater the size of the channel member's operations, 

relative to other role players, the greater the perceived 

partner cooperation. 

First, as role players experience the role, they are expected 

to gain a clearer understanding of the activities that are important 

to themselves and their role partners (Behrman and Perreault 1984). 

With experience in the role, the level of uncertainty and conflicting 

demands concerning the role and the partner's role may decline. In 

addition, with greater experience in the channel relationship, the 

role player and partner may have resolved role disagreements and 

overlapping activities. The hypothesis is supported by findings of a 

negative relationship between experience of salespeople and the level 

of role ambiguity (Walker et ale 1975) and a negative relationship 

between experience and role conflict (Walker et ale 1975; Ford et al. 

1976; Teas 1983). 

Second, while the cooperation of role partners is predicted as 

a function of shared role expectations, cooperation is also a function 

of the player's motivation and ability to perform the role responsi

bilities. The partner member may be more motivated to cooperate with 

members who have larger operations, since those members represent 

larger sales or profit potentials for the partner. In addition, more 

attention may be given to the needs of channel members who represent 

higher sales or profit potentials, which could lead to better 

understanding of the larger channel member's expectations. Thus, the 

channel partner may be more motivated to cooperate with the larger 



members and be perceived by those members as performing their role 

more congruently with the members' role expectations. 

Summary of Role Model 
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The role behavior model of member satisfaction (Figure 4) 

proposes that satisfaction is a function of social-system variables: 

conflict, cooperation, role expectations, and role stress. In 

addition, indirect effects on member satisfaction are predicted for 

cooperation, role dissensus, role stress, experience and size. Satis

faction as a function of conflict may also be indirectly negatively 

affected by role stress and positively affected by cooperation. 

Member satisfaction as a function of cooperation and role stress may 

be indirectly negatively affected by role dissensus and member 

experience and positively affected by the size of the member's opera

tions. 

Partial support for the model is found in channel theory (e.g., 

Frazier 1983a; Gill and Stern 1969), although few applications of 

role-theory concepts are found in channel research. Thus, empirical 

support for the model is primarily taken from research of workers and 

salespeople (e.g., et al. 1975; Greene and Organ 1973; Bagozzi 1978). 

The role behavior model is developed and tested in this 

research in order to more fully understand the development of member 

satisfaction, and to explicitly test channel theory relating to 

conflict, cooperation, and role variables. 



Satisfaction as a Function of Cooperation and Performance 

Two competing submodels of the research are based upon the 

proposition that satisfaction is a function of performance or 

performance disparity. The first model (Figure Sa) incorporates the 

direct effects of conflict, cooperation, and performance on member 

satisfaction. The second model (Figure sb) posits direct effects of 

conflict, cooperation disparity, and performance disparity on member' 

satisfaction. In both models, conflict is predicted to have a 

negative effect on member satisfaction (Hypothesis 5). 
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The first model includes the previous hypotheses that coopera

tion has a positive effect on member satisfaction and a negative effect 

on conflict. In addition, the relationship between member performance 

and satisfaction is predicted as stated in the following hypothesis: 

H15: The higher the member performance, the higher the 

member's satisfaction with the channel relationship. 

Rationale for the hypothesis that satisfaction is a function of 

performance is provided by two arguments: (1) that performance leads 

to rewards; and (2) that the satisfaction process is evoked when 

perceived performance is different from a comparison standard, such as 

expected or desired performance. First, as conceptualized in this 

research, member performance is defined as the extent to which channel 

members attain their desired goal achievement. Member performance, 

thus, may reflect the value of the channel relationship and the 

relative expected and desired rewards (Frazier 1983a) of members. 



FIGURE 5a 

COOPERATION-PERFORMANCE MODEL 

FIGURE 5b 

DISPARITY MODEL 
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Satisfaction with the channel relationship may increase with the 

member's attainment of desired or appropriate rewards (Lawler and 

Porter 1967. Support for satisfaction as an outcome of valued perfor

mance (Locke 1970) is found in research of worker job satisfaction 

(Wanous 1974; Sheridan and Slocum 1975), salesforce job satisfaction 

(Bagozzi 1978, 1980), and consumer satisfaction with products and ser

vices (Churchill and Surprenant 1982). 

The second argument which provides rationale for the hypothesis 

suggests that when perceived performance is noticeably different from 

the comparison base, attention is called to the evaluation process 

(Woodruff et al. 1983). Positive or negative disconfirmation of 

expectations (Oliver 1980b) or norms (Woodruff et al. 1983) is the 

perception that an object or service provides more or less than what 

was expected. Calling attention to the evaluation process, disconfir

mation may produce an emotional response: positive disconfirmation 

contributing positively to satisfaction; negative disconfirmation 

contributing negatively to satisfaction (c.f., Oliver 1980a; 

Churchill and Surprenant 1932). On the other hand, perceived perfor

mance which is close to the comparison base or within a zone of indif

ference (Woodruff et al. 1983) leads to confirmation. 

Confirmation may not evoke attention to the evaluative process, and, 

thus, may not affect the level of satisfaction. 

Similar to the concept of disconfirmation in consumer satisfac

tion research, channel member performance is predicted to have a 

positive linear effect on member satisfaction (Hypothesis 15). 



Perceived performance which exceeds the desired levels may call 

attention to the evaluation process and produce positive satisfaction 

responses; perceived performance which falls short of desired levels 

may produce negative satisfaction responses. 
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However, as discussed in Chapter 1, the discrepancy between 

achieved and desired performance, performance disparity, may be 

negatively related to satisfaction, regardless of the direction of the 

discrepancy (Locke 1969). Achieved performance which exceeds or is 

less than desired levels may lead to decreased levels of satisfaction, 

as stated in the following hypothesis: 

H15b: The greater the performance disparity, the lower the 

member satisfaction. 

This alternative hypothesis is based on the proposition that 

member satisfaction is an outcome of valued levels of performance and 

the assumption that desired goals of channel members reflect the 

maximum valued achievement. If members capture valued levels of 

performance, they may perceive that the channel relationship is 

contributing to their performance and is more satisfactory (Frazier 

1983a). Perceived performance above valued levels, however, may 

represent a burden to channel members. That is, planned or 

available personnel, cash, or inventory resources may not be suffi

cient to handle higher sales levels. Larger operations may lead to 

unwanted complexity in employee or financial management and to a loss 

of independence. 
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The hypothesis that performance disparity has a negative effect 

on satisfaction forms the basis for an alternative model of channel 

member satisfaction (Figure 5b). Since the concept of cooperation 

also relates to performance, that is, role performance, the effects 

of discrepancies between prescribed and received role performance are 

also examined through the concept of cooperation disparity. Defined 

as the extent of discrepancy between the partner's role performance 

and the member's role expectations, cooperation disparity, similar 

to performance disparity, is predicted to negatively affect member 

satisfaction. 

If the channel partner cooperates by meeting the normative 

expectations for the partner role, positive satisfaction responses 

from channel members may result. However, if the partner's role 

behavior deviates from role expectations, discrepancies between the 

partner's role performance and the member's role expectations may 

result in decreased levels of member satisfaction and increased levels 

of conflict between members. When the partner provides less than 

normatively expected levels, other members may have to assume those 

reponsibilities or perform their roles without the benefit of a 

particular activity, such as advertising or the provision of informa

tion. Channel partners who provide more than normatively expected may 

be perceived as overbearing and represent a threat to the relative 

independence of other channel members. Either of these situations may 

lead to conflict and to dissatisfaction with the channel relationship, 

as stated in the following two hypotheses: 



H6b: The higher the cooperation disparity, the higher the 

level of channel conflict. 

H7b: The higher the cooperation disparity, the lower the 

member satisfaction. 
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In summary, the alternative models represent competing explana

tions of the development of channel member satisfaction. Inclusion of 

the concepts of performance disparity and cooperation disparity in the 

second model allows an examination of the nature of member performance 

and cooperation evaluations and a test of alternative hypotheses 

related to satisfaction and to conflict. 

Integration of Research Hypotheses 

The integration of the submodels presented in the previous 

sections serves to summarize the hypotheses of the research and to 

offer a more complete e~planation of the development of channel member 

satisfaction. While channel research has concentrated on the relation

ships among power, conflict, and satisfaction, other important 

influences on member satisfaction have been suggested by channel 

theorists (e.g., Frazier 1983a; Gill and Stern 1969; Stern and Reve 

1980). The current research proposes that member satisfaction is a 

function of power and conflict, and also a function of cooperation, 

performance, and the role behavior of channel members. 

A table of the hypotheses of the research is presented in Table 

8 on the following page. As noted in the table, several constructs 

are predicted to have an indirect effect on member satisfaction, 

through their effects on, for example, conflict or cooperation. The 
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TABLE 3 

HYPOTHESIZED RELATIONSHIPS AMONG CONSTRUCTS 

CONSTRUCTS: Satisfaction Conflict Cooperation Cooperation Role 
Disparity Stress 

Economic (2) - (1) + 
Power 

Noneconomic (4) + (3 ) 
Power 

Conflict (5 ) -
Cooperation (7a) + (6a) -

Cooperation (7b) - (6b) + 
Disparity 

Role (8) ... 
Expectations 

Role (9a) - (9b) ... (10) ... 
Dissensus 

Role Stress (12) - (11) + 

Experience (13) -

Size (l:la) ... (l:lb) -

Performance (15a) + 

Performance (15b) -
Disparity 
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integrated model of member satisfaction includes those constructs as 

related to cooperation and conflict. As shown in Figure 6, member 

satisfaction is modeled as the function of conflict, cooperation, role 

expectations, and performance. Indirectly, satisfaction is also 

affected by power, role dissensus, role stress, and the size and 

experience of the channel member. 

An alternative model is formed by including cooperation 

disparity and performance disparity in place of the cooperation and 

performance constructs. Associated hypotheses for the alternative 

model are indicated in Table B related to cooperation disparity and 

performance disparity (for example, H7b, H9b, H15b). 

In summary, the development of channel member satisfaction, as 

modeled in this research, involves alternative and competing hypothe

ses for the relationships among constructs. The conceptual models 

developed include submodels which may, alone, sufficiently explain 

channel member satisfaction. However, the submodels may represent the 

components of a larger, more complex theory of the development of 

satisfaction, which offers an expanded and a more complete understand

ing of member satisfaction and channel relationships. 



* NOTE: The alternative model includes Cooperation Disparity and 
Performance Disparity, with their associated hypotheses. 

FIGURE 6 

INTEGRATED MODEL OF MEMBER SATISFACTION 
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CHAPTER 3 

RESEARCH DESIGN 

The hypotheses and conceptual models developed in the previous 

chapter were tested by examining the relationship between retail and 

wholesale members in a wholesaler-sponsored channel system. The focus 

of the research is the retailer's satisfaction with the relationship 

between the retailer and wholesaler. 

The design of the research consists of self-administered 

questionnaires to retailers and to representatives of the wholesaling 

firm. The survey instrument directed to retailers included multiple 

measures of the research constructs and is presented in Appendix I. 

Measures of role expectations and wholesaler cooperation were also 

included in the questionnaire directed to representatives of the 

wholesaler. The wholesaler-representative questionnaire is presented 

in Appendix II. 

The principal analysis technique is structural equation 

analysis, using covariance structure and maximum-likelihood procedures 

available in the LISREL VI computer program. 

Research Procedure 

Focusing on the dyadic exchange in channel systems (Archrol 

et ale 1984), the research examines the relationship between retailers 
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and wholesalers. The conceptual models were tested by examining 

retailer satisfaction with the retailer-wholesaler relationship. 
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The particular channel system chosen for research is a whole

saler sponsored contractual channel, consisting of over 1,200 retail 

stores in four geographic divisions of the United States. The channel 

is an established system, having been in operation over 30 years, and 

distributes an assortment of consumer durable merchandise in diverse 

product lines. Independently-owned retail stores vary in size, 

performance, market size, and geographic locations, but the system is 

a relatively homogeneous setting for the research since channel 

structure, product lines and general legal and economic environments 

are relatively constant across stores. 

By focusing on behavioral relationships within a channel, some 

ext~rnal factors, such as channel structure, are controlled which 

limits generalizability to other channels and, particularly, to other 

channel structures. However, since the primary objective of the 

research is theory testing, a homogeneous setting may provide a more 

sensitive test of the relationships posited (Calder, Tybout, and 

Phillips 1981). 

Also important to the choice of this particular contractual 

system is that it is characterized by highly-involved relationships 

between relatively small retailers and the wholesaler representatives 

who are district sales managers. This allows for appropriate testing 

of the behavioral channel concepts and relationships (Frazier 19B3a) 

and utilizes Campbell's (1955) criteria for selecting key informants. 



Since ownership and management of the retail stores, in most cases, 

is concentrated in one person, and the average number of employees is 

less than five, surveying the owner/manager was deemed appropriate. 

Similarly, the district representatives of the wholesaler maintain 

frequent contact with approximately 25 stores, and thus constitute 

an appropriate source of information about both the retailer and the 

wholesaling firm. 
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The data for testing the theoretical models were gathered using 

two surveys, which primarily focused on the relationship between the 

retailer and the wholesaler. First, a random sample of 1,000 store 

owners was selected from a mailing list of all stores in the channel. 

A self-administered questionnaire (presented in Appendix I) was mailed 

to each selected store owner and contained multiple measures of the 

research constructs as developed in the conceptual models, with 

particular attention to the retailer's satisfaction with the retail

wholesale relationship. 

Second, a mailing list of district representatives to stores 

was obtained. All of the 109 currently assigned representatives 

were selected for inclusion in the study. The wholesaler question

naire (presented in Appendix II) included measures of the representa

tive's perceptions of role expectations and wholesaler cooperation. 

The questionnaire mailing was preceded by a letter to all 

stores and district representatives from wholesaler management, which 

described and supported the study. A letter from the researcher, 

which described the purpose of the study and assured confidentiality 
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of responses, was included with a return envelope for the questionnaire 

in the mailing. One week after the questionnaires were mailed, a 

reminder postcard was sent to the selected retailers and wholesaler 

representatives. In addition, a second wave of questionnaires was 

sent to wholesaler representatives who had not responded within four 

weeks of the initial mailing. Sample letters and follow-up material 

are provided in Appendix III. 

Operational Definitions of Constructs 

Following the paradigm for better measures of marketing 

constructs developed by Churchill (1979), conceptual and operational 

definitions were developed and are presented in Table 9; measures of 

each construct are listed in Table 10. In addition to a review of 

marketing literature, personal and telephone interviews of channel 

members in the industry selected were conducted in order to specify 

the domain of each construct. The design and revision of measures and 

questionnaires were aided by a pilot study of the retailer question

naires outside the channel selected for the research. 

The measurement objectives of the research include the 

assessment of reliability and validity of multiple measures of the 

constructs. A frequently cited problem in channel research, as in 

other areas of research, is the failure to assess and/or report the 

reliability and validity of measures (c.f., Brown and Day 1981; 

Ruekert and Churchill 1984; Gaski 1984). In order to assess reli

ability and validity of measures and to make comparisons to previous 
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TABLE 9 

DEFINITION OF CONSTRUCTS 

CONCEPTUAL DEFINITION 

Member Satisfaction: 
The subjective emotional state 
of a chan~nel memoer -1:nat occurs 
in response to an evaluation, of 
the set of experiences with ' 
another channel member. 

Channel Conflict: 
A situation in which at least one 
channel member perceives another 
to be engaged in behavior that is 
preventing or impeding the 
achievement of the member's goals. 

Partner Cooperation: 
The extent to which a partner 
member accepts and performs role 
responsibilities and activities 
as prescribed by system members 
for the partner's role. 

Cooperation Disparity: 
The extent to which a partner 
member's role performance is not 
as prescribed by channel system 
members. 

Economic Power: 
The perception by member A that 
member B has the ability to 
influence member A's behavior 
through direct economic 
incentives and disincentives. 

Noneconomic Power: 
The perception by member A that 
member B has the ability to 
influence member A's behavior 
through indirect incentives and 
leadership. 

OPERATIONAL DEFINITION 

The position and negative feelings 
of a channel member associated 
with the relationship between that 
member and the partner member. 

The extent of disagreement between 
channel members concerning business 
issues and policies relevant to 
their channel relationship. 

The degree to which a channel 
member perceives that the partner 
member performs the activities 
prescribed for the partner's role. 

The degree of difference between 
prescribed and received levels of 
activities constituting the role 
performance of a partner member. 

The extent that member A perceives 
that member B holds reward, 
coercive and legal legitimate 
power. 

The extent that member A perceives 
that member B holds informational, 
traditional legitimate, expertise, 
and referent power. 
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TABLE g--Continued 

CONCEPTUAL DEFINITION 

Role Expectations: 
A set of prescriptions for the 
behavior of the role player and 
for the reactions of other system 
members toward the role player. 

Role Dissensus: 
The extent to which the normative 
expectations defining one or more 
roles in a social system vary 
from one member to another and 
are not jointly held. 

Role Stress: 
The tension, strain, or stress 
perceived by role players which 
is associated with the role 
activities and responsibilities. 

Member Performance: 
The extent to which channel 
members attain their desired 
goal achievement. 

Performance Disparity: 
The extent to which a channel 
member's goal performance is 
not as desired by that 
channel member. 

Member Size: 
The size of the member's channel 
position (or operation), relative 
to other members of the channel. 

Member Experience: 
The length of time that a channel 
member has been in the channel 
system. 

OPERATIONAL DEFINITION 

The level of prescribed activities 
which constitute the role of the 
partner member as perceived by 
another channel member. 

The extent of difference between 
channel members with regard to 
prescribed levels of activities 
constituting the partner member's 
role. 

The extent to which role players 
are bothered by uncertainty, 
conflicting expectations, over
lapping responsibilities, or 
disagreement concerning their 
roles in a channel system. 

The level of achieved performance 
related to the channel member's 
goals. 

The degree of difference between 
desired and achieved performance 
of channel member goals. 

Size of store operations relative 
to other retailer's stores. 

The number of years that the 
member has been associated with 
the partner channel member. 



CONSTRUCT 

Member Satisfaction 

Channel Conflict 

Partner Cooperation 

TABLE 10 

CONSTRUCT MEASURES 

MEASURES 

1. Choice Certainty scale (II-point) 
2. Degree of Satisfaction (5-point, 12 items) 
3. Delighted-Terrible scale (9-point) 
4. Positive/Negative Circles scale (9-point) 
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1. Frequency of Disagreement (7-point, 20 items) 
2. Disagreement Importance (6-point) 
3. Level of Conflict (B-point, 3 items) 
4. Incompatibility (6-point) 
5. Opposition (6-point) 

1. Cooperation scale (ll-point) 
2. Job Performance scale (ll-pointY 
3. Role Performance scale (7-point) 
4. Prescribed/Received Performance scale 

(ll-point, 12 items) 

Cooperation Disparity 1. 
2. 
3. 
4. 

Cooperation scale (reverse coded) 
Job Performance (reverse coded) 
Role Performance (4-point) 
Prescribed/Received (absolute value of the 
differences, 12 items) 

Economic Power 

Noneconomic Power 

Role Expectations 

Role Dissensus 

1. Power Sources scale: coercive, reward, and 
legal legitimate (7-point, 6 items) 

2. Power Influence scale: coercive, reward, and 
legal legitimate (9-point, 3 items) 

1. Power Sources s.cale: referent, expertise, 
informational, traditional legitimate 
(7-point, B items) 

2. Power Influence scale: referent, expertise, 
informational, traditional legitimate 
(9-point, 4 items) 

1. Prescribed Role scale (ll-point, 12 items) 
2. Responsibilities scale (ll-point, 10 items) 

1. Difference in Prescribed Role (12 items) 
2. Difference in Responsibilities (10 items) 
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TABLE 10--Continued 

CONSTRUCT MEASURES 

Role Stress 1. Uncertainty scale (7-point) 
2. Disagreement scale (7-point) 
3. Conflicting Demands scale (7-point) 
4. Responsibility Overlap scale (7-point) 
5. Stress Frequency scale (5-point, 12 items) 

Member Performance 1. Overall Achievement scale (7-point) 
2. Goal Achievement scale (7-point, 5 items) 
3. Target Performance scale (9-point, 6 items) 

Performance Disparity 1. Overall (recoded, 4-point) 
2. Goals (recoded, 4-point, 5 items) 
3. Target (recoded, 5-point, 6 items) 

Member Size 1. Total Net Sales 
2. Number of Employees 
3. Total Purchases (from this wholesaler) 

Member Experience 1. Number of Years as a Store Owner 
2. Total Number of Years Associated (with this 

wholesaler) 



research findings, this research includes existing measures from the 

channel literature (see Table 10). In addition, new measures are 

included which parallel the operational definitions given in 

Table 9 and offer the potential for separation of constructs such 

as satisfaction, conflict, and cooperation. Operationalization of 

each construct is discussed in the following sections of the report. 

Satisfaction 
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As the focal construct in this research, the operationalization 

of member satisfaction is of particular interest and includes four 

measures. Operationally defined as the positive and negative feelings 

of one channel member which are associated with the relationtionship 

between that member and the partner member, satisfaction is examined 

in this research as the retailer's satisfaction with the retailer

wholesaler relationship. 

The measures of member satisfaction include two measures similar 

to those used in previous channel research and two measures which have 

been used in consumer satisfaction research. First, an indirect 

approach to measuring member satisfaction reflects the degree to which 

the retailer would again choose the same wholesaler, if given the 

opportunity. This measure is similar to the dichotomous measure used 

by Hunt and Nevin (1974), but expands the scale to include the channel 

member's degree of certainty associated with choosing the same whole

saler. An eleven-point scale is used ranging from 0 percent (no chance 

the retailer would choose the same wholesaler) to 100 percent (certain 

the retailer would choose the same wholesaler). 



As a more direct approach, the second measure of member satis

faction consists of a five-point scale, ranging from "very 

dissatisfied" to "very satisfied," used for twelve items. The items 

were chosen to reflect five dimensions of the channel relationship: 

product, financial, promotion, other assistances, and social interac

tion dimensions (Ruekert and Churchill 1984; Lusch 1977). The items 

used are listed in Table 11, which also lists the corresponding items 

used in the measurement of conflict and cooperation. 

76 

This measure of satisfaction is similar to the 15-item direct 

measure (SATDIR scale) used by Ruekert and Churchill (1984). Ruekert 

and Churchill report reliability of .90 (coefficient alpha) of the 

measure and factor analysis confirming the five dimensions. In addi

tion, the measure appears to have convergent validity as demonstrated 

by an approximate .65 correlation to other measures of member satis

faction. Discriminant validity is suggested between member satisfac

tion and role ambiguity and domain dissensus with correlations ranging 

from -.40 to-.55. Following the lead of previous channel research, 

the items are summed (Lusch 1977) and factored (Ruekert and Churchill 

1984) to form satisfaction indices. 

The additional two measures of member satisfaction are borrowed 

from consumer research. Since satisfaction is conceptualized as an 

emotional response to a cognitive evaluation in this research, a 

9-point scale similar to the "delighted-terrible" scale (Westbrook 

1980) is used. The scale is designed to reflect the retailer's 

overall response to evaluations of the retail-wholesale 



TABLE 11 

DIMENSIONS MEASURED 

CONSTRUCT MEASURES: 
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ITEMS INCLUDED Satisfaction Conflict Cooperation 

1. Product 

Product Assortment b* j f 
Product Quality e m 

2. Promotion 

Advertising i b,q c,l 
Display and Promotions k e g 

3. Fi nanci al 

Credit, Financing d p e 
Profits h k,o h,b 
Sales f g 

4. Other Assistances 

Store Management a r,s,d a,k 
Order Handling c h,n,a j 
Product Transportation g i 

5. Soci a 1 Interaction 

Wholesaler Personnel j t d 
Manufacturer Contact 1 1 i 
Intra-channel Conflict c 
Inter-channel Conflict f 

*letter of questionnaire item in multi-item scales of constructs. 



relationship and includes the following response choices: 

(1) terrible; (2) unhappy; (3) mostly dissatisfied; (4) somewhat 

dissatisfied; (5) mixed--about equally satisfied and dissatisfied; 

(6) somewhat satisfied; (7) mostly satisfied; (8) pleased; and 

(9) delighted. 
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The fourth measure reflects the operational definition of 

member satisfaction as positive and negative feelings and consists of 

the "circles" scale developed by Andrews and Whitney (1976). Each 

circle is divided into eight sections in which positive (+) and 

negative (-) signs are placed. The scale consists of nine circles, 

ranging from all negative signs (0) to four negative and four positive 

signs (4) to all positive signs (8). The circles may represent 

different experiences (Westbrook 1980), ranging from all negative 

to all positive experiences of the retailer with the wholesaler. 

In summary, the four measures of member satisfaction consist of 

two from channel literature and two from consumer satisfaction 

literature. The first measure is an indirect method of assessing 

satisfaction as indicated by the retailer's certainty of choosing the 

same wholesaler. A twelve-item scale directly asks for the satisfac

tion evaluation and is similar to measures used by other channel 

researchers (for a review, see Ruekert and Churchill 1984). 

Borrowing from consumer satisfaction research, where satisfac

tion has been conceptualized as an emotional response to an evaluation 

of products and services, the "delighted-terrible" scale is the third 

measure of satisfaction in this research. The final measure parallels 



the operational definition of member satisfaction by using the 

"circles" of positive and negative signs to indicate experience of 

the retailer with the wholesaler. 

Channel Conflict 
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Channel conflict is operationalized in this research as the 

extent of disagreement between two channel members concerning business 

issues and policies relevant to their channel relationship. This 

definition has been used in most research of channel conflict (see 

Brown and Day 1981 for a review), although the extent of disagreement 

has been measured by frequency (Lusch 1976a, b), intensity (Rosenberg 

and Stern 1970) and importance (Cadotte and Stern 1979) of the 

disagreement. 

The first measure of channel conflict used in this research 

consists of a 20-item measure of the frequency of disagreement between 

the retailer and the wholesaler. Using a 7-point scale, ranging from 

"never disagree" to "disagree almost all the time," the frequency of 

disagreement is summed over 20 business issues (Brown and Day 1981). 

The set of items was developed from interviews with channel 

members and from Lusch's (1976a, b) measure of conflict. Lusch 

reported reliability of the measure (coefficient alpha = .89) and 

assessed convergent validity with a single-item measure of the overall 

level of conflict (correlation = .50). These items reflect product, 

promotional, financial, assistances, and social interaction dimensions 

similar to those used in the member satisfaction measure. 



The second measure consists of a 6-point scale designed to 

measure the importance and intensity or severity of disagreements. 

In addition, a more direct measure consists of a three-item scale 

which asks for the level of conflict between the retailer and: 

(1) the district representative; (2) wholesale management; and 

(3) other wholesaler personnel. Each item of this third measure of 

conflict will be compared to other measures to assess the importance 

of disagreement between retailers and various members of the whole

saling organization. 
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Finally, the fourth and fifth measures of conflict are taken 

from more recent channel literature and are designed to reflect the 

incompatibility of the channel members' business policies and goals 

(c.f., Anderson and Narus 1984). As one indirect measure of conflict, 

the extent to which the business policies of the wholesaler are incom

patible with the retailer's policies are measured on a 6-point scale, 

ranging from extremely compatible to extremely incompatible. Again 

using a 6-point scale, the fifth measure of conflict asks the retailer 

to indicate the extent of opposition between the wholesaler's goals 

and the retailer's goals, ranging from extremely harmonious goals to 

extremely opposing goals. 

In summary, five measures of channel conflict are used in the 

research. The first measure is designed to directly assess the 

frequency of channel members' disagreement over 20 business issues. 

The second and third measures are designed to assess the importanc~ 

and intensity of disagreements. Two indirect measures of conflict, as 



reported in recent channel literature (Anderson and Narus 1984), 

reflect the level of conflict by examining the incompatibility or 

opposition of the channel members' policies, practices, and goals. 

Partner Cooperation 
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As operationalized in this research, channel partner cooperation 

is defined as the degree to which the retailer perceives that the 

wholesaler performs the activities prescribed for the wholesaler's 

role. Four measures of partner cooperation are used. 

First, two single-item scales are designed to measure the 

overall performance and cooperation of the wholesaler. Ranging from 

extremely poor to extremely good performance as a wholesaler to the 

retailer, the first II-point scale directly asks for wholesaler role 

performance as perceived by the retailer. The second measure directly 

asks for the retailer's assessment of cooperation by the wholesaler on 

an II-point scale, "not cooperated at all to fully cooperated." 

Two measures reflect the retailer's comparison of prescribed 

and received levels of cooperation from the wholesaler. A single-item 

scale indirectly measures overall cooperation by measuring the 

retailer's perception of wholesaler performance on a 7-point scale, 

with a midpoint of "exactly what should be done." Retailers are asked 

to indicate their assessments of the wholesaler's overall performance, 

compared to what the retailer thinks the wholesaler should do, on the 

following scale: 

1. much less than should be done; 

2. somewhat less than should be done; 
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3. slightly less than should be done; 

4. exactly what should be done; 

5. slightly more than should be done; 

6. somewhat more than should be done; or 

7. much more than should be done. 

The second measure reflecting a comparison of prescribed and 

received levels of cooperation consists of a set of 12 items, with two 

questions concerning each of the items. The items were developed 

through personal interviews with channel members and constitute a set 

of responsibilities and activities of wholesalers which are related to 

the relationship between the wholesaler and retailers. Similar to the 

items chosen to measure satisfaction and conflict, the 12 items in 

this measure of cooperation reflect activities associated with product, 

promotion, financial, assistances, and social interaction dimensions 

(as shown in Table 11). 

The first question concerning each item asks the extent to 

which the wholesaler is supposed to provide the item or activity 

(e.g., store management advice, regional or national advertising). 

The second question asks for the level of the activity which the 

wholesaler actually provides. The measure of partner cooperation is 

formed by subtracting the prescribed level (question one) from the 

received level (question two) for each item. Both questions use an 

11-point scale, ranging from "none" to Iia great deal." An index of 

overall cooperation is formed by summing the differences between the 

prescribed and received levels for each item. 
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However, two constructs are utilized in the research to examine 

the extent of cooperation given by the partner member. The first 

construct is channel partner cooperation, and the second construct is 

the disparity between the prescribed and received levels of coopera

tion, identified as cooperation disparity in this research. The same 

basic measures are used for both constructs but are reformulated for 

cooperation disparity. 

First, hypotheses relating partner cooperation to other 

constructs include that the higher the cooperation, the higher the 

member satisfaction. This implies that cooperation levels above 

prescribed levels are associated with higher levels of satisfaction. 

As measures of partner cooperation, scores from the measures ~ 

described above are related to other research measures and constructs. 

Second, the alternative models described in Chapter 2 specify 

hypotheses relating cooperation disparity to other constructs. For 

example, one hypothesis is that the higher the cooperation disparity, 

the lower the member satisfaction. This implies that disparity, 

whether positive or negative, is negatively related to member 

satisfaction. 

The two constructs are examined using the same basic measures, 

but with alterations of the formulation of measurement scores. The 

first two single item, II-point scales are reverse coded for coopera

tion disparity. 

The third measure is recoded with the midpoint (exactly what 

should be done) as 0 and all other points coded 1, 2, or 3, depending 



on the degree to which they are less than or more than what should be 

done. This reformulation produces a 4-point scale measuring coopera

tion disparity. 

The fourth measure of cooperation disparity consists of the 

absolute value of the difference between prescribed and received 

levels of the 12 activities described above. This formulation is 

designed to eliminate the direction of difference between prescribed 

and received levels, so that the extent of disparity is isolated. 

Summation of the i~em disparity scores is used to form an overall 

index of cooperation disparity. 
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Cooperation and cooperation disparity, thus are assessed using 

different formulations of four basic measures. One measure directly 

asks for perceived cooperation in a single-item scale, while three 

measures indirectly assess cooperation through the retailer's percep

tion of the wholesaler's role performance. Two of these measures are 

single-item scales, and the third is a set of 12 items for which both 

prescribed and received levels of wholesaler performance is assessed. 

Reformulation of the scales, by recoding items and by taking the abso

lute value of differences between prescribed and received performance, 

forms indices of cooperation disparity. 

Economic and Noneconomic Power 

Economic power is operationally defined as the extent that the 

retailer perceives that the wholesaler holds reward, coercive and legal 

legitimate power. Noneconomic power is defined as the extent that the 
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retailer perceives that the wholesaler holds referent, legitimate, 

expertise, and informational power. Both power constructs are examined 

in this research with two scales, one reflecting the power sources held 

by the wholesaler, and the second reflecting the perceived influence 

of the wholesaler, as related to specific power sources. Factor analy

sis is used to assess the economic and noneconomic dimensions (Lusch 

and Brown 1982; Etgar 1978a) of power held by the wholesaler. 

The first scale consists of a set of 14 statements concerning 

power sources potentially held by the wholesaler and is based on 

Swasy's (1979) social power scale. Using a 7-point Likert scale, 

retailers are asked to indicate their extent of agreement with each 

statement (two statements were included for each of the seven power 

sources). Examples include: 

1. The wholesaler can make me follow policies because 

of our contract (legal legitimate power). 

2. I follow wholesaler suggestions in order to avoid 

losing service or discounts (coercive power). 

3. I consider my wholesaler's requests because they 

are based on good information (informational power). 

The original scale was developed for use in a consumer behavior 

context and reflected six power sources (legal and traditional legiti

mate power sources were not separated). The social power scale has 

subsequently been adapted for application in channel research (Brown 

and Stoops 1982; with reported reliability (coefficient alpha) ranging 

from .73 to .90 for the six sources. Applied to the current research, 



legitimate power was separated into traditional and legal sources 

based upon the finding that legitimate power loads on both economic 

and noneconomic dimensions of power (Brown, et ala 1983). 
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The second measure of power consists of seven items, one item 

for each power source, and asks the retailer to show, on a 9-point 

scale, the extent to which each item would or has influenced the 

retailer to cooperate with the wholesaler. The seven items are listed 

below and are factored to form measures of economic and noneconomic 

power: 

1. the terms of your contract (legal legitimate); 

2. rewards such as improved service or higher margins 

(reward); 

3. knowing that the wholesaler has information about 

the industry (informational); 

4. feeling that the wholesaler has the right to make 

suggestions and requests (traditional legitimate); 

5. delays in delivery or refusal of service or 

discounts (coercive); 

6. relying on the experience of the wholesaler 

(expertise); and 

7. feeling that the wholesaler's values are similar to 

yours (referent). 

The constructs of economic and noneconomic power, as defined in 

this research, represent the perception by the retailer that the whole

saler holds particular power sources. Three measures of each of the 
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seven sources are included in the research, two from the 14-item Likert 

scale, and one from the 7-item influence scale. Exploratory factor 

analysis is used to examine the dimensionality of power sources and 

power influence. Confirmatory factor analysis is used to test the 

loadings of power sources on economic and noneconomic power dimensions. 

Role Expectations and Dissensus 

The role dissensus construct incorporates the construct of role 

expectations as indicated in the following operational definitions. 

First, role expectations is operationally defined as the level of 

prescribed activities which constitute the role of the partner member, 

as perceived by another channel member. Second, role dissensus is 

defined as the extent of difference between channel members with 

regard to prescribed levels of activities constituting the partner 

member's role. 

Operationally, role dissensus is the difference between the 

retailer's and the wholesaler representative's role expectations for 

the wholesaler's role. The scales used to measure role expectations 

are used to formulate measures of role dissensus and are described 

below. 

The first measure of role expectations consists of the scale 

developed to compare prescribed and received levels of activities. 

As described in the operationalization of partner cooperation, an 

ii-point scale, ranging from 0 (none) to 10 (a great deal), is used 

to obtain the channel members perceptions of what the wholesaler is 

supposed to provide. The scale is used for 12 items, reflecting 



product, promotion financial, assistances, and social interaction 

dimensions. An index of expectation levels is formed by summing the 

12 items. 

The second measure of role expectations reflects the division 

of responsibilities between wholesalers and retailers. The scale 

developed consists of 11 points, ranging from 0 percent wholesaler 

responsibility to 100 percent wholesaler responsibility. Ten items 

are included in the measure: 

1. defective merchandise credits and returns; 

2. setting store financial standards; 

3. advertising materials, copy, and decisions; 

4. retail price decisions; 

5. providing effective store layout and display; 

6. making store facility decisions (location, 

buildings, and land); 

7. generation and maintenance fo financial records 

of stores; 

8. deciding on the assortment of store merchandise; 

9. ownership and storage of back-up stock of 

inventory; and 

10. getting product information from manufacturers. 

Channel members are asked to indicate the division of respon

sibility for each of these items. Focusing on the dyadic exchange, 

responsibility assignment is constrained to the retail-wholesale 
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positions, rather than any assignment of responsibility to manufac

turers, for example. The scale used is shown below: 

Wholesaler 100 90 SO 70 60 50 40 30 20 10 0% 

Retailer o 10 20 30 40 50 60 70 80 90 100% 
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An overall index of role expectations is formed by summing the 10-item 

scores and dividing by 10. This measure reflects the overall level of 

responsbility which is assigned to the wholesaler. 

Each of the two scales described above are included in both the 

retailer and wholesaler-representative questionnaires. Measures of 

role dissensus are derived by comparing the responses of the retailer 

to the responses of the wholesaler representative. 

First, retailers are matched to the corresponding district 

representative. For each item of the prescribed role expectations 

scale, retailer responses are subtracted from the representative's 

responses. The absolute value of the difference is used as the measure 

score in order to reflect dissensus regardless of the direction of 

differences. It is expected that differences in role expectations, 

whether the retailer's assessment is higher or lower than the whole

saler's assessment, reflect dissensus concerning the role. 

Similarly, for the responsibility scale, the absolute value of 

the difference between the retailer's response and the corresponding 

wholesaler representative's response is calculated, forming the second 

role dissensus scale. The absolute value of the differences are 

summed for each scale to form two indices of role dissensus. 



Role Stress 

As defined in this research, stress associated with role 

activities and responsibilities is operationalized as the extent to 

which the retailer is bothered by the dimensions of role stress. 

Dimensions include uncertainty (role ambiguity), conflicting expecta

tions (role conflict), overlapping responsibilities (role overlap), 

and disagreement concerning the role of the retailer in the channel 

(role disagreement). The four dimensions of role stress are examined 

in separate questions and in a 12-item scale. 
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The specific dimensions are examined by asking the retailer to 

indicate the extent to which he/she is bothered by each dimension on a 

7-point scale, ranging from "never" to "extremely." The four measures 

are used separately to indicate role stress. 

A second scale of role stress, the Job-Related Tension Index 

(Kahn et al. 1964; see also Bagozzi 1978), is adapted to reflect stress 

related to the retailer's role. Retailers are asked to indicate how 

often each of twelve statements is true in their jobs as store owners 

(using a 5-point scale). Example statements include: 

1. I an unclear as to what my major wholesaler 

expects of me. 

2. I think that I will not be able to satisfy the 

conflicting demands of various people. 

3. I am able to influence my major wholesaler's 

decisions which affect me. 
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4. I have too heavy a work load, one that I can't 

possibly finish in a work day. 

After recoding statements which are positively worded, such as example 

#3 above, the 12 items are factored and are summed to form a second 

index of role stress. 

Performance 

Member performance is examined in this research using two 

constructs, performance and performance disparity. Operationally 

defined as the level of achieved performance related to the channel 

member's goals, member performance is measured with three scales. 

Performance disparity is measured using the same three scales but 

defined as the degree of difference between desired and achieved per

formance of channel member goals. The performance scales are recoded 

to reflect performance disparity. 

The first scale is an assessment by the retailer of the store's 

overall performance for the current year. Ranging from "much less 

than desired" to "much more than desired," the 7-point scale contains 

a midpoint of "exactly what I desired." The second scale consists of 

five items of store performance related to the store owner's goals, 

including sales, profit, competitive, financial, and business

expansion goals. With a midpoint of "exactly met goals," the 7-point 

scale ranges from "very much below goals" to "very much above goals. 11 

Six items are used in the third scale of performance including 

net sales, gross margin, net profit, inventory levels, accounts 

receivable, and cash flow. For each item the retailer is asked to 
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indicate the level of store performance on a "target 'l scale. The 

scale resembles a target of concentric circles, with the center circle 

representing performance which is exactly what the retailer wanted. 

Numbers placed above the center indicate the extent to which perfor

mance was above desired levels; numbers placed below the center 

indicate the extent to which performance was below desired levels 

(see Appendix I). A total of nine points are used, ranging from "a 

great deal above what I wanted" to "a great deal below what I wanted. " 

Measures of member performance thus include the responses to 

each of the three scales. The first measure is overall performance; 

the second measure is an index of goal performance formed by summing 

the five items; and the third measure is an index of achieved perfor

mance, formed by summing the six target items. 

Measures of performance disparity are formed by recoding the 

three scales. For each scale the midpoint is recoded as "0" to 

indicate no difference between desired and achieved levels. Points 

above and below the midpoint are recoded to reflect their distance 

from zero disparity. Thus, the first and second scales result in 

4-point scales ranging from "no" disparity to "very much II disparity 

from desired levels. The third scale is reformulated to a 5-point 

scale of performance disparity on each of the six items. 

Member Size 

The size of the member's channel position is operationalized as 

the size of store operations, relative to other retailer's stores. 
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Three measures are used: 

1. total net sales; 

2. number of employees; and 

3. size of purchases from the wholesaler. 

The second measure is calculated by adding the number of full-time 

store employees to one-half of the number of part-time store employees. 

The third measure is calculated by multiplying net sales by the per

centage of store merchandise which is purchased from the wholesaler. 

Member Experience 

Operationally defined as the number of years that the retailer 

has been associated with the wholesaler, member experience is measured 

by the number of years the retailer has been a store owner in this 

channel. In addition, an index of association is formed by adding the 

number of years as a store owner to the number of years the retailer 

may have been associated as an employee of another store owner and/or 

an employee of the wholesaler. 

Additional Measures 

Other measures are included in the questionnaires in order to 

compare differences in response rates and satisfaction levels. These 

included a measure of job satisfaction similar to the 9-point 

"delighted-terrible" scale used to measure satisfaction with the 

retail-wholesale relationship. This measure is used in the assessment 

of discriminant validity of the member satisfaction measures. 
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In addition, to ~xamine differences in response rates, measures 

of each of the following were included: 

1. respondent age; 

2. respondent gender; 

3. population of store market area; 

4. geographic district of store market area; and 

5. education level of wholesaler representative. 

Data Analysis Techniques 

Analysis of the research data is divided into two major 

categories: (1) preliminary measurement analysis; and (2) primary 

data analysis. The preliminary analysis included examination of the 

sample representativeness and the reliability and validity of measures. 

Analytic techniques used in the phase include analysis of variance, 

multiple-range tests, exploratory factor analysis, and correlational 

analysis. 

The primary analysis technique is covariance structure analysis 

(c.f., Bagozzi 1980; Fornell and Larcker 1981), using the LISREL VI 

procedure for estimating structural equations (Joreskog and Sorbom 

1984). The technique is used to assess the measurement and structural 

models developed from the conceptual models of the research. 

Preliminary Analysis 

Sample representativeness is examined by comparing the responses 

rates across geographic districts, size of retail operations, and the 

retailer market size. In addition, the return date is compared across 
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satisfaction, conflict, and performance levels. Multiple-range tests 

and ANOVA are used to examine differences in response rates and return 

dates. 

Preliminary measurement analysis follows Churchill's (1979) 

paradigm for developing better measures of marketing constructs. First 

the multi-item measures are purified and examined in terms of internal 

consistency and dimensionality. Coefficient alpha is calculated and 

compared to the suggested .70 cutoff level for basic research (Nunnally 

1978). Items are deleted which detract from the internal consistency 

of the scales. Items with low item-total correlations (r < .20) and 

items which produce a sUbstantial drop in item-total correlations, 

plotted by decreasing order of magnitude, are excluded from subsequent 

analysis. 

The remaining item pool is factor analyzed using exploratory 

factor analysis, to assess the dimensionality of the scale. Oblique 

rotation of factors is used when the correlation of factors is 

expected; orthogonal rotation is used for uncorrelated factors. 

Factors are retained on the basis of their contribution to explained 

variance using a cutoff eigen value of one and an examination of scree 

plots. An index of the multi-item scale is calculated by summing the 

average score for all factors retained. 

Second, the composite reliability of multiple measures of each 

construct is evaluated relative to the .70 level suggested by Nunnally 

(1978). For constructs with more than two measures, coefficient alpha 

is used as the measure of reliability. Split-half reliability, using 



the Spearman-Brown coefficient, is used for two-measure constructs 

(Lord and Novick 1968). 
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Third, construct validity is assessed by examining the between

measure correlation coefficients. The research design consists of 

multiple self-report measures of the constructs, and discriminant and 

convergent validity is assessed through the use of a multi-measure, 

multi-trait matrix of correlations. Convergent validity is indicated 

by positive and significant correlations between alternative measures 

of a given trait (e.g., correlations among the four measures of member 

satisfaction). Discriminant validity requires that correlations 

between measures of the same trait are higher than correlations between 

measures of that trait and measures of other constructs (Campbell and 

Fiske 1959). 

Discriminant validity is examined by comparing correlations of 

trait measures for all constructs in this research. However, a criti

cal test of discriminant validity in this research is discrimination 

among satisfaction, conflict, and cooperation. Several measures as 

previously reported in channel literature were included, even though 

their discriminant validity is questionable. Although discrimination 

between, for example, satisfaction and role conflict or role stress 

has been demonstrated in the channel literature, discrimination among 

conflict, satisfaction, and cooperation has not been reported (c.f., 

Ruekert and Churchill 1984; Gaski and Nevin 1985). In addition, more 

recent channel research by Anderson and Narus (1984) combines measures 
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of cooperation (recoded conflict measures) with measures of satisfac

tion to form one satisfaction/cooperation construct after finding low 

discrimination of the measures. 

An objective of the current research is to determine the set 

of measures which demonstrate convergent and discriminant validity, 

in particular, among the satisfaction, conflict, and cooperation 

constructs. Based upon correlation and LISREL measurement analysis, 

some construct measures are excluded from subsequent analysis due to 

their failure to contribute to the convergent and/or discriminant 

validity of constructs. 

The final preliminary analysis includes an examination of the 

relationships hypothesized among constructs. Correlation coefficients 

between measures of constructs are used to initially assess the 

direction and strength of hypothesized relationships. This final step 

corresponds to Churchill's (1979) suggestion to show that the measure 

behaves as expected, indicating criterion validity. 

Primary Analysis Technique 

Method Chosen. Covariance structure analysis is used as the 

primary analysis technique in the research for several reasons. 

First, the primary objective of the research is theory testing. The 

conceptual models developed in the previous chapter specify sets of 

relationships among the constructs, which are suited for analysis 

using structural equation techniques such as the LISREL procedure 

(Bagozzi 1980; Fornell and Larcker 1981). This technique involves the 



specification of latent constructs from observed variables and the 

estimation of structural relationships between the latent constructs. 
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Second, the LISREL program estimates not only the structural 

model, but also a measurement model to describe the properties of 

multiple measures of constructs (Joreskog and Sorbom 1981). The 

procedure provides another method of assessing construct validity 

(Bagozzi 1980) and the dimensionality of constructs (Ruekert and 

Churchill 1984). Both issues are important in the current research. 

Confirmatory factor analysis is used to test the measurement properties 

and dimensionality of constructs. 

An additional advantage of the LISREL procedure is that it 

facilitates decomposition of direct and indirect effects of various 

structural components (Joreskog and Sorbom 1982; Brown et al. 1983). 

Several submodels of the research suggest both direct and indirect 

effects of constructs on other research constructs. For example, 

economic power may be directly related to satisfaction and/or 

indirectly related through its effect on conflict. 

Procedure. By using the matrix of covariance between all 

measures of the research, the LISREL VI procedure includes separate 

estimation of errors in measurement of the constructs and errors in 

the structural equations. In addition, regression matrices of the 

observed variables on latent constructs and the between-construct path 

coefficients are estimated (Table 12 contains a list of parameters 

estimated and symbols used). 



First, the measurement models are defined by the following 

equations for independent (x) variables and dependent (y) variables 

(Joreskog and Sorbom 1984): 

1. x = Ax l; + 00 

2. y = A n + 0 
y e: 

with the assumptions that errors are mutually uncorrelated and are 

uncorrelated with the latent constructs. The above equations specify 

that the observed measures (x or y) consist of: 

1. the regression coefficient of the measure ( A) on the 

construct (l; or n ); and 

2. the error (0 or e: ) associated with the measure. 

After acceptable measurement models are found, the structural 

relationships are estimated using maximum-likelihood procedures. The 

structural models, generally, are defined by the following equation: 

n = Sn + rl; + z;; 
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This equation specifies that the dependent variable (n) is a 

function of the relationship between dependent variables ( S ), the 

relationship between the independent and dependent variables (r), and 

the error (z;; ) associated with the structural equation. 



PARA.""ETER 

KSI 

ETA 

LAI\1BDA 

GAMMA 

BETA 

PHI 

THETA DELTA 

THETA EPSILON 

PSI 

TABLE 12 

SYMBOLS AND DEFINITIONS OF PARAMETERS 

SYMBOLS DEFINITION 

x Observed independent variable 

y Observed dependent variable 

n 

Latent independent variables 

Latent dependent variable 

Loadings of x on ~; y on n (observed to 
latent 

A Regression matrix of x on ~, y on n 

y Relationship between dependent ( ~) and 
independent (n ) latent variables 

r Matri x of y rel ati onshi ps 
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Relationship between dependent (n) latent 
variables 

Correlation between independent (~) latent 
variables 

Matrix of cp correlations 

Measurement error on x 

Matrix of covariance or error in x 
measurement 

Measurement error on y 

Matrix of covariance of error in y 
measurement 

Errors in Structural equations 

~ Matrix of covariance of errors in 
structural equations 



101 

The initial models tested are based upon the conceptual models 

developed previously and are diagrammed in the figures shown on the 

following pages. Using the nested-model approach (Bentler and Bonnet 

1980), after an acceptable submodel such as Figure 7 is found, addi

tional constructs or submodels are added to the model. Subsequent 

models are compared to the original model to examine incremental good

ness of fit and explained variance. 

Assessment. The adequacy of the overall models and significance 

of estimated parameters are ascertained by examination of the following 

(as suggested by Joreskog and Sorbom 1984; Bentler and Bonett 1981; 

Fornell and Larcker 1981): 

1. parameter estimates; 

2. standard errors; 

3. squared multiple correlations; 

4. coefficients of determination; and 

5. correlations of parameter estimates. 

First, the maximum-likelihood procedure may calculate values 

of the parameters which indicate a poor fit of the research model. 

Unreasonable values include negative variances, correlations which 

are greater than one, and matrices which are not positive definite. 

Other indications of a poor model include negative squared multiple 

correlations (a measure of the individual reliability of measures), 

negative coefficients of determination (a measure of the strength of 

the relationships in the model), large standard errors, or parameter 

estimates which are highly correlated. 



FIGURE 7 

POWER-CONFLICT-SATISFACTION 
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FIGURE 8 

ROLE BEHAVIOR 
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FIGURE 9a 

COOPERATION-PERFORMANCE 

FIGURE 9b 

DISPARITY 
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*Note: The alternative model includes COOPERATION DISPARITY and 
PERFORMANCE DISPARITY, with their associ~ted hypotheses. 

FIGURE 10 

INTEGRATED MODEL 



Second, the assessment of the overall fit of the model to the 

data is judged by three measures: (1) the overall chi-square index; 

(2) the adjusted goodness-of-fit index (AGFI); and (3) the root mean 

square residual (RMR). 
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The chi-square measure is used in this research for comparative 

model fitting, rather than as a likelihood test statistic. The chi

square statistic can be used to test the hypothesis that the research 

model is true in the total population. However, in this research as 

in most empirical research, the model is tentative and regarded as an 

approximation to reality. In addition, the assumptions of the chi

square statistic and in particular p the assumption that all the 

observed variables have a multivariate normal distribution, may not be 

fulfilled. 

As suggested by Joreskog and Sorbom (1984), chi-square is 

regarded in the current research as a comparative goodness-of-fit 

measure. If a poor fit is indicated by a large chi-square values, 

residuals and modification indices are used to indicate appropriate 

adjustments to the model by adding or relaxing parameters. The chi

square of the adjusted model is compared to the original chi-square; a 

large drop in chi-square compared to the differences in degrees of 

freedom indicate a better fit (Bentler and Bonnet 1980). 

Other measures of the overall adequacy and the comparative fit 

of the model include the adjusted goodness-of-fit index and the root 

mean square residual. The AGFI is a measure of the relative amount of 

variances and covariances jointly accounted for by the model. Its 
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value varies from 0 to 1, with higher values indicating better fit. 

The RMR is a measure of the average of the residual variances and 

covariances, varying from 0 to 1, with higher values indicating poorer 

fit. 

A more detailed assessment of fit and suggestions for model 

improvements are obtained through examination of the modification 

indices and normalized residuals. Modification indices suggest impro

vements in fit which can be obtained by freeing particular fixed para

meters. Normalized residuals are summarized using a Q-plot; residuals 

which are larger than two indicate a specification error in the moGel. 

Respecification of the initial models is based upon the modification 

and residual indices, but is used only when respecification is 

sUbstantive and clearly interpretable (Joreskog and Sorbom 1984). 

Summary of Research Design 

The research design consists of self-administered question

naires to retailers and wholesaler representatives in a contractual 

channel system. Multiple measures of the research constructs include 

previously reported measures and measures developed in the current 

project. Particular analysis attention is given to the reliability 

and validity of measures and constructs. 

The assessment of measures is aided by an examination of 

correlations, coefficient alpha, and exploratory factor analysis. 

The LISREL VI procedure is used to assess the measurement models, 

including confirmatory factor analysis to test the dimensionality 

of constructs. 
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The hypotheses and conceptual models developed in Chapter 2 are 

tested with covariance structure analysis through the LISREL procedure 

for structural models. The structural relationships between constructs 

and the adequacy of the research models are assessed by inspection of 

the parameter estimates and values of statistics and indices generated 

by the LISREL program. 



CHAPTER 4 

ANALYSIS AND RESULTS 

Introduction 

Results of the data collection and analysis phases of the 

research are presented in three major sections of the chapter: 

(1) description of the sample; (2) purification and assessment of 

measures; and (3) hypothesis testing. Although the sample appears 

adequate and representative of the channel, with an effective response 

rate of 40.5 percent (n = 1000), the empirical testing of the hypothe

ses was limited by the reliability and validity of certain measures. 

In particular, the measures of satisf~ction, conflict, cooperation, 

and noneconomic power were not discriminant; this condition precluded 

testing of several of the research hypotheses. 

Nine of the original hypotheses were testable, and correlational 

analysis provided limited support of five hypotheses. Satisfaction 

measures were negatively correlated with measures of role stress and 

performance disparity and positively correlated with role expectations, 

size, and performance measures, as hypothesized. No support was 

found for the hypothesized negative relationship between satisfaction 

and economic power or role dissensus. Role stress measures were not 

significantly correlated with role dissensus or experience, failing to 

support the final two hypotheses. 
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The use of LISREL structural analysis was not successful in 

testing the hypotheses, however. The structural models tested did not 

display an overall fit of data to the model, and stable estimates of 

the structural relationships among constructs were not identified. 

Details of the analysis are presented following an overall 

summary of results. While measurement and conceptual issues are 

identified in this chapter, an explanation of the results is discussed 

in the subsequent chapter. 

Summary of Results 

The data coliection phase of the research yielded 405 cases for 

analysis from 44 percent of the retail sample and 95 percent of the 

wholesale representative sample. The response rates compare favorably 

with other self administered surveys in channels research, which have 

ranged from 15 percent to 47 percent in reported research (e.g., Michie 

1978, 15%; Brown and Day 1981, 21%; Hunt and Nevin 1974, 26%; Ruekert 

and Churchill 1984, 32%; Anderson and Narus 1984, 37%; Gaski 1986, 

38%; Frazier 1983b, 46%; Lusch 1976a, 47%). An adequate represen

tation of the channel is indicated by the relatively high response 

rates, by comparison of respondents across questionnaire return dates, 

and by comparision of the sample to a description provided by whole

sale management. 

In the first stage of data analysis, assessment of the reliabil

ity and validity of measures followed Churchill's (1979) paradigm and 

the LISREL measurement procedure proposed by Bagozzi and Phillips 

(1982). Empirical testing of the hypotheses was limited by three 
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measurement considerations. First, while most measures demonstrated 

adequate reliability (alpha> .70), the reliability of four multi-item 

scales is questionable (alpha ranging from .52 to .61). Relatively low 

reliability was found for the influence scale of economic power, the 

responsibility scale of role expetations, and both scales of role 

dissensus. As a result, further analysis for these measures is tenta

tive, since the reliabilty may be acceptable only for early research 

of constructs (Peter 1979; Nunnally 1978). The research reported here 

represents, in particular, exploratory research of the concepts of 

role dissensus and role expectations. 

Second, convergent validity was not evidenced by sufficiently 

high correlations between role dissensus or role expectations measures. 

Both constructs were measured using responsibility and prescribed-role 

scales. As a result of the lack of convergence, the four scales were 

examined separately in subsequent analysis, relating to role 

responsibility, role prescriptions, responsibility dissensus, and 

prescription dissensus. 

Third, discriminant validity was not supported by differences 

in correlations or by LISREL measurement analysis for satisfaction, 

conflict, cooperation, cooperation disparity, and noneconomic power 

measures. The measures show convergence to a more general construct 

of channel sentiment (Stern and Reve 1980) or attitudinal orientation 

(John 1984), rather than distinction among the five proposed 

constructs. This result precluded testing of the hypotheses relating 



satisfaction, conflict, cooperation, cooperation disparity, and non

economic power. In addition, the lack of discrimination among the 

constructs precluded testing the structural models as formulated in 

Chapters 2 and 3. 
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The original hypotheses of the research are depicted in Table 13, 

with the osbserved sign of the correlations between measures. Since 

five constructs were not discriminant, remaining hypotheses were 

examined by relating the remaining constructs to channel sentiment, 

represented by the purported satisfaction measures. The nine testable 

hypotheses, with the results of correlational analysis, are shown in 

the table and listed below: 

1. The higher the economic power, the lower the satisfaction 

(not supported); 

2. The higher the role expectations, the higher the satisfaction 

(partially supported); 

3. The higher the role dissensus, the lower the satisfaction 

(not supported); 

4. The higher the'role dissensus, the higher the role stress 

(not supported); 

5. The higher the role stress, the lower the satisfaction 

(supported); 

6. The higher the experience, the lower the role stress 

(not supported); 

7. The greater the member size, the higher the satisfacton 

(partially supported); 



TABLE 13 

OBSERVED CORRELATIONS AMONG MEASURES 
(Hypothesized Relationships in Parentheses) 
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Cooperation Role 
CONSTRUCTS: Satisfaction Conflict Cooperation Disparity Stress 

Economic 
Power 

ns (-) * ns (+) 

Noneconomic + (+) (-) 
Power (not discriminant) 

Conflict - (-) 
(not discriminant) 

Cooperation + (+) - (-) 
(not discriminant) 

Cooperation - (-) + (+) 
Disparity (not discriminant) 

Role + (+) 

-(-) 

Expectations (partial support, responsiblility scale only) 

Role ns ns (-) ns (+) 
Dissensus 

Role Stress - (-) + (+) 

Experience 

Size + + (+) - (-) 
(partial support) 

Performance + (+) 

Performance - (-) 
Disparity 

+(+) 

ns (+) 

ns (-) 

*No support found for the hypothesis; correlations not significant 
at p = .05 level. 



8. The higher the performance, the higher the satisfaction 

(supported); and 

9. The higher the performance disparity, the lower the 

satisfaction (supported). 
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Using LISREL measurement models and estimates of the phi corre

lations among constructs, similar results were observed. However, 

LISREL structural analysis did not result in acceptable models of 

fully identified estimates of the strength of the relationships among 

constructs. In particular, the estimate of structural error, psi, was 

not fully identified for any structural model formulated. As a result, 

further testing of the research hypotheses, using the LISREL technique, 

was not successful. 

A summary of the analysis includes the overall findings that: 

(1) the sample is adequate and representative of the channel; (2) most 

measures demonstrate adequate reliability and convergent validity, 

with the exception of role dissensus, role expectations, and economic 

influence measures; (3) discrimination is not achieved for measures of 

satisfaction, conflict, cooperation, cooperation disparity, and non

economic power; and (4) partial support for five hypotheses is provided 

by correlational analysis. The analysis is detailed in the following 

sections which consider the sample, measurement, and hypotheses 

testing. 

Sample Characteristics 

Approximately 75 percent of all retail stores in the channel 

were randomly selected from a mailing list provided by the wholesaler, 
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and questionnaires were mailed to owners of the stores. A separate 

questionnaire was mailed to all district sales managers. Usable 

responses were obtained from a response rate of 44 percent from 

retailers (sample size = 1000) and 95 percent from the wholesale 

representatives (sample size = 107). Fully complete data cases, 

obtained by matching retailer and wholesaler responses, total 405 for 

an effective response rate of 40.5 percent. The responses were 

encouraged by an advance letter from wholesale management, an enclosed 

letter from the researcher, and a follow-up postcard mailed one week 

after the questionnaires were sent. A second wave of questionnaires 

and personalized letters were mailed to nonresponding sales managers 

approximately one month after the initial mailing. 

Representativeness of the obtained sample is indicated by the 

findings that at least 40 percent of each of the four geographic 

districts of the channel responded to the survey and that earlier 

respondents did not differ substantially from later respondents. 

Analysis of variance and multiple-range tests were performed in order 

to examine differences in respondents by the date of their response, 

using six groups which corresponded to the six weeks of response time. 

Any differences or relationships observed could indicate an effect of 

follow-up material or that nonrespondent bias is present (Armstrong 

and Overton 1976). For example, if as the response time increases, 

corresponding decreases in member satisfaction are found, then 

nonrespondents may be relatively less satisfied than those who 

completed the questionnaires. Measures of member satisfaction, 



116 

conflict, performance, store size, and age of respondent were compared 

across return dates. No significant differences were found in analy

sis of variance (p = .05), and no groups were different as indicated 

by multiple-range tests (p = .05). 

In addition, the responding retail sample does not appear to 

differ substantially from the set of retailers in the channel, as 

described by wholesale management. The obtained sample closely 

matches the description provided in terms of net sales, percentage of 

merchandise purchased from the wholesaler, market size, and product 

assortment. The responding sample, as well as the channel system, 

can be characterized as consisting of predominately small retail 

stores which operate in smaller market areas and offer diverse product 

lines. Approximately 50 percent of the stores in the sample and in 

the channel have net sales of less than $400,000; 50 percent are 

located in cities with 5,000 or fewer people; and 85 percent offer 

assorted product lines. 

Although comparative statistics concerning store performance 

and member satisfaction were not available, the average responses 

indicate that the stores achieve slightly less than desired by their 

owners and that the members are relatively satisfied with the channel 

relationship. Responses to performance measures range from "a great 

deal less than desired" to "a great deal more than desired." However, 

the distribution of responses is skewed, with 75 percent of the 

respondents indicating that overall store performance is less than they 

desired. Similarly, while reponses indicated a range of satisfaction, 
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from "very dissatisfed" to "very satisfied," nearly 65 percent of the 

retailers indicated that they are at least somewhat satisfied with the 

channel relationship. The distribution of responses to the four 

measures of satisfaction is skewed toward satisfaction, as shown below: 

Measure Mean S.E. S.D. Skew 

Delighted-Terrible 6.08 .08 1.69 -.73 
(9-point) 

Circles 5.45 .07 1.48 -.86 
(9-point) 

Choice-Certainty 6.74 .13 2.90 -.75 
(ll-point, rescaled) 

Average of 12 items 3.39 .09 .79 -.26 
(5-point) 

In summary, the 405 data cases were obtained from response 

rates of 44 percent from the retail sample and 95 percent of the whole

sale sample. The representativeness of the sample is supported by the 

similarity among respondents grouped by the questionnaire return date 

and by comparison to wholesale management's description of the channel. 

The responding sample and channel system is characterized by retail 

firms which are predominantly small in terms of sales volume, are 

located in small market areas, and offer assorted product lines. The 

majority of respondents indicated that their stores achieve slightly 

less than desired performance and that they are relatively satisfied 

with the channel relationship. 

Purification and Assessment of Measures 

The measurement analysis procedure used consisted of: (1) the 

purification of multi-item scales; and (2) the retention of single and 



multi-item measures for further analysis. based upon evidence of 

reliability and convergent and discriminant validity. Analytic tech

niques used to assess the measures were the reliability procedure, 

exploratory and confirmatory factor analysis, correlational analysis, 

and LISREL measurement analysis. 

Purification of Multi-item Scales 

The purification procedure for multi-item scales (Churchill 

1979) consists of deleting items which have low correlation with the 

total scale or are not unidimensional as indicated by exploratory 

factor analysis. The reliability and dimensionality of the purified 

scales are then assessed. 
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Standards used in the procedure include: (I) deleting items 

which do not correlate sufficiently with the total scale, using a .20 

cutoff value; (2) retaining factors on the basis of their contribution 

to explained variance, as indicated by eigen values greater than or 

equal to one; and (3) retaining items which demonstrate unidimensional

ity by at least a .50 loading on a single retained factor. Results 

reported are based upon orthogonal rotation of factors, although 

allowing correlation between factors with oblique rotation produced 

the same purification results. The item-to-total correlations and 

factor loadings for individual items in each scale are included in 

Appendix IV. 

Retained items in each scale were then resubmitted to the 

reliability procedure. and accepted as adequate for basic research if 

the coefficient alpha was> .70 (Nunnally 1978). Indices of constructs 
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were formed by averaging the item scores in each factor and summing 

over the factors (Lusch 1977; Ruekert and Churchill 1984). This summa

tion technique allows equal weight for each factor, rather than giving 

more weight to a factor with a greater number of items. Individual 

items in the economic and noneconomic power scales were also used as 

single-item measures of those two constructs in later confirmatory 

factor analysis. 

Results of the purification of multi-item scales are summarized 

in Table 14, which shows that after deleting items which were not 

sufficiently correlated or were not unidimensional, multi-item indices 

with acceptable reliability resulted for nearly all of the constructs. 

Of the 17 multi-item scales, 13 demonstrated good reliability (alpha> 

.70), with at least one scale for all constructs, except role dissen

sus. On the basis of alpha ranging from .52 to .61, four scales were 

judged to have sufficient reliability only for early research of 

constructs: (1) the influence scale of economic power; (2) the 

responsibility scale of role expectations; (3) the prescribed role 

dissensus scale; and (4) the responsibility scale of role dissensus. 

Further analysis of these measures, thus, is tempered with the limita

tion of relatively low reliability of the multi-item scales, and 

results are approached with caution (Peter 1979). The acceptability 

of these measures is further examined in the next section by assessing 

the reliability and validity of multiple measures of the constructs. 

The second result of the purification procedure is the 

dimensionality of the multi-item scales, as revealed by the extracted 
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TABLE 14 

PURIFICATION OF MULTI-ITEM SCALES 

CONSTRUCT MEASURE ITEMS ALPHA FACTORS VAR.* 
Original/Retained % 

Sati sfact oj on Degree of 12 11 .88 1 46.5 
Satisfaction 

Conflict Disagreement 20 17 .90 4 53.8 
Frequency 

Cooperation Prescribed/ 12 10 .75 3 49.5 
Received 

Cooperation Prescribed/ 12 10 .79 2 43.8 
Disparity Received 

Power** Sources 14 12 2 55.5 
Economic 6 5 .77 
Noneconomic 8 7 .85 

Influence 7 7 2 60.8 
Economic 3 3 .53 
Noneconomic 4 4 .81 

Performance Goal Achievement 5 5 .84 1 67.1 
Target Performance 6 6 .73 2 67.6 

Performance Goal Achievement 5 5 .80 1 56.0 
Disparity Target Performance 6 6 .79 2 56.4 

Role Stress Stress Frequency 12 9 .79 2 45.5 

Role Prescribed Role 12 10 .79 2 42.7 
Expectations Responsibilities 10 6 .60 2 54.0 

Role Prescribed Role 12 7 .61 2 37.3 
Dissensus Responsibilities 10 5 .52 2 56.5 

*Cumulative percentage of variance. 
**Exploratory factor analysis of both economic and noneconomic 

bases. 
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factors. The number and composition of the factors is quite similar to 

previous channel research of conflict (c.f., Lusch 1976a, b) and power 

(c.f., Etgar 1978b; Lusch and Brown 1982), but varies from the predicted 

dimensions for satisfaction, role expectations, role dissensus, and role 

stress. Factors revealed in conflict and cooperation scales relate to 

store management, profit and advertising, products, and basic wholesaler 

responsibilities (such as delivery of products and order handling). 

The exploratory factor analysis supports the economic and noneconomic 

dichotomy of power, as predicted in the research, and is used as input 

for later confirmatory factor analysis of the power dimensions. 

As noted in Table 14, however, the satisfaction scale is 

unidimensional, with one retained factor accounting for 45.5 percent 

of the variance. This result is contrary to the five dimensions 

predicted on the basis of Ruekert and Churchill's (1984) development 

and testing of 36-item and 1S-item scales of satisfaction. While 

dimensions reflecting product, promotional, financial, assistances, 

and social interaction were predicted, the remaining 11 items i~ the 

satisfaction scale used in this research reveal only one dimension. 

This result suggests that the dimensionality of satisfaction may not 

be universally appropriate to different types of channel dyads or 

product lines. 

Similarly, the scales of role expectations and role dissensus 

were constructed on the basis of the five dimensions. The data, 

however, reveals two factors for each scale, reflecting dimensions of 

store management and advertising/product provision by the wholesaler. 
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Finally, the multi-item scale of role stress, based upon 

previous research of employees and salespeople, was predicted to have 

four dimensions: (1) role ambiguity; (2) role conflict; (3) role 

overlap; and (4) role disagreement. The current research revealed two 

factors, one related to role conflict and ambiguity associated with 

the wholesaler and one related to the store owner's work load, or job

associated role conflict. This finding indicates that role stress in 

channel relationships may be quite different from role stress as 

conceptualized and measured in other research areas and as applied to 

channel theory (c.f., Gill and Stern 1969; Frazier 1983a). 

Assessment of Multiple Measures of Constructs 

The purified scales were also examined with single-item measures 

in order to assess the reliability and convergent and discriminant 

validity of multiple measures of the constructs. 

Reliability. The measures were accepted as reliable for basic 

research if the coefficient alpha was> .70, using Cronbach's alpha for 

three or more measures and Spearman-Brown's split-half coefficient for 

two measures. As shown in Table 15, reliability of multiple measures 

is demonstrated for all constructs with three or more measures. The 

two measures of role expectations and the two measures of role dissen

sus do not demonstrate consistency, as evidenced by the split-half 

coefficient. As a result, the four scales were subsequently analyzed 

as separate measures of role responsibility, role presct'iptions, 

responsibility dissensus, and prescription dissensus. 



TABLE 15 

RELIABILITY OF MULTIPLE MEASURES OF CONSTRUCTS 

CONSTRUCT NUMBER OF ITEMS COEFFICIENT ALPHA 

Satisfaction 4 .92 

Conflict 7 .90 

Cooperation 4 .83 

Cooperation Disparity 4 .81 

Performance 3 .88 

Performance Disparity 3 .82 

Economic Power 9 .74 

Noneconomic Power 10 .88 

Role Stress 5 .78 

Role Expectations 2 .30* 

Role Dissensus 2 .33* 

Size 3 .80 

*Split-half reliability coefficient; all others are Cronbach's 
alpha. 
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Convergent Validity. Two procedures were used to assess the 

convergent validity of measures: (1) an examination of the multiple

measure matrix of correlations; and (2) analysis using LISREL 

measurement procedures. Convergent validity is assessed by sufficiently 

high correlations between measures of the same construct, and correla

tions between measures from maximally different methods provides a 

strong test of convergence (Campbell and Fiske 1959). Since the 

reported research is limited to self-report measures, a relatively 

weak test of convergent validity is provided by the multi-trait, 

multi-measure correlations. Both correlational and LISREL measurement 

procedures were used in order to strengthen the convergent validity 

tests (Bagozzi and Phillips 1982). 

Generally accepted guidelines, however, are not available as to 

the magnitude of correlations or squared multiple correlations from 

the LISREL procedure which constitute convergence. Campbell and Fiske 

(1959) suggest that correlations should be significantly different 

than zero and sufficiently high. While the squared multiple correla

tions from LISREL measurement are proposed as measures of individual 

reliability (Bagozzi 1981) and convergence (Fornell and Larcker 1981a), 

standards have not been stated. Therefore, measures with squared 

multiple correlations from the LISREL measurement analysis of less 

than .45 were considered to have relatively poor convergence. This 

cutoff value may be compared to a .67 alpha level (Bagozzi and Phillips 

1982), which is the square root of .45 and corresponds roughly to a 

.50 pairwise correlation. 
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TABLE 16 

MULTIPLE MEASURE CORRELATIONS 

MEASURES CORRELATIONS* 

Satisfaction 1 2 3 4 
1. ll-item Sum (":-62) 
2. Circles .69 ( .77) 
3. Delighted-Terrible .72 .84 (.90) 
4. Choice Certainty .66 .71 .79 (.58) 

Conflict 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
1. 17-item Sum (:-52) 
2. Representative Conflict** .47 ( .42) 
3. Management Conflict .54 .66 ( .63) 
4. Personnel Conflict** .40 .49 .65 ( .35) 
5. Disagreement Importance .63 .51 .68 .46 ( .72) ,. Incompatibility .57 .45 .57 .40 .59 ( .52) o. 
7. Opposition .61 .44 .55 .36 .59 .73 ( .62) 

Cooperation 1 2 3 4 
1. lO-item Sum (:-24 ) 
2. Cooperation Scale .41 (.53) 
3. Job Performance .44 .66 ( .84) 
4. Role Performance .43 .64 .81 ( .78) 

Cooperation Disparity 1 2 3 4 
1. 10-item Sum (:-27 ) 
2. Cooperation Scale .45 ( .30) 
3. Job Performance .47 .47 ( .80) 
4. Role Performance .45 .49 .81 ( .81) 

Performance 1 2 3 
1. Overall (:-66 ) 
2. 5-item Goals .75 (.86) 
3. 6-item Targets .68 .78 ( .70) 

Performance Disparity 1 2 3 
1. Overall (:-50) 
2. 5-item Goals .65 (.85) 
3. 5-item Targets .53 .70 ( .57) 

*Diagonal entries are squared multiple correlations. 
**Items deleted from further analysis. 
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TABLE 16--Continued 

MEASURES CORRELATIONS 

Economic Power 1 2 3 4 5 5 
1. Coercive Source**- (":-29 ) 
2. Coercive Source .41 (.48) 
3. Reward Source** .25 .48 ( .31) 
4. Legal Source .50 .38 .28 ( .45) 
5. Legal Source .40 .49 .36 .54 ( .58) 
5. Legitimate Source .36 .55 .39 .51 .65 ( .63) 
7. Coercive Influence** .32 .26 .13 .19 .18 .14 
8. Reward Influence** .08 .22 .30 .25 .11 .27 
9. Legal Influence** .25 .31 .20 .44 .37 .35 

7 8 9 
7. Coercive Influence** C:-08) 
8. Reward Influence** .30 ( .07) 
9. Legal Influence** .26 .09 ( .24) 

Noneconomic Power 1 2 3 4 5 6 
1. Information Source (:-55 ) 
2. Information Source .60 ( .64) 
3. Referent Source .56 .62 ( .63) 
4. Referent Source .56 .61 .59 ( .51) 
5. Expertise Source .59 .69 .63 .50 ( .69) 
6. Expertise Source .54 .51 .60 .51 .74 ( .63) 
7. Information Influence** .31 .36 .36 .36 .32 .36 
8. Referent Influence .47 .51 .62 .49 .49 .50 
9. Expertise Influence .42 .48 .47 .42 .54 .53 

10. Legitimate Influence** .23 .26 .26 .22 .26 .30 

7 8 9 10 
7. Information Influence** (-:-29 ) 
8. Referent Influence .53 ( .50) 
9. Expertise Influence .63 .67 ( .52) 

10. Legitimate Influence** .44 .43 .47 ( .19) 

**Items deleted from further analysis. 



TABLE 16--Continued 

MEASURES CORRELATIONS 

Role Stress 1 2 3 4 5 6 
1. 9-item Sum r:-19) 
2. Uncertainty** .34 (.36) 
3. Oisagreement .33 .49 ( .65) 
4. Conflicting Demands .38 .50 .68 (.72) 
5. Responsibility Overlap** .22 .28 .50 .50 ( .34) 

Role Expectations 1 2 
1. Responsibility (6 items) (":-15 ) 
2. Prescribed (10 items) .28 ( .48) 

Role Dissensus 1 2 
1. Responsibility (5 items) r:-08) 
2. Prescribed (9 items) .22 ( .64) 

Member Size 1 2 3 
1. Total Net Sales C"49 ) 
2. Number of Employees .79 ( .52) 
3. Total Purchases*** .84 .65 ( .81) 

**Items deleted from further analysis. 
***Contains measure 1 (net sales) and is used as an alternative 

measure. 
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Finally, the influence measures of economic power do not corre

late sufficiently with other measures of economic power, and were 

subsequently dropped. Three tests of convergent validity were 

conducted for power measures with the following results. First, the 

indices formed by summing the items loading on each factor display 

only moderate convergence for economic power, as indicated by correla

tion of the two indices (r = .44). Second, factor analysis of source 

and influence scales together shows three disensions: (1) economic 

sources; (2) noneconomic sources, and (3) influence attributed. One 

interpretation is that power influence is a separate construct from 

power sources as suggested by Gaski (1984). Third, LISREL confirmatory 

factor analysis also indicates that the influence measures do not 

converge with source measures for either the economic or noneconomic 

constructs. 

Based upon the squared multiple correlations of measures and 

the average residuals (RMSR) of models containing any of the power 

influence measures, only the source measures of power were retained. 

A summary of confirmatory factor analyses in Table 17 shows the fit 

statistics of the LISREL models. The best model obtained, containing 

4 measures of economic power and 6 measures of noneconomic power, 

produced a better fit estimate (AGFI = .885) and lower estimate of 

residuals (RMSR = .136) than models containing the influence measures. 

In addition, the t-values of the factor loadings are statistically 

significant (t > 2.00; P < .05) for all items. While the chi-square 

statistic suggests that the model should be rejected (p = .000), this 
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TABLE 17 

CONFIRMATORY FACTOR ANALYSIS OF POWER CONSTRUCTS 

MEASURES CHI-SQ. D.F. P AGFI RMSR COEF X* PHI 

Economic: 6 Sources, 830.12 188 .000 .747 .381 .887 .328 
3 Influence 

Noneconomic: 6 Sources, 
4 Influence 

Economic: 3 Influence 68.85 13 .000 .892 .410 .909 .428 
Noneconomic: 4 Influence 

Economic: 6 Sources 253.51 53 .000 .853 .199 .972 .293 
Noneconomic: 6 Sources 

Economic: 4 Sources 269.59 53 .000 .854 .181 .974 .231 
Noneconomic: 6 Sources, 

2 Influence 

Economic: 4 Sources 125.58 34 .000 .885 .135 .980 .310 
Noneconomic: 6 Sources 

*Coefficient of determination for X-variables. 
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value may reflect the tendency of the LISREL maximum likelihood 

estimation to exaggerate the number of factors needed because items 

have skewed response distributions (Olsson 1979; Ruekert and Churchill 

1984). 

Conclusions from the confirmatory factor analysis of power 

measures include that: (1) the influence measures were not convergent 

with source measures of power; (2) the influence measures alone do not 

provide acceptable measurement of economic and noneconomic influence 

constructs; and (3) the source meas~res demonstrate convergent validity 

and the predicted dimensionality of economic and noneconomic power. 

As a result, the source measures retained for further analysis on the 

basis of convergent validity consisted of four measures of economic 

power and six measures of noneconomic power. 

In summary, several single-item measures, including the 

influence measures of power, were deleted from further analysis, 

because they did not demonstrate convergence with other measures of 

the constructs. While the convergence of single and mUlti-item 

measures of cooperation, cooperation disparity, and role stress is 

questionable, all of the measures were retained for examination of 

discriminant validity. The convergent validity of nearly all of the 

measures of satisfaction, conflict, performance, performance disparity, 

and size was considered acceptable on the basis of correlations and 

the LISREL measurement models. 

Discriminant Validity. Testing of the hypotheses and research 

models is dependent, in particular, on the discrimination among 
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measures of satisfaction, conflict, and cooperation. Each of the 

models developed in Chapters 2 and 3 contains these three constructs. 

An examination of the multi-trait, multi-measure matrix of correla

tions and estimates from LISREL measurement analysis demonstrates that 

the measures do not provide sufficient discrimination among the 

constructs. This condition precludes testing the four models proposed 

and several of the reseach hypotheses. In addition, the finding indi

cates that the measures used have captured general channel sentiments 

(Stern and Reve 1980) or attitudinal orientation (John 1984), rather 

than specific satisfaction, conflict, and cooperation perceptions. 

The matrix of correlations shown in Table 6 demonstrates the 

lack of discrimination among satisfaction, conflict, and cooperation 

measures and is summarized as follows. First, 19 of the 20 correla

tions between satisfaction and conflict measures are similar in 

magnitude to the correlations among conflict measures. The 

satisfaction-conflict measure correlations range from -.54 to -.75 and 

are nearly identical to the range of .54 to .73 for correlations among 

conflict measures. Thus, the correlations fail to support discriminant 

validity of the measures. 

Second, the measures of cooperation do not appear to be discrim

inant from measures of either satisfaction or conflict. The single

item measures of cooperation, in particular, correlate to satisfaction 

and conflict measures at levels similar to the correlations among 

cooperation measures. As shown in Table 18, only the correlations 

between the multi-item measure of cooperation and other measures 
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TABLE 18 

SATISFACTION-CONFLICT-COOPERATION CORRELATIONS* 

CONSTRUCT/MEASURES CORRELATIONS 

Satisfaction 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 
1. l1-item Sum 1.00 
2. Circles .69 1.00 
3. Delighted- .72 .84 1.00 

Terrible 
4. Choice .55 .71 .79 1.00 

Certainty 

Conflict 
5. 17-item Sum -.53 -.51 -.50 -.54 1.00 
5. Management -.52 -.54 -.53 -.54 .54 1.00 

Conflict 
7. Importance -.54 -.73 -.75 -.62 .53 .58 1.00 
8. Incompati- -.57 -.65 -.56 -.57 .57 .57 .69 1.00 

bility 
9. Opposition -.66 -.72 -.74 -.57 .61 .55 .69 .73 1.00 

Cooperation 
10. 10-Item Sum .41 .37 .39 .36 -.34 -.31 -.38 -.28 -.27 
11. Cooperation .53 .53 .58 .49 -.49 -.48 -.55 -.41 -.50 

Scale 
12. Job .56 .54 .71 .64 -.60 -.57 -.51 -.54 -.59 

Performance 
13. Role .58 .71 .72 .63 -.61 -.51 -.59 -.58 -.62 

Performance 

10 11 12 13 

10. lO-item Sum 1.00 
11. Cooperation Scale .41 1.00 
12. Job Performance .44 .55 1.00 
13. Role Performance .43 .64 .81 1.00 

*All correlations are significant at the .01 1 evel • 



indicate discrimination (r = .27 to .41). However, the magnitude of 

the correlations are similar to the correlations between the multi

item scale and the single-item measures of cooperation (r = .41 to 

.44). Thus, the correlations do not support discriminant validity of 

the single-item measures, and may not indicate discrimination of the 

multi-item cooperation measure, either. LISREL measurement analysis 

was used to sUbstantiate the assessment of discriminant validity 

(Bagozzi and Phillips 1982). 
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Estimates from LISREL measurement models indicate that discrim

inant validity is not achieved for single or multi-item measures of 

satisfaction, conflict, or cooperation. Using various combinations of 

measures, extremely high correlations between the constructs were 

observed. The estimated phi correlation ranged from -.90 to -.93 

between satisfaction and conflict, .78 to .89 between satisf~ction and 

cooperation, and -.84 to -.87 between conflict and cooperation. For 

the models including all three constructs, modification indices greater 

than 5.00 suggest that the measures should be loaded on at least two 

of the three constructs and that the measures are convergent, rather 

than discriminant. 

By separating the satisfaction and conflict measures, two 

measurement models demonstrated acceptable fit, but the estimated 

correlations between the constructs failed to support discriminant 

validity. The first model included three single-item measures of 

satisfaction and the multi-item and one single-item measure of cooper

ation. While no large residuals or modification indices were obtained, 
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and adequacy of the overall model was demonstrated (chi-square, 4 d.f. 

= 1.20; P = .88; AGFI = .99; RMSR = .07), the correlation between 

satisfaction and cooperation indicates a lack of discrimination 

(phi = .78). 

The second model consisted of three conflict measures and the 

multi-item and single-item of cooperation and displays acceptable 

overall fit (chi-square, 4 d.f. = 3.20; P = .525; AGFI = .99; RMSR = 

.03), with no large residuals or modification indices. The magnitude 

of the correlation (phi = -.84) between conflict and cooperation again 

indicates convergence, rather than discrimination, of the measures. 

Since the construct of cooperation disparity was measured using 

recoded scales of cooperation. similar correlations were obtained 

(Table 19) between measures of cooperation disparity and satisfaction. 

The correlations do not clearly demonstrate discriminant validity or 

convergence of the cooperation disparity measures. LISREL measurement 

analysis was not successful, indicating error matrices which were not 

positive definite and nonidentified phi correlation estimates. 

Discriminant validity could not be supported. 

The multi-trait, multi-measure matrix of correlations and the 

LISREL measurement analysis, thus, fail to support discriminant 

validity of the measures of satisfaction, conflict, cooperation, and 

cooperation disparity. Hypotheses relating the constructs could not 

be meaningfully tested. Other constructs in the research were examined 

as related to a general channel sentiment construct. The four purported 

measures of satisfaction were used, with the recognition that they are 
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TABLE 19 

SATISFACTION-COOPERATION DISPARITY CORRELATIONS* 

CONSTRUCT/MEASURES CORRELATION S 

Satisfaction 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 
1. ll-item Sum 1.00 
2. Circles .69 1.00 
3. Delighted-Terrible .72 .84 1.00 
4. Choice Certainty .66 .71 .79 1.00 

Cooperation Disparity 
5. lO-item Sum -.48 -.43 -.41 -.40 1.00 
6. Cooperation Scale -.45 -.50 -.49 -.41 .45 1.00 
7. Job Performance -.66 -.64 -.71 -.63 .47 .47 1.00 
8. Role Performance .58 .71 .72 .63 .45 .49 .81 1.00 

*All correlations significant at the p < .001 level. 
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not discriminant from perceived conflict or cooperation. Choice of 

these four measures is based upon demonstration of adequate reliability 

and convergent validity of the measures and the acceptability of the 

LISREL measurement model containing the four measures (AGFI = .97; 

RMSR = .05; P = .08). 

Three models or sets of hypotheses were tested, relating power, 

role, and performance constructs to sentiment/satisfaction. Further 

assessment of discriminant validity of measures is discussed as related 

to each of the three sets of hypotheses in the next section of the 

report. 

Assessment of Revised Research Hypotheses 

Results of the analysis of remaining measures and hypotheses are 

reported for three sets of constructs: (1) economc and noneconomic 

power; (2) role stress, role expectations, role dissensus, size, and 

experience; and (3) performance or performance disparity. The hypoth

eses and observed correlations are shown in Figure 11 on the following 

page. Although correlational support of some of the hypotheses is 

provided, the use of LISREL structural analysis was not successful in 

testing the hypotheses. In particular, the LISREL analysis was 

plagued by non convergence of estimates and parameter matrices which 

were not positive definite. 
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REMAINING HYPOTHESES 
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Power Constructs 

Based upon the multi-trait, multi-measure correlation matrix 

and LISREL estimates, the data do not provide sufficient support of 
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the two hypotheses. The correlation matrix given in Table 20 indicates 

that economic power measures, while convergent and discriminant from 

other measures, are not significantly related (p = .05) to satisfaction 

measures. In addition, it is not clear whether sufficient discrimina

tion exists between the measures of noneconomic power and satisfaction. 

The range of correlations between nonecononlic power measures is r = 

.50 to .74, while the correlations between measures of noneconomic 

power and satisfaction range from r = .37 to .63. 

LISREL measurement analysis sUbstantiates these findings. 

Using the results of the confirmatory factor analysis previously 

reported, the measurement models of the remaining power and satisfac

tion measures indicate no relationship between economic power and 

satisfaction and a lack of discrimination between noneconomic power 

and satisfaction. The phi correlation between economic power and 

satisfaction is not significant (phi = .06; t-value = 1.08). The 

correlation between noneconomic power and satisfaction is .76 (t = 

29.97) and is sufficiently high to indicate nondiscrimination b~tween 

the constructs. Large residuals and modification indices suggest that 

at least three of the noneconomic power indicators should be loaded on 

both noneconomic power and satisfaction constructs. The overall model 

statistics indicate lack of fit (AGFI = .89; RMSR = .16; chi-square = 

241.24, with 74 d.f.; P = .000). 
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TABLE 20 

POWER-SATISFACTION CORRELATIONS 

MEASURE: C2 LLl LL2 LT2 I1 12 RFl RF2 

ECONOMIC POWER 
Coercive 2 1.00 
Legal 1 .38 1.00 
Legal 2 .49 .54 1.00 
Legit 2 .56 .51 .65 1.00 

NONECONOMIC POWER 
Information 1 ns* ns ns ns 1.00 
Information 2 .14 .16 .17 .15 .60 1.00 
Referent 1 ns ns .13 .12 .66 .62 1.00 
Referent 2 .15 .12 .21 .21 .56 .61 .59 1.00 
Expertise 1 .19 .10 .21 .24 .59 .59 .63 .50 
Expertise 2 .24 .15 .28 .31 .54 .61 .60 .51 

SATISFACTION 
Degree ns ns ns ns .50 .49 .52 .38 
Circles ns ns ns ns .58 .54 .61 .45 
D-T ns ns ns ns .52 .55 .53 .44 
Certainty ns ns ns ns .53 .43 .58 .37 

MEASURES: E1 E2 Sl S2 S3 S4 

Expertise 1 1.00 
Expertise 2 .74 1.00 

SATISFACTION 
Degree .46 .46 1.00 
Circle!; .48 .46 .69 1.00 
D-T .51 .48 .72 .84 1.00 
Certainty .44 .41 .65 .71 .79 1.00 

*Correlations not significant at the .05 level. 
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Other combinations of power and satisfaction measures did not 

improve the fit of the measurement model and produced similar correla

tion results. An index of noneconomic power was formed by summing the 

items and correlated with satisfaction measures at the r = .57 to .67 

level. indicating a lack of discrimination and failing to provide an 

acceptable LISREL measurement model. 

Thus, the data do not provide support of the power-satisfaction 

model. Correlational and LISREL analysis fail to support a negative 

relationship between economic power and satisfaction. Since evidence 

of the discriminant validity of noneconomic power and satisfaction 

measures is not provided, the hypothesized positive effect of non

economic power on satisfaction cannot be meaningfully tested. 

Role Constructs 

Role-related variables in the revised model of member 

satisfaction include role stress, role expectations, role dissensus, 

member experience, and member size. Testing of the hypotheses is 

tempered with the limitation of relatively low reliability (alpha = 

.52 to .79) and lack of convergence of role expectations and role 

dissensus measures. While all measures demonstrate discriminant 

validity, the measures fail to support convergent validity. As a 

result, hypothesized relationships are examined with respect to indi

vidual measures of role expectations, role dissensus, and role stress. 

The correlation matrix (see Table 21) provides partial support 

of three of the hypotheses by indicating: (1) a negative relationship 
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TABLE 21 

CORRELATIONS BETWEEN MEASURES IN ROLE MODEL 

MEASURE: Sl S2 S3 S4 RS1 RS2 RS3 RS4 RS5 

SAT! SF ACT! ON 
Degree 1.00 
Circles .69 1.00 
D-T .72 .84 1.00 
Certainty .66 .71 .79 1.00 

ROLE STRESS 
Frequency -.40 -.38 -.40 -.40 1.00 
Uncertainty -.32 -.29 -.29 -.27 .35 1.00 
Disagreement -.24 -.25 -.26 -.21 .34 .48 1.00 
Conflict -.26 -.25 -.24 -.23 .40 .51 .68 1.00 
Overlap -.15 -.19 -.16 -.15 .22 .28 .47 .51 1.00 

SIZE 
Sales ns* ns .10 .15 ns -.15 ns - .11 ns 
Employees ns ns ns .13 ns -.15 ns ns ns 
Purchases .20 .22 .25 .27 ns -.14 -.10 -.11 ns 

ROLE EXPECTATIONS 
Prescriptions ns ns ns ns ns ns ns ns ns 
Responsibility .15 .21 .19 .19 ns .11 ns ns ns 

ROLE DISSENSUS 
Prescriptions ns ns ns ns ns ns ns ns ns 
Responsibility ns ns ns ns ns ns ns ns ns 

EXPERIENCE ns ns ns ns ns ns ns ns ns 

*Correlation not significant at the p = .05 1 evel • 
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between role stress and satisfaction measures; (2) a positive relation

ship between role responsibility and satisfaction measures; and 

(3) positive correlations between measures of size and satisfaction. 

Correlations between measures of role dissensus and satisfaction or 

role stress are not significant, failing to provide support of two 

hypotheses. The final hypothesis, predicting a negative relationship 

between role stress and member experience, is not supported by the 

observed correlations. 

Measurement analysis of the role model, using LISREL estimation, 

was inhibited by a lack of estimate convergence and by parameter 

matrices which were not positive definite. Although several combina

tions of measures were used, only one model, including two measures of 

role stress and three satisfaction measures was significant (chi-square 

= 4.59, with 4 d.f.; p = .332). The estimated phi correlation between 

role stress and satisfaction is -.332, and acceptable fit is indicated 

by a lack of residuals and by the AGFI = .98 and RMSR = .03. The 

structural model using these measures, however, failed to converge on 

consistent estimates of the structural parameters. 

The estimation of measurement models was impeded by at least 

four conditions. First, although all measures of role stress are 

negatively correlated with satisfaction measures (p < .001), only two 

measures of role stress are convergent, as previously noted. Second, 

measures of retailer size, which demonstrate convergent and discrimi

nant validity, are positively correlated with satisfaction measures, 

although only the size of purchases measure consistently correlates 



143 

with satisfaction at the p < .001 level. This measure is a multipli

cative term (sales times purchase percentage) and, as such, is unlikely 

to be normally distributed or to result in acceptable LISREL models 

(Bagozzi and Baumgartner 1986). Third, the measures of role expecta

tions and role dissensus share common scales and error terms and result 

in error matrices which are not positive definite. Fourth, the lack of 

significant correlations among measures of role dissensus, experience, 

role stress, and satisfaction may contribute to the nonconvergence of 

estimates and nonidentification of the phi correlations. 

In summary, the LISREL analysis indicates that the measures are 

inadequate in terms of convergent validity and/or normality of response 

distribution. The measures fail to provide acceptable measurement or 

structural models of the constructs. Testing of the hypotheses, thus, 

is limited to correlational analysis which partially supports three 

hypotheses: 

1. 

2. 

The higher the role stress, the lower the satisfaction; 

The higher the role expectations, the higher the 

satisfaction; and 

3. The greater the member size, the higher the satisfaction. 

Performance Constructs 

Two remaining hypotheses include that: (1) member performance 

is positively related to satisfaction; and (2) performance disparity 

is negatively related to satisfaction. Posed as alternative, competing 

hypotheses, a linear relationship between performance and satisfaction 

is suggested by the first hypothesis, and a curvilinear relationship 
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between performance and satisfaction is suggested by the second. 

Performance disparity is operationalized by recoding the performance 

measures to reflect distance from "exactly as desired" performance, 

regardless of the direction of the difference. 

As indicated in the correlation matrix given in Table 22, both 

hypotheses are supported. Measures of performance and performance 

disparity demonstrate conver-gent validity, discrimination from satis

faction measures, and significant correlations as predicted by the 

hypotheses. Since only slight differences in the strength of the 

relationships are observed, the superiority of one hypothesis is not 

demonstrated, however. This result may reflect the skewed distribu

tion of responses, with approximately 75 percent of respondents indi

cating that performance was Ill ess than desired." 

An acceptable measurement model in LISREL analysis was not 

found, preventing any additional support for the hypotheses. Further, 

no combination of variables which incorporated performance or perfor

mance disparity measures with power or role variables produced an 

acceptable LISREL model. 

Summary of Hypothesis Testing 

Limited support is provided for five of the nine testable 

hypotheses by the correlations among measures. Noneconomic power 

measures are not discriminant from satisfaction measures, preventing a 

test of the proposed positive relationship between the two constructs. 

Significant correlations indicate that satisfaction is negatively 

related to role stress and performance disparity and positively 
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TABLE 22 

CORRELATION OF PERFORMANCE, PERFORMANCE DISPARITY 
WITH SATISFACTION MEASURES* 

MEASURE: Sl S2 S3 S4 P1 P2 P3 

SATISFACTION 
Degree 1.00 
Circles .69 1.00 
D-T .72 .84 1.00 
Certainty .55 .71 .79 1.00 

PERFORMANCE 
Overall .25 .22 .25 .27 1.00 
Goal Achievement .37 .28 .34 .33 .75 1.00 
Target .31 .25 .30 .30 .67 .77 1.00 

MEASURE: Sl S2 S3 S4 PD1 PD2 PD3 

PERFORMANCE DISPARITY 
Overa 11 -.15 -.15 -.15 -.17 1.00 
Goal Achievement -.29 -.23 -.26 -.24 .54 1.00 
Target -.35 -.29 -.33 -.31 .54 .69 1.00 

*A11 correlations significant at the p = .01 1 eve1 • 
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related to role responsibility, size of purchases, and member perfor

mance. No support was found for the hypotheses that: (1) economic 

power is negtively related to satisfaction; (2) role dissensus is 

negatively related to satisfaction; (3) role dissensus is positively 

related to role stress; or (4) member experience is negatively relat~d 

to role stress. 

Additional testing of the hypotheses through LISREL analysis 

was largely unsuccessful due to the unacceptability of measurement 

models. Factors contributing to the inadequacy of the measures 

include relatively low reliability of role expectations and role 

dissensus scales, lack of convergence of measures, and skewed distri

butions of responses. 

Overall Summary of Analysis and Results 

Results of the data analysis can be summarized as related to 

the obtained sample, the measures of constructs, and the hypotheses of 

the research. First, the data collection phase yielded a relatively 

large set of cases for 3nalysis. Obtained from a 44 percent retailer 

response and a 95 percent response from wholesale representatives, 405 

data cases were analyzed. The particular channel chosen for research 

appears to be well represented as suggested by the response rates, by 

a lack of differences among responding groups, and by a descriptive 

comparison of the sample and the channel system. 

Assessment of the reliability and validity of measures followed 

the procedures recommended by Churchill (1979) and Bagozzi and Phillips 
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TABLE 23 

SUMMARY OF MEASUREMENT ASSESSMENT 

CONSTRUCT MEASUREMENT FINDINGS 

Sati sfacti on 1. 
2. 

Four measures reliable and convergent; 
Not discriminant from conflict, coopera~ion, or 
noneconomic power. 

Conflict 

Cooperation 

Cooperation 
Disparity 

Performance 

Performance 
Disparity 

Economic 
Power 

Noneconomic 
Power 

Role Stress 

1. Five measures reliable and convergent; 
2. Not discriminant from satisfaction or cooperation. 

1. Four measures reliable, three convergent; 
2. Not discriminant from satisfaction or conflict. 

1. Four measures reliable, two convergent; 
2. Not discriminant from satisfaction or conflict. 

1. Three measures reliable and convergent; 
2. Discriminant from satisfaction. 

1. Three measures reliable and convergent; 
2. Discriminant from satisfaction. 

1. Sources scale reliable and convergent; 
2. Influence scale low reliability and not convergent 

with sources. 

1. Sources and influence scales reliable and convergent; 
2. Not discriminant from satisfaction measures. 

1. Five measures reliable; two convergent; 
2. Discriminant from satisfaction. 

Role 1. Prescribed scale reliable; 
Expectations 2. Responsibility scale low reliability, not convergent. 

Role 
Dissensus 

Size 

Experience 

1. Low reliability on prescribed and responsibility 
scales; 

2. The two scales are not convergent. 

1. Three measures reliable and convergent; 
2. Discriminant from satisfaction and performance. 

(Single measure) 



(1982), and revealed several measurement constraints as indicated in 

Table 23. With regard to the consistency of the measures, acceptable 

reliability (alpha> .70) for basic research of 10 constructs was 

provided by the measures. Relatively low estimates of coefficient 

alpha (.53 to .61) were calculated for one scale of economic power, 

one scale of role expectations, and both multi-item scales of role 

dissensus. Conclusions based upon further analysis of these scales 

are tempered with the limitation of low reliability and examined in 

the context of early research of the constructs. 
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With regard to the validity of measures, discriminant validity 

of measures of five constructs was not supported, indicating that 

measures of satisfaction, conflict, cooperation, cooperation disparity, 

and noneconomic power did not capture those specific constructs. Other 

constructs were examined as related to general channel sentiment, using 

the original satisfaction measures. Some problems were encountered 

with respect to the convergent validity of role stress, role expecta

tions, and role dissensus measures. Measures of these constructs were 

examined separately in subsequent testing of the hypotheses. 

The lack of discriminant validity for measures of five 

constructs precluded testing of hypotheses relating those constructs. 

Nine hypotheses were tested using correlational analysis, and partial 

support was provided for the following hypotheses: 

1. The higher the role stress, the lower the satisfaction; 

2. The higher the role expectations, the higher the 

satisfaction; 
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3. The greater the member size, the higher the satisfaction; 

4. The higher the performance, the higher the satisfaction; and 

5. The higher the performance disparity, the lower the 

satisfaction. 

No support was found for negative relationships between economic 

power or role dissensus and satisfaction; a positive relationship 

between role dissensus and role stress; or a negative relationship 

between member experience and role stress. 

Despite attempts to generate successful application of LISREL 

analysis to the data, few measurement models were successful. Matrices 

of error terms were not positive definite for any models containing 

shared scales of cooperation, role expectations, and role dissensus 

measures or containing performance and size measures. Models 

including both economic and noneconomic power measures failed to 

achieve significance, and when including the measures of power 

influence, convergence of estimates was not achieved. 

While a few measurement models were acceptable, the estimate of 

structural error, psi, was not fully identified for any structural 

model formulated. As a result, further testing of the research 

hypotheses, using the LISREL structural equations technique, was not 

successful. 

In conclusion, the data set, while substantial and represen

tative of the channel system, does not appear to be fully adequate in 

terms of reliability and validity of measures. Partial support is 

provided for the hypotheses relating satisfaction to role stress, role 



150 

expectations. member size. perfor~ance. and .performance disparity. 

However. the measures of satisfaction were not discriminant from 

conflict. cooperation. or noneconomic power. and thus. reflect general 

channel sentiment or attitude toward the channel relationship. rather 

than the more specific satisfaction construct. 

The final chapter of the report addresses why the research 

design. analysis procedures and data obtained produced the results 

reported. The discussion focuses on measurement. data analysis. 

construct conceptualization. and theoretical considerations. 

Conclusions and contributions of the research are also discussed in 

the final chapter. 



CHAPTER 5 

DISCUSSION OF RESULTS 

Chapter Introduction 

The purpose of the research was to examine channel member satis

faction and the relationships among behavioral constructs, such as 

conflict, power, and role stress. A three-part theory of satisfaction 

was proposed, consisting of: (1) power and conflict; (2) role definition, 

role stress, and cooperation; ~nd (3) member performance determinants of 

channel member satisfaction. The major findings of the research are 

partially consistent with the conceptualizations and hypothesized 

relationships in the theory. 

Hypotheses relating satisfaction to role stress, role expectation 

tions, member size, and member performance were supported by correlations 

between measures. The data did not support relationships between power 

and satisfaction or role dissensus and satisfaction. Testing of the 

hypotheses and support of the theory, however, was limited by three 

findings. 

First, measures of satisfaction were not discriminant from 

measures of conflict, cooperation, and noneconomic power. The lack of 

discrimination among these measures precluded meaningful testing of 

several hypotheses and directs attention to the validity and usefulness 

of distinctions among the constructs. Second, the analysis indicated 

151 



152 

that the relability of role expectations, role dissensus, and economic 

power measures is marginally acceptable. Conclusions regarding these 

constructs are tempered with the limitations of this finding. Third, 

the observed correlations between measures may be contaminated by error 

and inflated due to shared-method variance and correl~ted measurement 

error. Bias reflected in the correlations, thus, may overstate or under

state the relationships among constructs (Bagozzi 1981). A stronger 

test of the hypotheses, using LISREL structural analysis to partially 

account for measurement error, was not successful. 

As a result, critical attention is given to both construct 

validity and observed relationships among constructs in forming the 

conclusions of the rese~rch. The primary obje~tive of the research w~s 

to provide substantive testing of channel satisfaction theory. However, 

the theory can only be substantiated to the extent that the constructs 

are validated and the measures are interpreted as reliable and valid 

(Peter 1981; Schwab 1980). 

Research Contributions 

Contributions of the research include the concurrent examination 

of behavioral variables with attention to the validity of constructs. 

The finding of convergence between measures of satisfaction, conflict, 

cooperation, and noneconomic power implies two conditions. The first 

is that the set of measures used are not discriminant. One alternative 

is to identify a reformulation or subset of ,measures which do support 

discriminant validity of the constructs. Alternatively, the results 

can be used to suggest the direction for measurement development, in 
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which the measures more closely represent the conceptual definitions of 

the constructs. The second condition implied is that the concepts are 

not differentiable in the context of the research or in the perception 

of respondents. As such, the contribution of the research is to expli

citly recognize reasons why differentiation of concepts is unlikely or 

may be unimportant for understanding or predicting the behavior or 

attitudes of channel members. 

The current study also represents an exploration of the effects 

of role and performance variables on channel member's attitudes. While 

channel theory has incorporated these constructs to explain channel 

behavior, little research has been provided to support their relationship 

to behavioral constructs or their transference to the channel context 

(c.f., Frazier 1983a). The current research represents i~itial testing 

of role and performa~ce variables, as related to channel attitudes, 

provides empirical support for several of the hypotheses, and raises 

important questions concerning the dimensionality and interaction of the 

contructs in a channel context. 

Approach of the Chapter 

The purpose of this chapter is to explore reasons for the results, 

to discuss conclusions and contributions of the research and to suggest 

further research. The results are examined using both measurement and 

conceptual perspectives. The measurement perspective focuses on the 

adequacy of the research method, measures, and analysis. The conceptual 

perspective focuses on the definition and dimensionality of constructs, 

relationships among constructs, and theoretical reasons for the results, 



as indicated from the current research and from previous research in 

marketing channels. 

The discussion is divided into five major sections. The first 

four sections consider explanations and implications of the results' 

pertaining to: 

1. satisfaction, conflict, and cooperation; 

2. economic and noneconomic power; 

3. role and performance variables; and 

4. LISREL analysis. 
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Suggestions for further data analysis and conceptual and 

empirical research are offered, relating to each of the four areas 

listed above. The final section of the chapter summarizes the conclu

sions, contributions, and limitations of the research. Remaining 

questions are identified which provide direction for channel behavior 

theory and research. 

Satisfaction, Conflict, and Cooperation 

The high correlations among me~sures of satisfaction, conflict, 

and cooperation represent an important result of the research, but 

alternative conclusions can be drawn from the result. Observed correla

tions among measures of different constructs may be attributable to the 

true relationship among the constructs and to error. A plausible 

interpretation of the research results is that the constructs of satis

faction, conflict, and cooperation are highly related, as hypothesized. 

The strength of the correlations, however, lead to the alternative 

interpretation that the measures are convergent and that the current 



research insufficiently supports discriminant validity among the 

constructs. 
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The measures and research method reported here are similar to 

those in other channel research (c.f., Ruekert and Churchill 1984; Brown 

and Day 1981). However, few previous studies have concurrently examined 

any two of the three constructs, and even fewer have reported assessments 

of discrimination between measures. The purpose of this section of the 

chapter is to propose reasons why the measures and constructs are highly 

related and may not be discriminant and to discuss implications of the 

interpretation that discrimination was not supported. 

Lack of discrimination, in general, can be attributed to: (1) 

measures which do not reflect the uniqueness of the concepts; or (2) 

concepts which are not unique, but which constitute an underlying concept. 

Related to the first explanation, correlational or LISREL estimates of 

the correspondence between constructs can be inflated by the use of 

measures which are contaminated by shared-method variance, error, or 

elements from the domain of other constructs (Peter 1981; Churchill 1979). 

This explanation implies that further refinement of measures, research 

methods, and analysis is needed. 

The second explanation, however, implies that a concept, which may 

include several dimensions, is more appropriate to the context or the 

phenomenon of interest. Distinctions in the conceptual definition of 

constructs may not reflect different concepts or may not exist in the 

perception of respondents or the context of the research (Jacoby 1978). 
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As a result, a more concise theory can be developed and supported by 

combining the findings of prior research of the more specific dimensions. 

Discussion of the lack of discrimination among satisfaction, con

flict, and coopet'ation focuses on measurement and conceptual explanations, 

interpretation and implications of the findings, and suggested research. 

Reasons for Convergence of the Measures 

Explanation for convergence of the measures of satisfaction, 

conflict, and cooperation is offered by exa~ining the following issues: 

1. To what extent did the research method and construction of 

of measures contribute to finding nondiscrimination? 

2. If the distinctiveness of the constructs was not captured 

by the measures, what did the measures reflect? 

3. Are the constructs differentiable and is distinction among 

constructs important in the context of the research? 

Related to the research design, the correlation among measures 

may be inflated by shared-method variance and correlated error. In 

addition, distinction among the constructs may have been attenuated by 

error contamination and commonalities among scales. The perceptions of 

satisfaction, conflict, and cooperation may not be differentiable, how

ever, particularly at a given point in time or in the presence of strong 

attitudes toward the channel partner. 

Correlations Inflated by Shared-Method Variance. A single method 

of data collection was used in the current research, consisting of 



157 

self-report, paper-and-pencil measures of the constructs. The correla

tions observed among satisfaction, conflict, and cooperation are l~kely 

inflated due to multiple application of the same procedure (Bagozzi 

1981). 

Convergence of measures is more likely and discrimination less 

likely with the use of a single method, because correspondence between 

measures may be attributable to the common method, rather than or in 

addition to the true relationship among constructs (Peter 1981). 

Shared-method variance, which results from correlated error of percep

tual, paper-and-pencil measures of the constructs, thus, may have 

inflated the correlations. Since a single method was used, the portion 

of correlation attributable to shared-method variance could not be 

estimated in the research. 

Measures Conta~inated by Error. Several aspects of the research 

design may have produced measures contaminated by error, thereby contrib

uting to the lack of discriminant validity of constructs. First, a 

lengthy self-administered questionnaire was used. This survey technique 

provides respondents with the opportunity to skim questions, to ignore 

instructions, and to refer back to earlier answers. The researcher 

forfeits control of question sequencing, as well as the opportunity to 

clarify or add emphasis to instructions and wording of questions. 

The retailer questionnaire consisted of 150 questions; respondents 

may have become tired or bored and failed to carefully consider their 

answers. Further, instructions which suggested taking a break between 

sections of the questionnaire or which noted differences between sets of 
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questions may have been ignored entirely. Fatigue or careless answers 

would likely increase error contamination. 

Second, the use of single-item scales has been cited as a source 

of error contamination (c.f., Nunnally 1978; Churchill 1979). While 

high correlations among measures of the three constructs are not limited 

to the single-item measures, the convergence of measures is stronger for 

single, rather than multiple, items (see Chapter 4, Table 19). Single

item measures of conflict, cooperation, and satisfaction may not have 

captured the complexity or uniqueness of the constructs. 

Criticisms of single-item measures are that they preclude distinc

tions among people and constructs and that they do not adequately 

represent complex attitudinal or behavioral constructs (Nunnally 1973; 

Jacoby 1378). Individual items tend to force the categorization of 

people into a small number of groups, to be unreliable, and to contain 

considerable measurement error. As a result, single-item scales often 

indicate uniqueness in comparison to the attribute being measured, but 

convergence with other attributes (Churchill 1979). 

Third, although the use of multi-item scales, in itself, would 

not likely produce error contamination, the summarization procedure 

could. Following an asssessment of reliability, items were dropped 

which did not sufficiently correlate (r >.20) with the total scale. 

Factor analysis was then performed in order to examine the dimensions of 

the construct. This procedure may result in deletion of items or factors 

which provide discrimination among constructs and may add to biases or 

error (John and Reve 1982). Thus, although Churchill (1979) argues that 
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factor analysis prior to deletion of items produces too many factors, 

these additional factors may reflect an important and discriminating 

dimension of the construct. Ideally, the adequacy of the resulting 

scale should be assessed in split-sample or confirmatory factor analysis 

(John and Reve 1982). 

A second aspect of the summarization procedure consisted of 

averaging the scores for each retained factor and summing across the 

factors. This procedure for linear combination of multiple items gives 

equal weight to all factors, ignoring any differential importance of 

dimensions. An alternative procedure consists of weighting the factors 

according to variance accounted for, using the eigen values as weights. 

While the summary measures were not discriminant, perhaps weighted 

combinations would more accurately reflect the constructs and show 

distinctions among them. 

In the current research, however, the satisfaction scale demon

strated unidimensionality, since only one factor was obtained. Common 

factors revealed in the conflict and cooperation scales include those 

retailed to store management, advertising and profits, and traditional 

wholesaler responsibilities (e.g., order handling and manufacturer 

contacts). These conditions suggest that weighted combination~ would 

also be highly correlated, and may be a function of common issues 

included in each of the scales. 

Several items used in the three multi-item scales were common 

across the constructs (e.g., advertising programs, product delivery, and 

credit arrangements). Consistency in answers regarding these common 
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business issues would lead to higher correlations among the measures. 

Further, the inclusion of common business issues may have directed 

attention to particular programs and services provided by the wholesaler, 

rather than to particular disagreement, role performance evaluation, or 

emotions concerning the item. As such, the focal point of the scales, 

intended as conflict, cooperation, or satisfaction associated with the 

business issues, may have been construed by respondents as the issues, 

themselves. 

In summary, an examination of the construction of questionnaires 

and measures indicates several factors which could diminish discriminant 

validity by producing error contamination of measures. First, the use 

of a lengthy self-administered questionnaire could have impeded careful 

consideration of questions and instructions and could have facilitated 

consistency across measures of different constructs. Second, the 

complexity and uniqueness of constructs may not be captured by single

item scales. Third, discriminating items or factors in the multi-item 

scales may have been deleted or diminished in importance by allowing 

equal weight to the factors retained. 

The inclusion of common business issues across the scales, 

however, produced similarities among constructs and may have directed 

attention to the business issues, rather than to conflict, cooperation, 

or satisfaction associated with the items. This suggests that the 

measures were not only contaminated by error, but also by the domain of 

other constructs, such as an evaluation of services provided by the 

wholesaler. 
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Measures Reflect Evaluation of Wholesaler. Business issues 

included in the multi-item scales focused on services and programs 

provided by the wholesaler. All three scales may reflect the retailer 

evaluation of the wholesaler, rather than particular disagreements, 

emotional responses, or cooperation through role performance. The 

respondents also may have construed the questions or the entire study as 

an overall evaluation of the wholesaler. The researcher's promise of a 

summary report to the wholesaler and current changes in store programs 

likely encouraged this response. 

The promise of a management report, while intended as i~centive 

for participation, could have created the perception that the purpose of 

the study was to evaluate the wholesale firm, which sponsors the store 

programs. Advance letters from the researcher and from wholesale 

management emphasized the educational and management value of the study 

and promised confidentiality of responses. While the letters may have 

increased the response rate, retail respondents could have used the 

survey as an opportunity to express their general positive or negative 

evaluations of the wholesaler or more specific evaluations of services 

provided. 

This explanation is particularly likely for the channel chosen 

for research. The channel is in the process of substantial changes 

regarding store programs and assortment of merchandise. The effects of 

this change include: (1) purging the channel of relatively small or 

rural stores; (2) positioning the channel in competition for a more 



specialized product line; and (3) strengthening the contractual and 

service role of the wholesaler. 
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Written comments by retailers and wholesale representatives 

expressed a division of the channel relative to these changes. As a 

result, the responses to questions reflected the division into two camps, 

for and against the changes. Examples include questions concerning 

product assortment, advertising programs, and store management assistance, 

as well as summary, single-item measures of conflict, cooperation, and 

satisfaction. 

While the promise of a management report could have encouraged an 

evaluation of the wholesaler, the respondents may have been predisposed 

to general positive or negative evaluations as a result of the structural, 

competitive and program changes. The changes occurring in the channel 

were not anticipated by the researcher, but this characteristic of the 

research raises questions concerning the effect of sUbstantial change on 

channel behavior and perceptions. The following section considers the 

manner in which substantial change may affect the discrimination of 

satisfaction, conflict, and cooperation constructs. Further implications 

and effects of sUbstantial change are discussed in subsequent sections 

of the chapter. 

Substantial Change May Produce Convergence of Perceptions. In 

general, prior research and theory in channel behavior have focused on 

a process in which relationships and channel programs are maintained or 

slightly altered in response to fluctuations in the internal or external 

environments (Stern and Reve 1980). However, channels in the process of 
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substantial change may demonstrate different behaviors and perceptions 

than those in maintenance processes. The conceptualizations and 

hypotheses based on maintenance processes may be inappropriate for 

processes of change. Discrimination among satisfaction, conflict, and 

cooperation, in particular, may be affected by substantial change in 

several ways. 

First, retail members could have answered questions with respect 

to their recent evaluation of the new channel programs, rather than with 

respect to the three constructs. Second, as previously noted, the 

respondents may have been predisposed to general positive and negative 

evaluations of the wholesaler, as the initiator of the changes. This 

predisposition may be a function of strong affective or cognitive reac

tions to the new programs. Recently formed strong attitudes, thus, may 

overwhelm consideration of prior experiences with the wholesaler and may 

overwhelm any distinctions among perceived conflict, cooperation, and 

satisfaction. A halo effect (Peter 1~81; Cooper 1981) of positive and 

negative attitudes about channel changes may be reflected in responses 

and generate higher correlations among the measures. 

Third, the measures may be capturing the attitudinal orientation 

(John 1984) or the extent of involvement (Etzioni 1965) in the new 

programs. Written comments and responses to questions indicate that 

some retail members have become highly involved in the new programs by 

reformating displays, product assortment, and advertising, and by 

financially and contractually committing to the programs. Others have 

emulated the assortment and display aspects without strong financial 



and contractual commitments at present. A third group has resisted 

revisions in store programs and appear to be highly alienated, as 

indicated by their expressed dissatisfaction, negative evaluations of 

the wholesaler, and disagreements with the changes. 
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In the face of sUbstantial change, distinctions among constructs 

may be blurred by strong attitudinal or involvement reactions of channel 

members. These reactions may include summary evaluations, strong 

attitudes, or involvement. Differences among perceived conflict, 

satisfaction, and cooperation, thus, may not exist in the context of 

substantial changes. 

With a few exceptions, channel theory and research has not 

addressed the effect of substantial changes on behavior or perceptions 

of channel members. Environmental changes (e.g., demand volatility, 

uncertainty in regulation of competition) are proposed to lead to more 

negative channel sentiments and to control attempts (Achrol, Reve, and 

Stern 1980; Etgar 1977). The author is not aware of any empirical 

research, however, in which the channel was experiencing major structural 

or competitive changes initiated by the channel leader. This suggests 

that: (1) further research is warranted which contrasts maintenance and 

change processes of channel behavior; and (2) convergence of the 

construct measures may be unique to situations of substantial change. 

However, perceptual similarities and convergence of the constructs are 

observed in other research studies which do not identify changes 

occurring in the channel. 
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Perceptual Similarities among Constructs. Distinctions among the 

constructs may not be perceived by channel members or identifiable in 

the process of channel relationships. Previous research in channels 

indicates that perceptual conflict, satisfaction, and cooperation are 

similar, and may not be discriminant, regardless of whether substantial 

changes are occurring. 

For example, Anderson and Narus (1985) combine measures of satis

faction and conflict, after failing to support discriminant validity. 

Frazier (1983b) observes high correlations between measures of role 

performance and satisfaction (r = .57) and role performance and chances 

of switching to another supplier (r = .55). Role performance variables 

correspond to the cooperation construct, as conceptualized and measured 

in the current research; chances of switching suppliers appears to be 

the obverse of chances of remaining with the supplier, a measure of 

satisfaction used in the current research. 

While conceptualized as one construct, dimensions of attitudinal 

orientation (John 1984) and channel sentiments (John and Reve 1982) are 

conceptually and operationally similar to satisfaction, conflict, and 

cooperation as defined here. John (1984) proposes that the attitudinal 

orientation consists of cognitive, affective, and conative dimensions, 

and he supports convergence of the dimensions through correlational and 

LISREL measure-ment analysis. Measures and conceptualizations of 

conflict, satisfaction, and cooperation in the current research are 

strikingly similar to the cognitive, affective, and conative dimensions, 

respectively. John and Reve (1982) report correlations ranging from r = 
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.36 to .53 between retailer perceptions of sentiments related to goal 

compatibility, domain consensus, satisfaction, approval of the partner's 

role performance, and mutual trust. This suggests strong similarities, 

and possible convergence, of retailer perceptions of conflict, satisfac

tion, and cooperation. 

Theoretically, the channel relationship is a process which 

consists of identifiable stages (c.f., Cadotte and Stern 1979; Frazier 

1983a) and distinct levels of conflict, cooperation, and satisfaction. 

Two considerations of the current and previous research deserve atten

tion, however. First, the cross-sectional nature of the research m~y 

preclude identification of process stages. Channel sentiments may range 

from predominantly cooperative to predominantly conflictful (Stern and 

Reve 1980) across the channel or across time for particular members. At 

a point in time, the perceived conflict, cooperation, and satisfaction 

of respondents may not be discriminant. An examination of changes in 

member sentiments, differences among process stages, and the effects of 

conflict, cooperation, and satisfaction on each other would likely 

require a longitudinal study. 

Second, stages of conflict (Pondy 1967; Thomas 1976) may include 

emotions, perceptions, behaviors, and outcomes (Eliashberg and Michie 

1984). Participants in a relationship, such as the channel dyad, 

however, may not: (1) perceive the process as it is theoretically 

conceived; (2) be aware of distinctions between stages; and (3) be able 

to isolate past and current experiences in formulating or reporting 

their current perceptions of the relationship. Perceptual conflict 
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and affective aftermath of conflict (Cadotte and Stern 1979) may not be 

distinguishable and may not be discriminant from perceived satisfaction 

or cooperation. 

Since the operationalizations of the three constructs in this and 

other channel research consist of perceptual measures (c.f., Lusch 1975a, 

1977; Etgar 1979; Ruekert and Churchill 1984; Gaski 1985), conflict and 

cooperation behaviors, in particular, have not been observed. Future 

research which focuses on identifying distinctions between perceptions 

and behavior and observes channel relationships as a process, rather 

than at a point in time, is suggested. 

Summary Explanations. Reasons for the lack of discrimination 

among satisfaction, conflict, and cooperation can be summarized as 

follows: 

1. The measures did not a~curately reflect the conceptuali

zations; and/or 

2. The conceptual distinctions do not exist in the context 

of the research or in the perception of respondents. 

A critique of the research method reveals the likelihood of the 

first explanation. In particular, contamination of the measures by 

shared-method variance, error, and the domain of other constructs is 

likely with the use of: (1) a single method; (2) a lengthy, self

administered questionnaire; (3) slngle-item scales; and (4) common items 

and summarization of multi-item scales. Evaluation of the wholesaler 

and/or wholesaler-sponsored programs may have been encouraged by the 

focus of the measures and the promise of a management report. 
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The second explanation, however, cannot be ruled out. The 

concepts, based on a process theory of channel relationship, were 

measured as perceptions at a single point in time. Evidence of the 

perceptual and similarities of the constructs is provided by previous 

research, indicating that distinctions between satisfaction, conflict, 

and cooperation may not exist in the perception of respondents, at 

least not at a given point in time. Substantial changes in the channel 

studied suggest that the convergence of perceptions may be particularly 

acute when strong emotions or attitudes are present. Thus, perceptual 

differences may not exist in the context of change. 

Implications and Suggested Research 

The explanations proposed in the preceding section suggest several 

implications particular to the finding that satisfaction, conflict, and 

cooperation measures were not discriminant. Further research related to 

particular measures, methods of research, and conceptualization of the 

constructs and channel relationships is warranted. 

One broad explanation of the finding is that respondents reported 

their global impressions, which may be construed as: (1) an overall 

evaluation of the wholesaler; (2) the channel member's attitudinal 

orientation; or (3) the dominant sentiments of the channel member. 

Global impressions may be a result of the measures and research method 

or respondent predispositions to positive and negative assessments. A 

closer examination of the phenonemon of halo effects (Cooper 1981) 

provides a basis for measurement and methodological recommendations 

for future research. 
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An alternative explanation is that perceptual satisfaction, 

conflict, and cooperation are not differentiable or important to channel 

members. As such, the importance of separating the constructs is 

diminished. If the same antecedents and consequences of perceived 

conflict, satisfaction, and cooperation are observed, this implies that 

the more general perception is relevant to channel behavior. Thus, 

research can focus on the general construct and combine the results of 

previous research in a more parsimonious theory (Jacoby 1978; Zalt~an, 

LeMasters, and Heffring 1982). 

Halo Effects. The measurement and conceptual explanations 

presented in the previous section imply that in addition to the true 

correlation among measures, the presence of halo effects could have 

inflated the correlations, leading to convergence of the measures. An 

examination of halo sources reveals several measurement and methodological 

recommendations. 

In addition to halo effect of correlated true scores, illusory 

halo (Thorndike 1920) is the imposition of correlation by respondents 

and stems from logical presumptions and systematic distortion in the 

minds of respondents (Newcomb 1931). While the research instrument may 

encourage illusory halo, situations and characteristics of respondent 

information processing also contribute to this effect. 

As shown in Table 24, Cooper (1981) identifies five sources of 

illusory halo: (1) undersampling of items which forces global 

impressions; (2) insufficient concreteness caused by unclear, redundant 



SOURCE 

Undersamp1ing 
of items 

Insufficient 
concreteness 

Insufficient 
respondent 
motivation 
and knowledge 

Engu1 fi ng 

Cognitive 
distortion 
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TABLE 24 

ILLUSORY HALO EFFECTS 

EFFECT 

Forces a global 
impression 

Causes lumping 
together of items 

Contributes to 
carelessness, 
unawareness 

Responses colored 
by overall impres
sion or salient 
features 

Loss of detail; 
Addition of beliefs 

CONTRIBUTING FACTORS 

Single-item scales 

Redundant and overlapping 
items 

Unclear wording 

Lengthy survey 
Miscommunication of intent 
Respondent characteristics 

Strong attitudes toward 
partner or channel changes 

Recall and processing of 
prior information 
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or overlapping items; (3) insufficient respondent motivation and knowl

edge producing careless or unknowing systematic errors; (4) engulfing, 

in which responses are colored by overall impressions or salient 

features; and (5) cognitive distortion. Observations and information 

stored in respondents' memories may become distorted by a loss of detail 

and an addition of beliefs about the association of behaviors, percep

tions, or items. 

As a result, respondents may be prone to systematic distortions 

in the direction of preexisting conceptual schemes (Schweder 1980), to 

preservation of earlier judgements of polarization of beliefs (Ross 

1977), and to the use of heuristics (Tversky and Kahneman 1974) in "the 

interest of parsimony, consistency, and convenience" (Cooper 1981, pg. 

225). Implications of the sources, effects, and contributing factors of 

illusory halo provide the basis for specific measurement and methodo

logical recommendations, but also suggest that the perceptions of 

closely-related constructs may not be differentiable. 

Suggestions for lessening the extent to which the research 

method induces illusory halo include: 

1. careful selection of items in multi-item scales; 

2. clarification of questions and research intent; 

3. use of multiple methods and multiple informants; 

4. use of methods which do not encourage consistency; 

5. shorter survey designs; 

6. longitudinal research designs; and 
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7. positioning of global questions prior to more specific 

items, in an effort to remove the global impressions. 

The intent of the recommendations is to remove measures which are 

conceptually similar, to discourage consistency, and to isolate global 

impressions from more specific perceptions. While under-sampling 

and insufficient concreteness appear relatively simple to remedy, 

training and motivation of respondents may not be feasible or 

appropriate in the research context. Further, the engulfing and 

cognitive distortion sources of illusory halo may be impossible to 

remedy. 

Measurement Implications. Related to the particular measures of 

satisfaction, conflict, and cooperation, further analysis and empirical 

research is suggested which: (1) examines the differential importance 

of factors in the multi-item scales; (2) uses the three multi-item scales 

as indicators of one construct; (3) replaces the single-item measures 

with two or more multi-item scales; and (4) focuses on disagreements and 

emotions, rather than the evaluation of business issues. The first two 

suggestions imply both further analysis of the data and future empirical 

study. The latter two suggestions, however, imply that new measures of 

the constructs should be developed. 

As discussed earlier, further analysis of the data is not likely 

to support discrimination of the constructs, given the composition of 

the multi-item scales. In addition, the remaining research results are 

not changed by using cooperation and conflict scales, rather than the 

four measures of satisfaction. Correlations of multi-item scales of 
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conflict and cooperation with other constructs in the research provided 

the same results as the use of satisfaction measures. For example, role 

stress m~asures are negatively related to the cooperation scale and 

positively related to the conflict scale. LISREL structural analysis of 

the data remained unsuccessful when a general construct, measured by the 

three multi-item scales, was used. 

A more important consideration is that the measures reflect the 

conceptualizations of the constructs. First, two or more multi-item 

scales of each construct, rather than single-item measure, may result 

in less error contamination and better reflect the complexity of the 

constructs. Second, a reexamination of multi-item scales in the current 

research indicates that business issues were common across the scales 

and may have provided a focus on evaluation of the wholesaler programs 

and services. The cooperation scales appears to reflect the construct 

of cooperation as an evaluation of the wholesaler's role performance. 

However, measures which provide a better focus on the intensity and 

frequency of disagreements (Brown and Day 1981) and the emotional 

responses of channel members would more adequately reflect the concep

tual definitions of conflict and satisfaction, respectively. 

Methodological Implications. Development of new perceptual 

measures of the constructs may prove fruitful either in supporting 

discrimination among measures ~ the contention that perceived 

satisfaction, conflict, and cooperation are not differentiable. This 

recommendation, however, does not address the criticism of using a 

lengthy survey, single method, and cross-sectional design. A narrower 
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focus of research is suggested initially in order to shorten the 

measurement instrument and decrease the likelihood of respondent tiring. 

A second methodological recommendation is to obtain multiple 

measures of the constructs using multiple methods. Examples include the 

use of other informants, such as retailer employees or wholesaler 

personnel, to assess the level of conflict. The retailer could be asked 

to complete a diary of critical incidents or correspondence relating to 

conflict. Wholesaler records of phone and personal contacts could 

provide another source of data. Each of these suggestions, however, has 

been criticized as relatively inaccurate (c.f., Phillips 1980; John and 

Reve 1981). As a result, the technique of descriptive field observation 

to identify behaviors and to observe the process of relationships may be 

needed to generate new perceptual and behavioral measures of the 

constructs (c.f., Peter 1981; Hirschman 1986). 

The use of diaries or field observation implies a longitudinal 

design of research. In addition, cross-sectional designs ignore the 

process of channel relationships and distinctions between process 

stages. Further research which examines satisfaction, conflict, and 

cooperation in a longitudinal design may provide distinctions among 

the constructs and more accurately reflect the nature of the channel 

relationship. 

Theoretical Considerations. The measurement assessment and the 

situation of substantial channel changes in the current research imply 

the need for measurement and methodological refinement and research 

applications in maintenance and change contexts. Prior to application 
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in these contexts, however, conceptual and theoretical developoment is 

needed to suggest the ways in which perceptions or behaviors may differ. 

For example, environmental changes are proposed to affect senti

ments and attempts to control channels (Achrol et al 1980). When channel 

leaders enact structural or competitive changes in response to the 

environment, what are the effects of internal changes on the behavior or 

perceptions of members? How is compliance with new programs achieved? 

What conditions would foster sUbstantial internal changes or greater 

control, integration, or performance of the channel? These questions 

suggest that in addition to external changes, channel theory is needed 

to link external and internal environments (Stern and Reve 1980) and to 

examine the antecedents and consequences of internal change. 

The need for conceptual and theoretical development is also 

implied by the contention that perceptual satisfaction, conflict, and 

cooperation may not be differentiable, regardless of the dynamics of 

the channel. If perceptual differences do not exist in the context of 

the research, then theory including distinctions among constructs may 

be inappropriate. Attempts to alter the extent of engulfing, cogni

tive distortion, and insufficient knowledge would alter the research 

context. 

Channel behavior may be based on member's perceptions and general 

attitude toward other members. This implies that distinctions may be 

unimportant and irrelevant to channel behavior. Theory combining 

previous research of satisfaction, conflict, and cooperation can focus 

on the more general attitudinal construct. Advantages of a more concise 
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theory include shortening the measurement task of empirical research of 

perceptions and progressing the direction of research to antecedent and 

consequential behaviors of channel members. 

In conclusion, refinement of measures and research replication 

in both maintenance and change contexts is suggested. However, 

descriptive and conceptual development is warranted to identify alter

native measures and theoretical frameworks for examining satisfaction, 

conflict, and cooperation in marketing channels. Questions to be 

addressed include: 

1. Do channel perceptions or behaviors differ in contexts 

of maintenance and change? 

2. Do perceptual differences among satisfaction, conflict, and 

cooperation exist in the research context? 

3. Are distinctions among the constructs important to 

understanding channel behavior? 

Power and Satisfaction 

Results of the data analysis support the economic-noneconomic 

dichotomy of power bases only when the multi-item scales are examined 

in isolation of each other and in isolation of other constructs. A 

reinterpretation of the scales and concepts is warranted by the dimen

sionality as indicated from factor analysis, by the inadequate support 

for discrimination between noneconomic power and satisfaction, and by 

the relatively low reliability of the influence measures of economic 

power. 



177 

The focus of the discussion here is to explore explanations 

specific to the power constructs and to identify implications of the 

results and direction for further research. Convergence of noneconomic 

power and satisfaction measures can be attributed to several of the 

reasons identified in the previous section on convergence of satisfac

tion, conflict, and cooperation measures. In particular, the measures 

are likely contaminated by shared-method variance and error. Concep

tually, perceived noneconomic power may reflect identification with and 

trust of other channel members (Kasulis and Spekman 1980) and not be 

differentiable from other components of the attitudinal orientation of 

channel member. 

Exploration of reasons why the negative relationship between 

economic power and satisfaction was not supported focus on the 

reliability, validity, and dimensionality of the economic power 

construct. Economic power sources or influence m~y not be perceived 

or admitted by channel members and m~y be a seldomly-used tactic 

(Frazier and Summers 1984) and relatively invariant within a channel. 

Conclusions from Scale Analysis 

Two multi-item scales were used to measure the presence of power 

sources and the extent of influence stemming from power bases. Results 

of exploratory and confirmatory factor analysis indicate that the 

delineation of constructs is not as clear as the economic-noneconomic 

dichotomy suggests. First, while exploratory factor analysis of each 

scale provides support of the economic-noneconomic dicotomy of power, 

other interpretations of the dimensions can be made. For example, the 
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sources scale dimensions appear to reflect the extent of acknowledged 

compliance and an evaluative/attitudinal component. Further discussion 

of these dimensions is presented in sections relating specifically to 

the noneconomic and economic power factors. 

Second, while the 4-item noneconomic influence dimension is 

consistent (alpha = .81), reliability of the 3-item economic dimension 

is relatively low (alpha = .53). The economic dimension may contain 

too few items or be improperly delineated (Churchill 1979). In 

combination with economic source items, a 9-item economic source and 

influence scale appears adequately consistent (alpha = .74). 

Third, exploratory factor analysis of the two scales together 

reveals three factors: noneconomic sources, economic sources, and 

perceived influence. This provides support for Gaski's (1985) conten

tion that perceived sources should be separated from the exercise of 

power or the extent of influence attributable to the sources. 

Confirmatory factor analysis, however, does not support this 

three-factor model. Several reformulations of the model were attempted, 

including separation of economic and noneconomic influence factors, but 

convergent validity was suggested only for the economic and noneconomic 

source constructs (see Chapter 4, Table 17). 

Overall, the scale analysis does not support convergence of power 

sources and influence, particularly for economic bases. This may be 

attributable to excessive error (Bagozzi 1981), the low reliability of 

economic influence items (Chruchill 1979), or contaminating factors such 

as halo effects, social desirability of answers, and the presence of 
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traits not related to the construct of interest (Peter 1981). Further 

explanation and implications are provided by focusing on each of the 

two power constructs, particularly in relation to channel member 

satisfaction. 

Noneconomic Power Bases 

Source and influence measures of noneconomic power appear 

consistent (alpha = .88) and indices formed by summing the items are 

relatively convergent (r = .63). Confirmatory factor analysis, using 

LISREL measurement analysis, however, shows weak support for convergence. 

Further, since a single method of data collection was used, relatively 

weak tests of convergence were provided. A closer examination of the 

measures is indicated by the scale analysis and the lack of support for 

discrimination between noneconomic sources and satisfaction. 

Influence and Sources. The noneconomic items in the influence 

scale appear to have at least two components: power sources and 

attributed influence. First, identification of information, expertise, 

and referent sources may correspond to those items in the sources scale. 

However, the traditional-legitimate items load on the noneconomic factor 

of the influence scale, but are not contained in the noneconomic factor 

of the sources scale (see Appendix IV). One legitimate source item is 

dropped; the other loads on the economic factor. 

Second, the component of attributed influence is more explicitly 

stated in the influence scale than in the sources scale. The perceived 

extent of influence attributable to sources, thus, likely contains 
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traits of two constructs, noneconomic sources and perceived or conceded 

influence of the wholesaler. While the source component corresponds 

highly to the items in the sources scale, the influence component may 

not. Previous research has not supported a relationship between 

noneconomic power sources and the perception of power (c.f., Lusch and 

Brown 1982; Hunt and Nevin 1974; Etgar 1978b; Brown et. al 1983). 

Convergence with Satisfaction. Closer examination of the power 

scales also provides explanation for the finding that discrimination 

between noneconomic sources and satisfaction is not adequately supported. 

Agreement with statements used to measure noneconomic power can be 

interpreted as a positive attitude or feeling toward the wholesaler; 

disagreement may reflect a negative attitude. 

One explanation is that the measures reflect both evaluative and 

attitudinal components, similar to measures of satisfaction. For 

example, evaluative components include the extent to which information 

provided by the wholesaler makes sense or is good information. 

Attitudinal components include shared values and trust extended to the 

wholesaler. This implies that the measures have captured: (1) norms 

of evaluation (John and Reve 1982); (2) involvement (Etzioni 1965) in 

the relationship or the new channel programs; or (3) identification 

with the wholesaler or internalization of wholesaler values (Kelman 

1961; Kasulis and Spekman 1980). 

First, John and Reve (1982) identify norms of evaluation as a 

channel sentiment reflecting the extent of trust and information sharing 

between members. Retailer perceptions of this sentiment were highly 
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correlated with their perceptions of goal compatibility, domain consensus, 

and evaluation of accomplishment (r = .50 to .63). As previously 

discussed, the measures of the latter three sentiments are similar to 

measures of conflict~ cooperation, and satisfaction in the current 

research. 

Second, similar to satisfaction measures, the measures of 

noneconomic sources may reflect the channel member's extent of involve

ment. Alienated members have disparate beliefs, attitudes, and values 

from others in the relationship; highly involved members share values, 

information, and trust (Etzioni 1965; Schul, Pride, and Little 1985). 

The extent of involvement in the channel relationship and particular 

to this research, in the new channel programs, is likely a shared trait 

of the measurement, conceptualization, and perception of noneconomic 

power and satisfaction. 

Third, high correspondence between satisfaction and perceived 

noneconomic power sources may be a function of identification with the 

wholesaler or internalization of values. The consequences of using 

expert and referent bases of power are proposed to result in shared 

values and identification with the power holder; information and 

legitimate sources may result in internalizaion of the more powerful 

member's values (Kelman 1961; Kasulis and Spekman 1980). 

As an influence strategy designed to alter perceptions (Frazier 

and Summers 1984), the use of noneconomic power may alter not only the 

perception that noneconomic power sources are held, but also the 

perceived satisfaction of channel members. Further, members may use 
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noneconomic power when there is high trust and cooperation. Thus, 

high correspondence of perceived noneconomic power and satisfaction, 

or channel sentiments in general, may be partially attributable to the 

correspondence between the use of noneconomic sources and the presence 

of positive channel sentiments. 

Implications of Findings. First, the influence scale of noneconomic 

power does not clearly differentiate sources of power from the attributed 

influence. Gaski's (1985) suggestion to differentiate sources and 

exercise of power may be extended to differentiation of sources, exercise, 

and attributed power. In addition, other informants or methods of 

measuring the extent to which channel members are influenced by 

noneconomic power sources is suggested (c.f., Gaski 1986). 

Second, convergence of measures of noneconomic power sources 

and satisfaction can be attributed to inflated correlations from 

shared-method variance, shared traits of the measures of constructs, 

and perceptual similarities. Other channel research suggests that 

noneconomic sources and satisfaction are highly related, if not 

convergent (c.f., Michie 1973; Gaski 1985). 

For example, Gaski (1986) reports correlation of qualitative 

sources of power and satisfaction at the phi = .899 level; measures of 

the qualitative source consist of expert, referent, and legitimate 

bases. One test of discriminant validity is to set the phi correlation 

equal to one and test for a significant drop in the fit of the model 

(Bentler and Bonett 1980; Bagozzi and Phillips 1982). Gaski's model, 

however, contains other constructs such as coercive and reward power. 
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Setting the correlation of all constructs in the model equal to one, 

Gaski reports a significant drop in chi-square and concludes that 

qualitative sources of power are discriminant from satisfaction. This 

interpretation is questionable, since the issue of discriminant validity 

involved only the correlation between noneconomic power and satisfaction. 

John (1984) examines noneconomic power sources in relationship to 

the attitudinal orientation of members and reports correlations of 

ranging from r = .47 to .70 between measures of referent and expert 

power and the dimensions of attitudinal orientation. Standardized 

estimates of the phi correlation among constructs or the gamma estimates 

of structural relationships between constructs were not reported, so 

comparisons to other research using LISREL analysis of the constructs 

could not be made. However, both of these recent studies suggest that, 

at a minimum, measures of noneconomic power used in channel research are 

highly related to measures of satisfaction or the more general attitudinal 

orientation. Whether the constructs or measures are discriminant is not 

clear. 

The current and previous research findings imply that careful 

reexamination of the validity of noneconomic power is warranted. 

Although the purification procedure used in the current research resulted 

in the deletion of influence measures of noneconomic power, they may 

provide more discriminating measures of the construct. Further research 

is suggested, however, which more clearly differentiates sources of 

power from influence attempts and attributed influence. 
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Economic Power Bases 

Results of the research related to economic power bases similarly 

focus on two issues: (1) influence and source measures; and (2) the 

relationship of economic power to satisfaction. 

Delineation of Economic Power. A reexamination of the economic 

power items in the source scale suggests that the items reflect compliance 

and are more negatively worded than noneconomic items. Agreement with the 

statement does not appear to be a socially desirable answer, particul~rlY 

in the context of independent ownership of member firms. Acknowledgment 

of being forced or obligated to follow wholesaler requests may not 

preserve the respondent's self perception or desire for independence. 

Even if channel members comply because of contracts, rewards, or 

threats, they may not perceive or admit it. 

Similarly, the items in the economic influence scale can be 

interpreted as undesirable influence mechanis~s. The lack of convergence 

between source and influence measures of power is more pronounced for 

economic, rather than noneconomic, bases of power. In addition to the 

explanation that the influence scale contains both a source and an 

attributable or conceded influence component, the most obvious explana

tion of this result is that reliability of the influence scale is low. 

Contributing factors may include under identification or contamination 

of the measures. In particular, the scale has few items and is likely 

not appropriately delineated (Chruchill 1979; Peter 1979). 

Improper delineation of both the influence and the source scale 

of economic power is indicated. First, the influence scale alone is 
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not adequately consistent or convergent, as indicated by confirmatory 

factor analysis. Second, exploratory factor analysis indicates that 

coercive, reward, and legal bases constitute one dimension of power; 

confirmatory factor analysis, however, does not support convergence of 

influence and source measures or convergence of the reward sources with 

other economic power sources. Acceptable convergence is indicated only 

for coercive and legal sources (see Chapter 4, Tables 17 and 20). 

An explanation for this result is that while the three bases of 

power are more positively correlated to each other than to noneconomic 

bases, the correlations are not strong enough to support unidimension

ality of the economic power construct. Correspondence among coercfve, 

reward, and legal bases of power may be attributed to shared traits. 

For example, all three are proposed as relatively strong types of 

influence and mechanisms for direct control of behavior (Kasulis and 

Spekman 1980; Raven and Kruglanski 1970). 

Differences among the three bases may include the extent of 

undesirability or the duration of control or compliance achieved. 

Although admitted compliance because of rewards, contracts, or coercion 

may all be undesirable, reward power implemented through better service 

or margins, for example, does not seem as undesirable as coercive tactics 

such as threats. Further, coercive power use may be an attempt to gain 

short-term compliance, while using reward and legal bases of power may 

foster more long-run cooperation (Kelman 1961). Separation of coercive, 

reward, and legal bases of power is suggested by this and other channel 
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research, particularly as related to satisfaction and attitudinal orien

tation. 

Economic Power and Satisfaction. The hypotheses that economic 

power is negatively related to satisfaction was not supported by 

correlational or LISREL analysis of the data. While previous research 

has indicated a negative relationship between economic bases of power 

and satisfaction and a positive relationship between economic power and 

conflict (c.f., Brown et. al 1983), channel research does not consis

tently support these relationships. 

In particular, reward bases of power have been positively 

correlated and coercive bases negatively correlated with satisfaction 

(c.f., Lusch 1977; Hunt and Nevin 1974). Gaski (1986) observes the 

same pattern of correlations, but the relationships are nonsignificant 

in LISREL structural analysis. Although coercive bases of power are 

negatively correlated with attitudinal orientation in John's (1984) 

study, no relationship between reward power and attitudinal orientation 

is found. Further, the negative relationship between coercive power 

and attitudinal orientation is nonsignificant, as indicated by structural 

analysis. 

Several explanations are likely. First, the reliability of 

coercive and reward measures has been relatively low in channels 

research. Second, the use of reward, legal, and coercive power may be 

infrequent (Frazier and Summers 1984) and invariant within a channel. 

Third, as a strong type of influence, economic power may be used to 

control behavior, rather than to alter perceptions (Kasulis and Spekman 
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1980); Raven and Kruglanski 1970). The effect of using reward, coercive, 

or legal bases of power, thus, may be compliance, regardless of whether 

it is perceived or acknowledged. Channel member perceptions of being 

influenced by these bases may not correspond to its use or to perceptions 

of satisfaction. 

Finally, improper delineation of bases of power or separation of 

sources, exercise, and attributed influence may confound the assessment 

of relationships between power and satisfaction. For example, legal 

sources or use of power may consist of legal action, such as lawsuits. 

As such, legalistic tactics may be a form of coercion, result from a 

lack of cooperation, and coincide with dissatisfaction of the target 

member. On the other hand, legal power may stem from a strengthened 

contractual arrangement. Acceptance of this legal influence may be based 

upon satisfaction with prior experiences in the channel relationship. 

Satisfied members also may perceive that rewards are available or that 

they have been rewarded. Alternatively, the use of rewards as an 

influence tactic may not be necessary for satisfied members who demon

strate cooperation. Dissatisfaction and noncompliance by the target 

member may result in a loss of control for the source member and in the 

use of reward power to regain control or to ensure compliance. 

Research Implications. The fir~t implication of the current 

research is that further conceptual and measurement development is needed 

to separate sources, exercise, and attributed influence of coercive, 

reward, and legal bases of power. A careful reexamination of the 

dimensionality of power sources is also suggested. 
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Measurement recommendations include using separate measures of 

sources, exercise, and attributed influence of power; relying on other 

informants and methods of measuring the use of power, particularly 

from both sides of the channel dyad; and examining the use of economic 

bases of power across different channels. 

A second implication of the research is that economic power is 

not significantly related to satisfaction or the more general attitudinal 

orientation of channel members. For channel management, ~e use of 

coercive, reward, and legal power may not result in long-term conflict 

or dissatisfaction, but may generate compliance and cooperation. Future 

research might examine the short and long-term effects of economic power 

use, using a longitudinal design or measuring the recency of power 

exercise. 

This implication must be tempered with the limitations of the 

measures, but the results do not appear to be unique to the current 

research. Replication using refined measures is warranted. 

Directions for Future Research 

Directions for future research include conceptual and measurement 

development using the bases of power paradigm. Logical extensions of 

the research include separation of sources, exercise, and attributed 

influence, as suggested by Gaski (1985). In addition, future research 

might contrast short and long-term effects of the exercise of various 

power bases, using longitudinal designs or identification of the recency 

of power use. Particular effects to be investigated include manifest 

conflict, attributed influence, changes in perceptions or attitudes, and 



the extent and nature of compliance or control (e.g., the duration of 

compliance, willingness of compliance). 
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However, the applicability and usefulness of the power-base 

constructs may be limited in the channel context, particularly in 

understanding the attitudes or perceptions of channel members. The 

noneconomic bases of power may not be discriminant from satisfaction 

or the attitudinal orientation of channel members. These sources of 

power may not be related to perceived power or control of channel 

members. Further, it is difficult to translate referent and expertise 

power, in particular, to influence strategies. How are these sources 

of power exercised? 

Related to economic power sources, coercive, reward, and legal 

bases do not appear to be convergent and may not be significantly 

related to channel attitudes. They may be infrequently used and even 

more infrequently acknowledged as the basis for influence. Isolating 

each of the three bases, inconsistencies are observed in research of 

the constructs and within each conceptualization, as suggested in the 

previous section. For example, are rewards the obverse of punishment; 

promises the obverse of threats? Or are rewards, such as better service 

and improved margins, reflections of assistances provided? Are rewards 

perceived by those who are satisfied and demonstrate cooperation, or are 

rewards used to gain compliance of those who do not cooperate and may be 

dissatisfied? 

The measurement and conceptual problems associated with bases of 

power suggest that alternative conceptualizations of power may provide a 
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clearer and more appropriate focus for future research. Alternative 

approaches include strategies of influence (Frazier and Summers 1984); 

and the dependence perspective (Emerson 1962; c.f., Etgar 1976; Frazier 

1383b; Skinner and Guiltinan 1985). 

Role and Performance Constructs 

Channel theory has incorporated role and performance constructs 

and proposed their relationships to channel attitudes and behaviors. 

Few empirical studies have examined these constructs or relationships, 

however. The current research provides: (1) development and testing 

of the constructs in a channel context; and (2) initial testing of the 

hypothesized relationships between role and attitudinal constructs and 

performance and attitudinal constructs. As discussed earlier in the 

chapter. satisfaction measures were used to represent a general 

attitudinal orientation, with the recognition that they are not 

discriminant from conflict or cooperation. 

Results of the research are encouraging, providing support for 

a negative relationship between role stress and satisfaction and positive 

relationships between satisfaction and role expectations, size, and 

performance. The research also supports the validity and usefulness of 

the performance construct, as conceptualized in the research. Further, 

the results provide direction for suggesting differences between channel 

and organizational applications of role variables, particularly as 

related to dimensions of role stress and role expectations. 

The reliability and validity of the role dissensus measures, 

however, are insufficiently supported by the data, and the research does 
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not provide support of the hypothesized negative relationship between 

role dissensus and satisfaction or positive relationship between role 

dissensus and role stress. In addition, no relationship was observed 

between member experience and role stress, failing to support the 

hypothesized negative relationship. Explanations of the results, 

however, provide direction for further research of the constructs in the 

channel context. 

Finally, a negative relationship between performance disparity 

and satisfaction was supported. As an alternative construct, however, 

performance disparity measures did not demonstrate sufficient differences 

from performance measures, likely due to few respondents indicating that 

performance was greater than desired levels. The analysis, thus, did not 

indicate superiority of the alternative conceptualization or hypothesis. 

Discussion of the results is presented by focusing on the 

individual constructs and relationships among them. Directions for 

research are suggested by examining the measures, dimensionality, and 

definition of the concepts. 

Role Stress Relationships 

Interpretation of the results relating to role stress shows 

support of the reliability of measures and the negative relationship to 

satisfaction. An interesting result of the research is that the dimen

sions of role stress are different than those indicated by previous 

research in organizational and salesforce contexts. Convergence of the 

multi-item frequency measure of role stress and single-item measures of 

predicted dimensions was not supported. However, all measures were 
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negatively correlated with satisfaction measures, and none were signifi

cantly related to the experience of the channel member. 

Related to Member Experience. The hypothesis that experience is 

negatively related to role stress was based upon the contention that role 

players, as they gain experience in the role, will also gain a clearer 

understanding of activities and expectations of role partners. More 

experienced members may have resolved role disagreements, conflicting 

responsibilities, and uncertainty concerning the role. The research, 

however, does not support these contentions. 

One explanation is that the channel changes have shifted respon

sibilities and produced uncertainties, conflict, and disagreements 

concerning the retail and wholesale roles. Regardless of experience 

with the wholesaler, the new programs m~y represent sUbstantial changes 

in role expectations of both channel partners. 

Even without changes in the channel, the contention that 

experience allows understanding of the role and settlement of conflicts 

makes an important assumption: that roles are relatively const~nt. 

While a role player experiences the role, the role may change as a 

result of environmental influences or changes within the social system. 

This suggests that perceived experience in the role or experience in the 

role as it is currently defined may be negatively associated with role 

stress. 

Related to the measurement of experience, a single measure, number 

of years associated with the wholesaler, was used. One explanation of 

the lack of support for the hypothesis is that role stress is not 
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limited to the stress associated with the wholesaler. Further, channel 

member experience may be grouped in stages (c.f., Churchill, Ford, and 

Walker 1976), with no differences in role stress within an experience 

category (e.g., 1 to 5, 5 to 10, 10 to 15 years). Similar to career 

stages (Cron 1984), differences between groups and/or linear relation

ship to role stress may be identified using analysis of variance. 

Development of both the concept of experience and alternative 

measures is suggested. Although a relationship between role stress and 

the number of years the retailer was associated with the wholesaler was 

not observed, experience stages may be negatively related to role stress. 

A further suggestion is to examine the dynamics of roles and role stress, 

particularly in the context of substantial channel changes. 

Dimensionality of Role Stress. A closer examination of the 

measures provides suggestions for conceptual and measurement modifica

tions of role stress as applied in the channel context. Four dimensions 

were predicted on the basis of role theory and organizational research: 

role conflict, ambiguity, disagreement, and collision. The first two 

dimensions, in particular, have been the focus of research in several 

contexts. Given the interorganizational context and the simultaneous 

dependence and independence of channel members, disputes over role 

responsibilities and stress associated with overlapping domains were 

predicted to constitute the second two dimensions, role disagreement and 

collision. 

The single-item measures reflected stress associated with these 

four dimensions and were all negatively correlated with satisfaction 
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measures. Correlations among the role stress measures range from 

r = .28 to .68, suggesting convergence of role conflict and disagreement 

(r = .68), but relative independence of the other dimensions (see 

Chapter 4, Table 21). 

The four dimensions and their independence were not, however, 

supported by analysis of the multi-item scale. Essentially borrowed from 

organizational research, this scale was constructed to represent, in 

particular, role conflict and ambiguity. Some rewording of items and 

additional items representing disagreement and collision were used to: 

(I) reflect all four dimensions and (2) reflect the retailer's relation

ship to the wholesaler, employees, customers, and family. Items 

relating to employees, customers, and "various people" were subsequently 

dropped from the scale (see Appendix IV). 

Exploratory factor analysis of 11 items of the scale reveals two 

dimensions, rather than the predicted four: (1) stress associated 

primarily with the retail-wholesale relationship; and (2) stress asso

ciated with the store owner's job. This finding is not consistent with 

the predicted dimensions or with the role ambiguity and role conflict 

dimensions found in other research contexts (c.f., Behrmann and Perrault 

1984). Further, an index of role stress formed by summing the scale was 

not convergent with any of the four single-item measures, but was nega

tively related to satisfaction measures. 

Several explanations are possible. First, the single-item 

measures may be inadequate to reflect the role stress dimensions. 

Second, the purification and summarization procedure for the multi-item 
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scale limited examination of additional factors, the differential 

importance of dimensions, and individual-item correspondence to the 

single-item measures. Third, the focus of the research was the retail

wholesale relationship, and responses could have been biased toward an 

evaluation of the wholesaler, rather than with respect to particular 

dimensions of role stress or relationships to customers or employe~s. 

The context of the research also provides explanation for the 

dimensionality of role stress. The retail stores in the channel are 

primarily family-owned and operated. As a result, the transference of 

concepts and measures, aa they are applied in organizational behavior, 

to the small family business context may be inappropriate (Weick 1955) 

and need context-specific modifications (Bonoma 1976). 

As shown in Figures 12 and 13, the role configuration for 

contractual-channel members is quite different from the context of organ

izations and employees, such as salespeople or corporate-channel retail 

managers (c.f., Oliver and Brief 1977). First, two simultaneously 

independent and dependent organizations are represented by the wholesale 

and retail firms. The overlapping area suggests activities and behaviors 

which are organized or coordinated in the channel relationship, with the 

district representative as the boundary spanner, rather than, for 

example, a salesperson or store manager for the organization. 

Second, unlike the organization shown in the second figure, the 

family activities overlap with business, and family members are owners 

and employees. Third, customer activity is directly connected to the 
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Wholesaler 

FIGURE 12 

ACTIVITY ORGANIZATION FOR CONTRACTUAL CHANNEL 



Corporate 
Organization 

Employees 

FIGURE 13 

ACTIVITY ORGANIZATION FOR CORPORATE CHANNEL 
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retail firm, not the wholesale organization or the district 

representatives. 
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These differences suggest why the multi-item scale shows one role 

stress factor focusing on the retail-wholesale relationship and another 

on the job as the store owner, particularly as it interferes with family 

or personal life. Since the study was positioned as an assessment of the 

retail-wholesale relationship to respondents, they likely concentrated 

on the overlapping area shown in the figure and not the stress associated 

with employees or customers. 

Suggested Research. Several directions for future research are 

implied by the results. First, the findings warrant additional testing 

of the relationship between role stress and satisfaction and the dimen

sionality of the role stress construct. Replication and the use of other 

multi-item scales is suggested. In addition, given the limitations of 

correlational testing of hypotheses, other analysis techniques, such as 

path analysis or regression, can be applied. 

Second, the purification and summarization procedure for the 

multi-item scale limited examination of: (1) possible additional factors 

as a result of item deletions; (2) the differential importance of 

dimensions revealed; and (3) the individual-item correspondence to the 

single-item measures. Analysis indicated consists of using factor 

analysis prior to deletion of items, weighting the factors by eigen 

values, and correlating the factors and individual items in the scale to 

the single-item measures of the four dimensions. 
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Third, further development of concepts and theory should focus on 

the dimensionality of role stress and the differences between organiza

tional and channel contexts, as well as differences among channels of 

different structures (e.g., contractual, corporate; small and large 

firms). 

Role Dissensus Construct 

Theoretically, as role expectations become disparate among role 

players, the stress associated with a role would increase and the players 

would perceive less cooperation from others. However, the research did 

not support a positive relationship between role dissensus and role 

stress or a negative relationship between role dissensus and cooperation 

or satisfaction. 

Role dissensus measures were not significantly correlated with 

role stress, cooperation, or satisfaction measures. The most obvious 

reason for the result is that the measures of role dissensus were not 

adequately reliable or convergent. 

Measures of Role Dissensus. The measures were formed from 

responses of both retail and wholesale representatives on two scales, 

a responsibility scale and a prescribed role scale, concerning the 

wholesaler's role. The absolute value of the difference between 

corresponding wholesale representatives and retailers for each item in 

the two scales was taken as the item score. 

After submitting the scales to reliability and factor analysis, 

five items of the responsibility scale and seven items of the prescrip-



tions scale were retained. The consistency of the measures was 

marginally low (alpha = .52 and .61, respectively), and correlations 

between summated indices of responsibility and prescriptions did not 

support convergence of the measures (r = .22). 
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Contributing Factors. The findings indicate that the measures 

were contaminated by error, were an unrepresentative sample of items, or 

contained too few items (Peter 1979). Contributing factors may have 

been: (1) selection of key informants; (2) lack of independence of 

responses; and (3) calculation of item scores and indices. 

Phillips (1981) points out that for larger organizations informant 

data is not as reliable on social judgments, perceptual structures, or 

estimates of attitudinal variables at an aggregate organization level. 

Thus, the role dissensus measures, as formed from both retail and whole

sale responses, may have been relatively unreliable due to the choice of 

key informants, particularly from the wholesale organization. 

The assumption of independence of responses between informants 

may have been violated, since the questionnaires were mailed to respon

dents and response time ranged from one to six weeks. As a result, 

discussion of answers among retailers or wholesaler representatives or 

between the retailer and representative may contribute error to the 

measures. The role dissensus measures, since they are taken from both 

sides of the channel dyad, are most likely to be affected by a lack of 

response independence, although this source of error is possible for all 

measures in the research. 
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The calculation of item scores and indices also represent a 

potential source of error and omission of relevant items or dimensions. 

Both measurement and conceptual issues are implied. First, by taking 

the absolute value of differences, the assumption is made that the 

direction of difference is not important. The operationalization also 

assumes that the relevant comparison is the retailer to the wholesaler 

representative. This operationalization corresponds to the conceptual 

definition, but the construct may be improperly delineated or ambiguous. 

For example, the direction of disparity may be important. This point 

is further discussed as related to the hypotheses and suggested 

research. 

Second, calculations of indices resulted in heavy deletion of 

items and likely in the omission of dimensions of role dissensus. Since 

the measures are new, exploratory factor analysis should be used to 

examine the dimensionality of the construct prior to deletion of items. 

More importantly, conceptualization of probable dimensions is needed. 

Delineation may be based on the direction of differences, as noted 

above, or on the extent of independence or sharing of responsibilities, 

for example. 

Implications for Research. The lack of convergence of measures 

and failure to support the hypotheses are likely a function of the low 

reliability of the measures. Other reasons for lack of convergence are 

that the role responsibility and prescriptions scale measure different 

constructs or are improperly calculated and summarized. 
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Prior to recalculation of measures, however, conceptual develop

ment is needed to suggest if, and under what conditions, the direction 

of disparity is important. For example, if the retailer has a low need 

for autonomy, positive role dissensus (wholesaler expectations greater 

than retailer expectations) may be related positively to the retailer's 

attitudinal orientation. On the other hand, with a high need for 

autonomy, positive role dissensus may lead to an infringement of the 

retailer's independence and be negatively related to the attitudinal 

orientation. 

Conception of larger organizations as role players needs further 

examination, however, as indicated by the issue of key informants for 

role expectations. It seem reasonable to identify individuals' normative 

expectations for the responsibilities of people and firms, Qut shared 

expectations may not exist. While this forms the basis for the construct 

of role dissensus, the problem of identifying a role conception of the 

larger organization is likely not just a key informant problem. That 

is, from the organization's side, a role conception may not exist. 

As a result, the role dissensus construct may be meaningful only 

between individuals and not between individuals and organizations. Role 

dissensus between the retailer and one ?erson in the wholesaling firm 

may not be related to role stress or attitudinal variables. Role 

dissensus between the retailer and the larger organization may not be 

measureable or meaningful. Thus, the first direction for research 

should be to examine the appropriateness of the concept in the context 

of the research. 
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Role Expectations Constructs 

The same scales were used at the individual level to measure the 

retailer's normative expectations of the wholesaling firm. As measures 

of role expectations, the two scales demonstrate different results than 

when used as a foundation for the role dissensus measures. Partial 

support was provided for the hypothesis that role expectations are 

positively related to satisfaction. The prescriptions scale demonstrated 

acceptable consistency (alpha = .79), but was not convergent with the 

responsibility scale or related to measures of satisfaction. The 

responsibility scale, on the other hand, was only marginally reliable 

(alpha = .60), but correlated positively with satisfaction measures. 

Explanation of Results. The low reliability of the responsibility 

scale may be attributed to reasons identified in the preceding section, 

including excessive error, improper delineation of the construct, and 

heavy deletion of items. The lack of convergence also can be attributed 

to low reliability of this scale or the summarization procedure for both 

scales. 

Compared to the findings related to role dissensus, however, the 

prescription scale appears to be consistent. Higher reliability may be 

a function of the number of items retained, 10 as compared to 6 for role 

dissensus, or that the scale points are not consistent across different 

informants of role dissensus. The descriptive anchors for the scale 

(e.g., quite a lot, moderate amounts), may be consistent for an indivi

dual, but mean very different amounts to different informants. 
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The prescribed scale of role expectations, thus, appears reliable, 

but is not convergent with the responsibility scale or significantly 

correlated with satisfaction. On the other hand, a significant positive 

correlation between satisfaction measures and the responsibility scale 

was observed, in spite of the limited reliability of the scale. 

For the prescribed scale, this result suggests that perceptions 

of role performance are not assimilated toward expectations, as proposed 

by cognitive dissonance or assimilation theory (c.f., Festinger 1957; 

Cardoza 1965). Since each item of the scale consisted of both the 

prescribed and perceived performance levels, perhaps respondents drew 

distinctions between the two levels. The responsibility scale, however, 

did not explicitly imply a distinction between expected and received 

levels of role performance. 

A second explanation is that the responsibility scale, rather 

than capturing role expectations, measures the extent of reliance or 

dependence on the wholesaler (Frazier 1983b). This int~rpretation of 

the scale suggests that the data provides support for a positive 

relationship between satisfaction and dependence. 

Interpretations. Although the results must be considered 

tentative and exploratory, given the constraints of reliability and 

dimensionality of the scales, the research provides direction for 

further conceptualization and measurement of role expectations and 

dependence concepts. First, by anchoring expected levels to received 

levels of role performance, independence of expectations and satisfac

tion is suggested. On the other hand, the responsibility scale did not 
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offer distinctions between the two levels. A question for further 

research is whether the inclusion of both expected and received levels 

of performance aids respondents in distinguishing between expectations 

and perceived performance by inhibiting assimilation of perceived 

performance toward expectations. 

Second, one or both of the scales did not accurately reflect role 

expectations. A plausible interpretation of the responsibility scale is 

that it reflected the retailer's dependence on the wholesaler. The 

results support a positive relationship between dependence and satisf~c

tion, but the causal sequence of this relationship was not explored. 

Dependence may be a consequence and/or a determinant of the channel 

member's attitude. In particul~r, satisfied members may come to rely 

more heavily on the wholesaler or be willing to relinquish responsibil

ities to the wholesaler. Channel members who are dissatisfied may 

express relative independence from the wholesaler and try to be more 

autonomous. Conceptual and empirical research is suggested to examine 

the relationship between dependence and channel attitudes and behaviors 

(c.f., Etgar 1975; Achrol, Reve, and Stern 1980; Frazier 1933b; Skinner 

and Guiltinan 1985). 

Size and Relative Size 

Exploration of the research results related to member size also 

indicates that further examination of the dependence concept is 

warranted, since only the relative size measure was correlated with 

satisfaction. Partial support was provided for the hypothesis that the 

greater the member size, the higher the satisfaction. 
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The relative size measure was positively correlated with satis

faction measures, but no relationship was observed between two other 

measures of retailer size and the measures of satisfaction. The first 

measure was calculated by multiplying the percentage of merchandise 

purchased from the wholesaler times sales volume. The latter two 

measures consisted of sales volume and number of employees. 

Alternative Explanation. The proposed positive relationship 

between member size and satisfaction was based on the proposition that 

the wholesaler would be more motivated to cooperate with retailers which 

represent larger purchases from the wholesaler or that the wholesaler 

would pay more attention to the needs of larger retail operations. The 

findings of the research, however, do not support that the sales volume 

or number of employees of the retail firm is related to member satisfa~ 

tion. Purchase volume, sales times purchase percentage, however, was 

positively correlated with satisfaction measures. 

The findings suggest that the larger the retail account, as 

represented by purchase volume, the higher the satisfaction. One 

explanation is the contention that wholesalers pay more attention to or 

cooperate more with their larger retail accounts. Size of the retail 

operation, in itself, may not generate attention or cooperation from the 

wholesaler, unless the retail firm purchases large amounts from the 

wholesaler. 

A second explanation is that sales volume, as a measure of the 

sales performance level of the retail~r, is associated with satisfaction, 

only to the extent that the retailer purchases a large portion of 
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merchandise from the wholesaler. That is, the percentage of purchases 

may represent the attributable portion of sales performance to the 

wholesale-retail relationship. 

An alternative explanation is that purchase percentages, alone 

are positively related to satisfaction. When satisfied, the retailer 

purchases a larger percentage of merchandise from the wholesaler. 

The causal sequencing of the relationship, however, was not explored in 

the current research. 

Further Exploration. The results imply that channel member's 

attitudes are not significantly related to size, ~hen measured by sales 

volume and the number of employees. Ruekert and Churchill (1984) 

similarly report nonsignificance of correlations between these measures 

and satisfaction. The positive relationship between the relative size 

measure and satisfaction measures, however, needs further exploration. 

The relationships among sales volume, purchase percentages, and 

satisfaction should be examined in correlational, subgroup, ~nd ~oderated 

regression analysis (Sharma, Durand, and Gur-arie 1~81). First, purchase 

percentages, alone, may be significantly related to satisfaction and 

reflect a component of dependence (Etgar 1976; Frazier 1983b). Second, 

the interaction effect of sales volume and purchase percentage on 

satisfaction, provides evidence that sales volume may moderate the 

relationship between the percentage of purchases and satisfaction 

(Sharma et. al 1981). 
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The current research indicates that further analysis and research 

should focus not only on the possible moderating effects of sales volume, 

but also on the concept of dependence and changes in purchases. For 

example, are purchase percentages an outcome of the attitudinal orienta

tion? What other factors affect the percentage of merchandise purchased 

from a supplier? 

Performance Related to Satisfaction 

The research provides support of the conceptualization and 

measurement of member performance and the hypothesized relationship 

between satisfaction and performance. F"irst, reliability and validity 

of performance measures was supported. Second, a positive relationship 

between satisfaction and performance measures was i~dicated by correla

tions. This suggests that member performance, as associated with 

desired levels of performa~ce or goal achievement, is related positively 

to the channel member's attitude. 

The alternative hypothesis relating performance disparity and 

satisfaction was supported by negative correlations between the measures. 

The relative superiority of the conceptualizations of performance of the 

alternative hypothesis was not demonstrated, however. 

This result can be attributed partially to the distribution of 

responses, since few respondents indicated that performance was above 

desired levels. As a result, the alternative formulation of the measures 

may not have represented a substantial difference from the original 
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formulation. The competing predictions of the nature of the performance

satisfaction relationship may not have been adequately tested in the 

research, either. 

Other analyses could provide a better test of the nature of the 

performance-satisfaction relationship. First, rather than using the 

summary indices of performance, the individual components of performance, 

such as profit performance or asset performance, could be examined 

separately in relationship to satisfaction measures. Second, by identi

fying subgroups of respondents and using ANOVA analysis, differences in 

satisfaction may be observed and provide a better test of the competing 

hypotheses. Third, other analysis techniques, such as regression, should 

be used to strengthen the test of the relationship between performance 

and satisfaction variables. 

On the other hand, if few channel members achieve performance 

above valued levels, then the question of a linear or curvilinear 

relationship to attitude and the concept of performance disparity may 

be unimportant. Further research is suggested to: (1) determine if 

substantial numbers of channel members achieve performance above 

desired levels; and (2) if the positive relationship between perfor

mance and attitude is found in other research. 

Finally, the current research indicates that performance standards 

provide the basis for satisfaction, evaluation, or attitudinal judgments. 

Future research is suggested to examine how performance goals are set 

and influenced by other channel members and what effect achievement of 
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performance goals has on the channel behavior and the effectiveness and 

efficiency of the channel. 

Summary of Research Directions 

The current research provides development and testing of role and 

performance variables in the channel context and support of relationships 

between the channel member's attitudinal orientation and role stress, 

role responsibility, relative size, and member performance. Further 

exploration of the research results provides suggestions for other 

analyses and directions for future research. 

First, the purification and summarization procedures may have 

resulted in the improper deletion of items or factors and the 

inappropriate summarization of measures. In particular, the dimensions 

and/or individual items in the multi-item scales of role stress, role 

expectations, role dissensus, and performance should be reexamined. 

Suggested analyses include: (1) correlation of individual items to 

single-item measures of the constructs and to measures of satisfaction; 

(2) factor analysis prior to deletion of items; and (3) separation and/ 

or weighting of dimensions according to variance explained. Recalcula

tion of role dissensus measures to reflect the direction of differences 

between the wholesaler and retailer responses may also be warranted. 

Second, subgroups of respondents may be identified on the basis 

of experience, sales volume, and performance categories. Relationships 

of these variables to role stress and satisfaction variables can be 

examined by using ANOVA or MANOVA procedures. Further, the correlations 

among purchase percentages, sales volume, and satisfaction measures may 



signal moderating effects of sales volume on the relationship between 

purchases and satisfaction. 
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Third, other analysis techniques should be used to strengthen the 

support provided by correlational analysis. For example, the hypotheses 

can be tested by using regression, partial-least squares, path, or 

canonical analysis. 

Finally, conceptual and empirical research is suggested to 

progress the application and testing of role and performance constructs 

in the channel context. Replication of the research in other channels 

and using a longitudinal design is recommended to examine the dynamics 

of role conceptions and stress, purchases, and member performance. 

Specific directions for research include focusing on: (1) differences 

among channel structures; (2) role conceptions for organizations and 

individuals; (3) the concept of dependence; (4) moderating effects of 

sales volume; and (5) setting and altering standards of performance. 

LISREL Analysis 

The purpose of using LISREL analysis was two-fold. First, the 

technique provides an assessment of reliability and validity of measures 

and partially accounts for measurement error. In this respect, the use 

of the technique was relatively successful, but provided very stringent 

tests of the measurement properties. Second, the technique was proposed 

to test the hypotheses of the research in structural equations analysis. 

In this respect, the analysis was unsuccessful. The purpose of this 

section of the chapter is to suggest explanations of the LISREL results 

and to identify the implications of the results. 
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Measurement Analysis 

LISREL measurement models are estimated under the dual constraints 

of unidimensionality and reliability (Anderson and Gerbing 1982), and 

are sensitive to the distribution and scaling of responses and to sample 

size (Fornell and Bookstein 1982). As a result» interpretation of 

reliability and validity of measures are generally quite stringent. 

However, the correlational and reliability analysis of measures pointed 

to limitations of the measures and to borderline validity interpretations. 

The interpretation of convergent and discriminant validity is 

clouded by the arbitrariness of standards for both correlations and 

LISREL indicators. First, two measures form a large sample, if reliable, 

will almost always show correl~tion which is significantly different 

from zero. Second, arguably, correlations of .80 and above are suffi

ciently large to show convergence, while correlations of .30 and below 

are sufficient to show discrimination. Rather arbitrary interpretations 

of convergence and discrimination occur for other correlation ranges, 

and in particular for the range of r = .45 to .65. Reviews of prior 

research indicate that both convergence and discrimination have been 

inferred from correlations in this range (c.f., Jacoby 1978). 

Similarly, validity as demonstrated with LISREL analysis suffers 

from the same type of arbitrariness. The overall model fit statistics 

are influenced by skewness of responses and by the chosen set of 

measures. The squared-multiple correlation, similar to pairwise 

correlations, does not separate shared-method variance when one measure

ment method is used. In addition, a .45 squared multiple correlation 
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corresponds roughly to a .50 pairwise correlation and a .67 alpha level, 

suggesting that interpretations of validity are borderline, at best. 

Although residuals and modification indices provide direction for 

respecifying the measurement model, the interpretability and reasonable

ness of respecifications is questionable. For example, allowing 

correlated error or multiple loadings of a single measure to more than 

one construct results in a loss of interpretability (Joreskog and Sorb om 

1984; Forne11 1983). Multiple-group analysis can be used to partition 

varibles into unidimensional groups (Anderson and Gerbing 1982) , if the 

researcher has a priori hypotheses concerning the dimensionality of 

groups. 

In the current research, the procedure for assessing measures 

with LISREL analysis consisted of formulating submode1s identified in 

Chapter 3 and deleting measures and/or constructs on the basis of 

measurement indicators such as the squared-multiple correlations, 

t-va1ues, goodness-of-fit, and modification indices. The intent of the 

procedure was to identify the set of measures which demonstrated conver

gence and discrimination and to combine submode1s for which reliability 

and validity were indicated. However, several problems were encountered. 

First, the LISREL technique is not, by its nature, as conducive to 

discovery and exploratory analysis of measures as some other techniques 

(e.g., exploratory factor and reliability analysis). Second, the techni

que is sensitive to departures from a mUltivariate normal distribution 

and assumes interval-scaled data. Equal-appearing intervals were used 

for nearly all of the measures,and several variables had skewed 
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distributions. In addition, multiplicative terms and other calculated 

variables (e.g., relative size, role dissensus) almost certainly 

violated the distribution assumptions (Bagozzi and Baumgartner 1986), 

as well as the assumption that indicators were reflective, rather than 

formative. 

Third, shared scales for different constructs may have resulted 

in error matrices which were not positive definite. Estimates of the 

error terms were not only correlated, but in some cases represented 

nearly linear combinations of other error terms (c.f., Joreskog and 

Sorbom 1982). In particular, the same scales were used for role expecta

tions and role dissensus; role dissensus, cooperation, and cooperation 

disparity; and performance and performance disparity. Error matrices in 

models containing these combinations of constructs were not positive 

definite, and estimates of measurement parameters could not be obtained. 

Several steps were taken to assess the measurement properties 

using LISREL, including adjusting the covariances by scaling and 

separating constructs or measures with shared scales. In a construct

by-construct procedure, the convergent validity was first assessed 

and then another construct was added in order to assess discriminant 

validity. The results of this procedure did not alter the interpreta

tions of validity from the correlational procedure, but in some cases 

provided further evidence of nondiscrimination or nonconvergence of 

measures. 
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Structural Analysis 

The assumptions of the LISREL procedure and the lack of fit of 

several measurement models inhibited analysis of the structural relation

ships among the constructs. Even when measurement models demonstrated 

acceptable fit through chi-square, root-mean-square, or goodness-of-fit 

indicators, the structural analysis was not successful. The estimate of 

structural error, psi, was not fully identified for any structural model 

attempted. 

The distribution normality and scaling assumptions of the tech

nique provide partial explanation of this result. The relationships 

among variables may also be nonlinear or be based upon an interaction 

effect or influence of moderator variables. The technique assumes 

linearity and does not handle interaction or moderator effects. As a 

result, violations of the assumptions and the restrictions of the 

technique likely contributed to unsuccessful attempts to obtain 

meaningful estimates of the structural relationships among constructs. 

Alternative Conclusions 

The results of the LISREL analysis lead to three alternative 

conclusions. The first conclusion is that the procedures for estimating 

both measurement and structural models were inappropriate and/or 

insufficient. Further modification of models, multiple group analysis, 

or allowance of correlated error may produce acceptable, or at least 

identifiable, estimates of the structural parameters. 

Limitations of this alternative include the assumptions of LISREL 

analysis previously identified and that it requires a priori specifica-
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tion of acceptable and interpretable modifications of the LISREL models. 

Further, there is no guarantee that the analysis will be successful in 

achieving stable paramenter estimates or provide additional understanding 

of relationships among constructs. 

The second conclusion is that the data don't satisfy the assump

tion of the technique, and therefore the technique is inappropriate for 

data analysis. In particular, the use of shared scales and calculation 

of measures of different constructs result in instrumental variables~ 

rather than reflective measures, and violate LISREL assumptions. 

Implications of this conclusion include that other analysis 

techniques could be used to test the hypotheses of the research. For 

example, feasibie alternatives include the use of regression, canonical 

correlation, and partial-least-squares analysis. Since regression and 

canonical correlation techniques are not explicitly multiple-measure 

methods and do not isolate the effects of measurement error, use of 

these procedures requires consideration of the choice of measures, 

stability of the analysis, and multicollinearity. 

The partial-least-squares (PLS) procedure is proposed as an 

alternative procedure for modeling structural relationships among 

constructs and error components of multiple measures. PLS avoids many 

of the restrictive assumptions of the LISREL maximum-likelihood 

procedures and ensures against improper solutions and factor indeter

minancy (Fornell and Bookstein 1982). An important limitation of the 

PLS technique, however, is that it lacks the statistical precision of 

LISREL analysis. 
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The third conclusion is that the theory is incorrectly specified. 

First, the relationships among constructs may not be linear or may be 

moderated by other variables. Second, the results indicate that the 

theory excluded important variables. For example, substantial channel 

changes, the exercise of power, competitive and economic environmental 

influences, and personal characteristics of channel members were 

excluded. 

SUbstantial changes in the structure and competitive positioning 

of the channel are not as likely to affect the study of most channel 

relationships, since structures and goals of channels remain relatively 

constant for long periods of time. The other factors, however, are 

inherent in the nature of channel rel~tionships and should be accounted 

for in subsequent development of channel behavior theory. 

Analysis Suggestions 

The LISREL procedure provides stringent tests of the reliability 

and validity of measures and the structural relationships among 

constructs, but like other analysis techniques is restricted by the 

assumptions and limitations of the technique. Results of the analyses 

indicate that measurement and conceptual issues should be considered. 

First, several measures were formulated from the same scales or 

calculated using absolute values and multiplicative terms, violating 

the assumptions of reflective measures and normal distribution of 

responses. Second, respecification of the measurement or structural 

models requires a priori hypotheses concerning the dimensionality of 
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multiple groups or the interpretability of modifications such as allowing 

correlated error. 

Third, the relationships among constructs may be nonlinear or 

based upon interaction effects and the influence of moderator variables. 

Fourth, other variables important to the understanding and explanation 

of channel satisfaction or attitudinal orientations may have been 

excluded. 

Approaches to further research include: (1) ~ne ~evelopment of 

guidelines for modification of LISREL models and the purification and 

calculation of measures; (2) the use of less restrictive analysis 

techniques such as regression, canonical correlation, and PLS analysis; 

and (3) respecification of the relationships among constructs and 

inclusion of other constructs relevant to the theory. 

These approaches suggest that further conceptual development, 

further analysis of the data, and future inclusion of other constructs 

may offer additional insight to channel behavior, the relationships 

among constructs, and the operationalization and measurement of 

constructs. 

Conclusion 

The discussion of results in the previous sections of the chapter 

focused on explanations, implications, and suggested analysis and 

research. The purpose of the final section of the report is to form 

conclusions of the research, summarize the questions and suggestions for 

further research, and recognize the limitations and contributions of the 

research. 
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Research Conclusions 

Alternative conclusions of the research can be formed from the 

empirical results and the preceding discussion sections. One conclusion 

is further validation of constructs and purification of measures in the 

channel context is needed. A second conclusion is that reformulation of 

measures and use of other analysis techniques will provide a more pro

ductive assessment of relationships among the constructs. A third 

conclusion is that, while some of the hypotheses of the research are 

supported, the theory needs respecification. 

The results of the research are attributable, in part, to each 

of these general conclusions. Use of the LISREL technique provided 

measurement assessment and the foundation for suggesting other analysis 

techniques and respecification of the theory. A conclusion concerning 

the LISREL analysis of data doe~ not rule out any of the three implica

tions identified in the previous section: (1) the possibility of 

interpretable modifications; (2) the likelihood that the analysis is 

inappropriate for categorical and instrumental variables and non-normally 

distributed data; and (3) that the theory was misspecified. 

However, conclusions related to specific constructs of the 

research indicate the importance of respecifying the theory. 

Specifically, future research is suggested to: 

1. examine the attitudinal orientation of channel members; 

2. focus on influence strategies used, rather than perceptions 

of power sources or perceived influence; 



3. incorporate the constructs of dependence, compliance, and 

the need for autonomy as predecessors and effects of the 

attitudinal orientation; 
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4. examine the dynamics of channel relationships, and specifi

cally, the effects of change on the behavior and attitudes 

of members. 

Attitudinal Orientation of Channel Members. The first specific 

conclusion implied is that satisfaction, conflict, and cooperation are 

components of an underlying attitudinal orientation of channel members, 

and that the perceptions of these components are not differentiable. 

In addition, perceived noneconomic power reflects the identification 

with and trust of other channel members and is not differentiable from 

other components of the attitudinal orientation of channel members. 

The attitudinal orientation of channel members is reflected in 

their evaluation of the partner member and their involvement in channel 

programs. Halo effects, particularly engulfing or cognitive distortion 

effects, likely preclude perceptual distinctions among the constructs. 

Although the method of research may have contributed to the convergence 

of measures, other research does not consistently support that, in the 

perception of channel members, distinctions among the constructs exist. 

Prior theory also suggests the same antecedents and consequences of 

the constructs (e.g., role stress, influence attempts). 

An important question for channel research is whether distinction 

among the constructs is important to understanding or managing relation

ships and behaviors. If perceptual distinctions do not exist for channel 



members, then their behaviors are likely based upon the more general 

attitudinal orientation. As a result, a more productive focus for 

research is the attitudinal orientation. 
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Prior research of perceived conflict, cooperation, noneconomic 

power, and satisfaction components of attitudinal orientation can be 

combined to form the basis for further research in marketing channels. 

Issues to be addressed include ~ow attitudes are formed or changed and 

what effect the attitude has on the behavior and performance of channel 

members. For example, does a positive attitudinal orientation lead to 

compliance with channel policies, increased purchases or dependence on 

the channel system? 

Influence Strategies. The second conclusion implied is that 

alternative conceptualizations and operationalizations of power which 

focus on influence strategies and compliance may provide a better 

explanation of channel behavior and attitudes. This conclusion is 

warranted by previous channel research and by two results of the 

current research: 

1. that perceived noneconomic sources of power are not 

discriminant from other components of the attitudinal 

orientation; 

2. that economic sources of power are not perceived as 

influencing the channel member or related to the 

attitudinal orientation. 

The measures of economic power used in the research did not 

appear to capture the extent of coercive, reward, or legal forms of 
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power used to gain compliance with channel programs. Economic power use 

may not be perceived or admitted by channel members, may be infrequently 

used, and may not be variant within a channel. Following the lead of 

Gaski (1985, 1986), separation of sources and the exercise of power in 

theory and measurement is suggested. 

While further research might focus on whether particular power 

sources are perceived or acknowledged as influencing channel members, 

a more promising approach is to examine influence strategies. Based 

upon power sources, types of influence strategies can affect or be 

affected by the attitudes and behavior of channel members. Examples 

include the use of promises, threats, recommendations, and legal 

strategies (Frazier and Summers 1984). Issues for future research 

include: 

1. the conditions which precipitate the use of various 

influence strategies; 

2. the strength and duration of effects of influence 

strategies on compliance, attitudes, and performance of 

channel members; and 

3. the effect of attitudinal orientation on compliance with 

channel policies or directives from other channel members. 

Role Constructs and Member Performance. The third conclusion of 

the research is that role and performance constructs are related to the 

attitudinal orientation of channel members, and that further study of 

these constructs is warranted for understanding channel relationships. 
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The empirical results of the research support that attitudinal orien

tations are negatively related to role stress and positively related 

to role responsibility, relative size, and goal performance. However, 

the discussion points to the need for reconsideration of the nature of 

relationships between attitudinal orientation and role and performance 

variables. 

One consideration is the strength of the relationships, which 

should be assessed by alternative analysis techniques, such as regres

sion, and by future research. A second consideration is whether the 

attitudinal orientation affects or is affected by role stress, role 

responsibility, relative size, and goal performance. As suggested 

earlier in the chapter, assignment of role responsibility to the whole

saler and the volume of purchases, in particular, may be outcomes of 

the attitudinal orientation. 

The third consideration is the linearity of the relationship 

between performance and attitudinal orientation. Little difference 

between performance and performance disparity relationships to attitu

dinal orientation were observed. This result can be attributed 

partially to the distribution of responses, since few respondents 

indicated that performance was above desired levels, and partially to 

the treatment of the variables as interval data. 

The previous discussion indicates that categories of performance 

can be compared to examine the linearity of the relationship, using ANOVA 

techniques. Further research which separates particular components of 

performance is indicated to suggest which components are or are not 
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linearly related to the attitudinal orientation of channel members. 

However, if few channel members achieve performance above desired 

levels, then the question of linearity and the construct of performance 

disparity is relatively unimportant to research and management of 

marketing channels. Additional analysis of the current data and repli

cation in other channels is suggested. 

The fourth consideration is the appropriation of role conceptions 

to organizations. In particular, role dissensus may exist between 

individuals, but may not be identifiable between individuals and organi

zations. Further research should focus on individual-level analyses, 

such as dissensus among wholesaler personnel contributing to stress and 

disagreement within the wholesale organization and between dissensus 

between the individual wholesale and retail personnel. 

Other suggestions for research of channel roles include examining 

the importance of the direction of role dissensus, the stability of 

roles and its relationship to channel experience, and the dimensionality 

of role stress. The importance of role stress dimensions indicated 

from organizational theory, may vary across types of channel systems, 

depending on their similarity to organizations. For example, contractual 

channels may share characteristics of organizations only in specific 

areas of organized behaviors between the dyadic members. Modifications 

of the dimensionality of role stress and the applicability of organiza

tional theory, in general, are justified by the nature of small 

family-owned businesses, types of channels, and behaviors outside the 

shared-activity area. 
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The research indicates that future research of channel relation

ships should incorporate role and performance constructs and should 

capitalize the distinctions between individual, organizational, and 

interorganizational behavior. 

Dependency Perspective. The fourth conclusion of the research 

is that a dependency perspective of channel relationships is warranted. 

The areas of shared and independent activities suggest differences 

between organizational and interorganizational relationships, and 

specifically indicate the simultaneous dependence and independence of 

channel members. Further, the content of measures of role expectations 

and size and the observed relationships between these measures and 

attitudinal orientation indicate reliance or dependence on the channel 

partner. 

What is missing in the current research, however, is an explicit 

consideration of the channel member's dependence and need for autonomy. 

First, the causal sequence of dependence and attitudinal orientation 

was not explored; dependence may be a consequence and/or a determinant 

of the attitudinal orientation of channel members. Second, further 

exploration of the interaction effect of sales and purchase percentages 

is suggested, since purchase percentages may indicate the extent of 

dependence on the channel partner and/or the attributable portion of 

sales volume to the channel relationship. Third, the channel member's 

need for autonomy may moderate relationships between role dissensus 

and attitude, attitude and compliance, and attitude and increased 

dependence on the channel partner. 



The dependency perspective incorporates role variables and 

offers additional constructs and respecification of relationships 

among constructs. As such, it promises a more complete understanding 

of the attitudinal orientation of channel members and the channel 

relationship in general. 

Limitations of the Research 

Interpretation of the results and conclusions formed are 
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tempered with the measurement, methodological, and analysis limitations 

of the research. First, the method of data collection provided only 

perceptual measures of the constructs, and with the exception of role 

dissensus, focused on only one side of the dyadic channel relationship. 

Second, as identified in Chapter 4 and the preceding sections of this 

chapter, the reliability of measures of role expectations, role dissensus, 

and economic power limits the results related to these constructs to 

exploratory interpretations. 

Third, the analysis is limited by the use of a single method and 

correlational analysis to infer measurement properties and support of 

hypotheses. The inclusion of error and shared-method variance in corre

lations likely contributed to finding convergence of measures and biased 

the inference of relationships among constructs. Conclusions of validity 

and relationships among constructs are also limited by the arbitrariness 

of standards and procedures for calculating indices of the constructs 

and for assessing validity of the measures. Although a stringent 

assessment of validity was used in the current research, the results 

rely heavily on the set of measures used and the calculation of indices. 
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Alternative analyses and calculation of measures may demonstrate 

different results. For example, factor analysis prior to deletion of 

items from multi-item scales may provide the basis for more appropriate 

delineation of constructs. Isolation of dimensions or summarization 

which incorporates the differential importance of dimensions may suggest 

differences among constructs. 

Fourth, the extent to which the research reflects the process 

of channel relationships is limited by the cross-sectional design. This .-
method assumes that respondents vary in stages of the process, but 

provides little basis for inferring causality among constructs, since it 

measures constructs at one point in time. The use of longitudinal 

research is suggested to examine the dynamics of channel relationships 

and temporal sequencing of the constructs. 

Finally, the generalizability of the results is limited by use 

of a single channel as respondents. The extent to which the sample 

provides representation of channel systems or a specific form of channel 

systems, such as contractual systems, can only be assessed by comparative 

research or replication in other channels or in cross-sectional designs. 

The generalizability of the results is also questionable due to the 

relatively unusual structural and competitive changes occuring in the 

channel. This characteristic of the channel, however, provides the 

impetus for research which suggests differences between maintenance and 

change processes in channel behavior. 
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Contributions of the Research 

The contributions of the research include the empirical findings 

and the conceptual development advanced in the paper. The empirical 

research provides a concurrent examination of the behavioral constructs 

and explicit consideration of the validity of and relationship among 

the constructs. Combined with the empirical results, the conceptual 

development and discussion of results provides direction for further 

channel research. 

The research represents an exploration of role concepts in the 

channel context and provides support for relationships between the 

channel member's attitudinal orientation and role stress, role respon

sibilities, and relative size of the member firm. The research points 

to differences among application of role concepts in individual, 

organizational, and interorganization levels and provides justification 

for expanded study of role relationships and dependency in marketing 

channels. 

Support was also provided for the conceptualization of member 

performance and its positive relationship to the attitude toward the 

channel partner. Future research is warranted to further test the 

conceptualization and relationships and to examine how performance 

standards are set and achieved. 

To the extent that the conceptualization and hypotheses of the 

research were not supported, contributions of the research are the 

respecification of channel theory and the identification of measurement 

and conceptual directions for future research. First, the finding of 
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convergence between measures of satisfaction, conflict, cooperation, and 

noneconomic power implies, at a minimum, that the measures used do not 

support distinctions among the constucts. The similarity of the current 

measures to measures in previous research suggests that the convergence 

is not unique to the current research, and that measurement development 

is needed. 

On the other hand, convergence of the measures implies that the 

concepts are not differentiable in the context of the research or in 

the perception of respondents. As such, the contribution of the 

research is the recognition of reasons why differentiation of the 

concepts is unlikely or unimportant to understanding the behavior or 

attitudes of channel members. 

Second, the finding that the relationship between economic power 

and satisfaction or conflict was not supported leads to a reconsideration 

of the exercise and effects of power. Although measurement problems were 

identified in the current research, other research provides inconsistent 

support of the hypothesized relationship. The research indicates that 

alternative conceptualizations of power, including influence strategies 

and dependence, offer more promise than the power-source paradigm in 

understanding channel attitudes and behaviors. 

Third, the research indicates that maintenance and change 

processes of channel relationships may differ. SUbstantial changes in 

channel structures or programs may be a result of environmental changes 

and attempts to manage the competitive positioning of the channel. This 

proposition represents a linkage between the internal and external 



environments of channels. Further research is neded to explore the 

effects of both external and internal changes on the behavior and 

attitudes of channel members. 
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In conclusion, the research provides empirical support for several 

of the hypotheses and raises important questions concerning the 

dimensionality, interaction, and measurement of behavioral constructs. 

Conceptual development presented in earier chapters and in the respeci

fication of the theory provides specific directions for future research 

of marketing channels. 



APPENDIX I 

RETAILER QUESTIONNAIRE 

The following document is a copy of the questionnaire used for 

the survey of retailers. An index of the questionnaire precedes the 

documents and identifies the contruct measures. 
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Page Number 

I a 

I b 

II a-b 

I! b-d 

I! e 

I! f 

I! g 

II h 

I! i 

I! j 

I! k 

II I a 

II! b 

II! c-e * 

INDEX TO RETAILER QUESTIONNAIRE 

Measure 

1. Role Stress (12-item) 

2a. Role Stress (uncertainty) 
2b. Role Stress (disagreement) 
2c. Role Stress (conflicting demands) 
2d. Role Stress (role overlap) 
3. Job Satisfaction 

1. Role Expectations (lO-item) 

2. Role Expectations (l2-item, part 1 of each 
question) 

3. 
4. 
5. 

1. 

2. 
3. 

4. 

5a. 
5b. 
Sc. 

1. 
2. 

3. 
4. 

1. 
2. 

3. 

Role Performance (l2-item, part 2 of each 
questi on) 

Cooperation (role performance) 
Cooperation (job performance) 
Cooperation (1 evel) 

Power Sources (l4-item) 

Power Influence (7-item) 
Conflict (level, 3-item) 

Conflict (disagreement frequency, 20-item) 

Conflict ( importance) 
Conflict (incompatibility) 
Conflict (Opposition) 

Satisfaction (12-item) 
Satisfaction (circles) 

Satisfaction (delighted-terrible) 
Satisfaction (choice likelihood) 

Performance (overall) 
Performance (goals, 5-item) 

Performance (targets, 6-item) 

1. - 8. 
Demographics (size, experience, etc.) 
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* Questions included on page III d are not reported here. They were 
included at the request of the wholesaler and are proprietary in 
nature. 



PART I 
The first part of this questionnaire is about your 
job as a store owner end manager. 
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I a 

1. IN THIS FIRST SET OF QUESTIONS. PLEASE TEll HE YOUR FEELINGS ABOtrr YOUR JOB 
AS A STORE OWNER-MANAGER. SEVERAL STATEMENTS ARE GIVEN BELOW TO DESCRIBE 
FEELINGS YOU MAY OR MAY NOT HAVE HAD. PLEASE CIRCLE THE NUMBER (1 to 5) 
THAT INDICATES HOW OFTEN EACH STATEMENT IS TRUE OF YOU. 

I feel this is: Never 
True 

a. I know what my customers expect of me. 1 

b. I am unclear as to what my major whole- 1 
saler expects of me. 

c. I feel that the amount of work I have to 1 
do may interfere with bow well I do it. 

d. I can get the information I need to 1 
perform my job well. 

e. I feel that my job tends to interfere 1 
with my family or personal life. 

f. I disagree with my major wholesaler about 1 
the responsibilities of store owners. 

g. I am certain about what my employees 1 
expect of me. 

h. I have too heavy ~ work load, one that 1 
I can't possibly finish in a work day. 

Rarely 
True 

2 

2 

2 

2 

2 

2 

2 

2 

3 

3 

3 

3 

3 

3 

3 

3 

Often 
True 

4 

4 

4 

4 

4 

4 

4 

4 

AlIIIlst 
Aheys 
True 

5 

5 

5 

5 

5 

5 

5 

5 

-----------------------------_._--- ._---
i. I am able to influence my major whole

saler's decisions and actions which 
affect me. 

j. I have things to do as a store owner
manager that are against my better 
judgment. 

k. I feel that my major wholesaler agrees 
with me about my job. 

1. I think that I will not be able to 
satisfy the conflicting demands of 
various people. 

1 2 

1 2 

1 2 

1 2 

3 4 5 

3 4 5 

3 4 5 

3 4 5 
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2. WE ARE ALL ANNOYED BY ONE TIlING OR ANOTHER IN OUR JOBS. A FEW TIlINGS WHICH 
SOMETIMES BOTHER PEOPLE ABOtTI' TIlEIR JOBS ARE GIVEN BELOW. PLEASE CIRCLE 
TIlE NUMBER (0 to 6) nIAT INDICATES HOW MUCH YOU ARE BOTHERED BY TIlESE 
TIlINGS IN YOUR JOB. 

a.. How much are you· bothered about uncertainty in your· job? 

0 1 2 3 4 5 6 
I I ~t I I I I 

Never Very Little M:xIerately ~te A Bit Very tu:h Ext::reJEl. Y 

b. How much are you bothered about people disagreeing with you about your 
job? 

0 1 2 3 4 5 6 

t&er Very Uttle 
I I I I I 

Scm!what M:xIerately ~te A Bit Very tu:h EXtreIcly 

c. How much are you bothered about conflicting demands from various people 
concerning your job? 

o 1 234 5 6 
, , , • ! I , 

Never Very Little SaIewlBt M:xIerately ~te A Bit Very li.J::h Ext:re:Iely 

d. How much are you bothered about other people's responsibilities and 
activities colliding or overlapping with your own responsibilities and 
activities in your job? 

o 
NeVer 

1 , 
Very Little 

234 
, , I 

SaIewlBt M:xIerately ~te A Bit 
5 
I 

Very li.J::h 

6 

E'.X1ieie1 y 

3. EVEN THOUGH JOBS MAY CONTAIN ANNOYANCES OR STRESS, TIIERE ARE ALSO REWARDS AND 
BENEFITS TO OUR JOBS. CONSIDER EVERYTHING ABOUT YOUR JOB AS A STORE OWNER
MANAGER - THE REWARDS, PROBLEMS. AMOUNT OF WORK. USING TIlE SCALE BELOW. 
CIRCLE THE NUMBER (1 to 9) WHICH BEST DESCRIBES YOUR OVERALL FEELINGS ABOUT 
YOUR JOB. 

Concerning my job. overall I feel: 

9 8 7 6 5 4 3 2 1 
I I I I I I I I 

Ielight.ed Plmsed fobstly Sem!what Mixed: 5aJ:e.hat Iilstly liUBppy Terrible 
Sat:i.9- Sat:i.9- 1 Dissat:i.9- Dissat:i.9-
fied fied fied fied 

(about equally satisfied and dissatisfied) 



PART II 
In this part of the questionnaire you will be asked to consider your 
relationship with your major wholesaler. Although some questions are 
similal' to others. it is important that all questions be carefully 
answered. You might want to take a short break between the three 
sections of Part II. 
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SECTION A: 

1. WHILE SOME ACTIVITIES AND RESPONSIBILITY ARE SHARED BETWEEN WHOLESALER AND 
RETAILER. OTHERS ARE THE SOLE RESPONSIBILITY OF 11IE WHOLESALER. AND OTHERS ARE 
THE SOLE RESPONSIBILITY OF THE RETAILER. A SCALE USED BELOW TO EXPRESS THE 
DIVISION OF RESPONSIBILITIES BETWEEN WHOLESALERS AND RETAILERS SHOWS 11IE 
WHOLESALER'S RESPONSIBILITY AS 11IE TOP NUMBER AND 11IE RETAILER'S RESPONSIBILITY 

a. 

b. 

c. 

d. 

e. 

AS 11IE ~ NUMEER: -

Wholesaler 100% 90 80 70 60 50 40 30 20 lQ 0% 
Retailer 0% 10 20 30 40 50 60 70 BO 90 'i'OO% 

1 t f 
Total Wholesaler Equally Shared Total Retailer 
Responsibility Responsibility Responsibility 

FOR EACH OF THE FOLLOWING ACTIVITIES. PLEASE CIRCtE 11IE RESPONSE WHICH REPRESENTS 
YOUR OPINION OF HOW THE RESPONSIBILITY SHOULD BE DIVIDED. ALTHOUGH THAT MAY BE 
DIFFERENT THAN HOW THE RESPONSIBILITY IS ACTUALLY DIVIDED. 

How should the responsibility be divided for the following activities? 

Defective merchandise credits and returns 

WhQle§l:!ler 100% .2Q §Q 70 .@ ..iQ 40 .JQ 20 lQ 0% 
Retailer 0% 10 20 30 40 50 60 70 80 10 100% 

-----
Setting store financial standards (credit arrangements. cash flow) 
Wholesaler 100% 90 80 70 60 50 40 30 20 10 0% 
Retailer ~ TO 20 30 40 50 60 70 80 90 100% 

------
Advertising materials. copy. and decisions 
Wholesaler 100% 90 80 70 60 SO 40 30 20 10 0% 
Retailer 0% 10 20 30 40 50 60 70 80 90 105% 

----- ----
Retail price decisions 

Wholesaler 100% 90 80 70 60 50 40 30 20 10 0% 
Retailer "'()% 10 20 30 'ijQ 50' 60 70 80 90 1002 

Providing effective store layout and display, 

Wholesaler 100% 90 80 70 60 50 40 30 20 10 0% 
Retailer -0% 10 20 30 40 50 60 70 BO 90 TIiO% ------------------ -----------------

f. Making store facility decisions (location. buildings. and land) 
Wholesaler 100% 90 80 70 60 50 40 30 20 10 0% 
Retailer 0% TO 20 30 40 50 60" 70 80 90 100% 

-------------------------------- ---------------
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g. Generation and maintenance of financial records of stores 

Wholesaler 100% 90 80 70 60 50 40 30 20 10 0% 
Retailer 0% 10 20 30 40 50 60 70 80 90 100% 

h. Deciding on the assortment of store merchandise 

Wholesaler 100% 90 80 70 60 50 40 30 20 10 0% 
Retailer ---0% 10 20 30 40 50 7iO "10 80 90 100% 

-----
i. Ownership and storage of back-up stock of inventory 

Wholesaler 100% 90 80 70 60 50 40 30 20 10 0% 
Retailer ()% 10 20 30 40 "50 "GO "10 m> 90 100Y 

j. Getting product information from manufacturers (about new products. product 
defe:ts. product availability) 

Wholesaler 100% 90 80 70 60 50 40 30 20 10 0% 
Retailer 0'% 10 20 30 40 50 60 70 80 90 100% 

2. IN TIIIS NEXT SET OF QUESTIONS. YOU ARE ASKED TO ASSESS HOW WELL YOUR MAJOR 
WHOLESALER CARRIES OUT THE RESPONSIBILITIES THAT YOU FEEL ARE APPROPRIATE. 

a. 

b. 

IN PART (1) OF EACH QUESTION, CIRCLE THE NUMBER (0 to 10) WHICH REPRESENTS YOUR 
OPINION OF WHAT YOUR MAJOR WHOLESALER IS SUPPOSED TO PROVIDE TO YOUR STORE. 

IN PART (2) OF EACH QUESTION. CIRCLE THE NUMBER (0 to 10) WHICH REPRESENTS YOUR 
OPINION OF WHAT YOUR MAJOR WHOLESALER AC'I1JALLY DOES PROVIDE TO YOUR STORE. 

FOR SOME SERVICES AND ACTIVITIES LISTED BELOW. YOUR WHOLESALER MAY PROVIDE MORE 
THAN YOU THINK IS APPROPRIATE. IN OTHER CASES. YOUR WHOLESALER HAY PROvIDE THE 
SAME AS OR LESS THAN WHAT YOU THINK APPROPRIATE. 

Concerning store management advice (how to run my store) 

(1) my wholesaler is supposed to provide: 

0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 
Ntre Little Jobjerate Aarunts ~te A Lot A Great n:el 

(2) my wholesaler actually provides: 
0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 

Ntre Little Jobjerate Aarunts ~te A Lot A Great n:el 

Concerning dealer brands priced under national brands 
(1) my wholesaler is supposed to provide: 

0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 
Ntre Little lbIerate Aarunts ~te A Lot A Great n:el 

(2) my wholesaler actually provides: 

0 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 
Ntre Little l1xIerate AnDunts Qrite A Lot A Great n:el 

------------------------------------ ---------------------------------
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c. Concerning sale advertisements for all stores 

(1) my wholesaler is supposed to provide: 

0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 
lbIe Little fobderate AnI:lunts Q.rl.te A lDt A Great JhIl 

(2) my wholesaler actually provides: 

0 I 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 
Nc:ne Little fobderate AaruIts Q.rl.te A l.ot A Great Deel 

d. Concerning district sales manager (representative) service Bnd visits 

(1) my wholesaler is supposed to provide: 

0 I 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 
lbIe Uttle M:xIerate AnI:lunts Q.rl.te A l.ot A Great JhIl 

(2) my wholesaler actually provides: 

0 I 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 
Nc:ne Little M:xIerate koJnts Q.rl.te A l.ot A Great JhIl 

e. Concerning credit and financing 

(1) my wholesaler is supposed to provide: 

0 I 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 
lbIe Little M:xIerate AnI:lunts Q.rl.te A l.ot A Great JhIl 

(2) my wholesaler actually provides: 

0 I 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 
lbIe Little fobderate Aaoonts Q.rl.te A lDt: A Great JhIl 

f. Concerning additions to the current product assortment 

(1) my wholesaler is supposed to provide: 

0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 ·8 9 10 
lbIe llttle ttxierate Aaoonts Q.rl.te A lDt: A Great JhIl 

(2) my wholesaler actually provides: 

0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 
lbIe Little M:xIerate Aaoonts Q.rl.te A lDt A Great JhIl 

g. Concerning advice Bnd programs for store display 

(1) my wholesaler is supposed to~rovide: 

0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 
Nc:ne Little ttxierate Aaoonts Q.rl.te A lDt: A Great JhIl 

(2) my wholesaler Bctually provides: 

0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 
lbIe Little ttxierate kDunts Q.rl. te A lDt A Great JhIl 

------- ----------------
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h. Concerning products with high gross margins for the retailer 

(1) my wholesaler is supposed to provide: 

0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 
None Little ttxlerate Amunts ~teAlDt A Great I8ll 

(2) my wholesaler actually provides: 
0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 

None Little ttxlerate Ammts ~te A lDt A Great I8ll 

i. Concerning product information. brochures. and pamphlets 

(1) my wholesaler is supposed to provide: 

0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 
None Little ItJderate Amunts ~te A lDt A Great I8ll 

(2) my wholesaler actually provides: 

0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 
None Little !txIerate Aanslts ().d.te A lDt A Great I8ll 

j. Concerning handling of defective or damaged products 

(1) my wholesaler is supposed to provide: 
0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 

None Little tblerate hmunts ().d.te A lDt A Great I8ll 
(2) my wholesaler actually provides: 

0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 
None Little Mxlerate Aawnt.s ().d.teAlDt A Great I8ll 

----
k. Concerning store inventory management assistance 

(1) ml ,~nolesaler is supposed to provide: 
0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 

None Little ttxlerate Aawnts ().d.te A lDt: A Great I8ll 
(2) my wholesaler actually provides: 

0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 
None Little ttxlerate Aawnts ().d.te A lDt A Great I8ll 

1. Concerning regional or national a~vertising 

(1) my wholesaler is supposed to proVide: 
0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 

None Little ttxlerate Aawnts ().d.te A lDt A Great I8ll 
(2) my wholesaler actually provides: 

0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 
None Little ttxlerate Aawnts ().d.te A lot A Great I8ll 

------
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3. COMPARED TO WHAT YOU THINK THE WHOLESALER SHOULD DO, PLEASE ASSESS YOUR 
WHOLESALER'S OVERALL PERFORMANCE. THIS HAY BE MORE, LESS, OR EXACTLY 
WHAT YOU THINK THE WHOLESALER SHOULD DO. 

INDICATE YOUR RESPONSE WITH AN "X" ON THE SCALE BELOW (1 to 7). 

Overall, I would say that my wholesaler does: 

lIe 

-r- ~ 
!iJch less than Saxe.hat 
should be dale less 

~ 
Slightly 

less 

--,;
Exactly what 

should be dale 

-r
Slightly 

IIXlre 

--,
!1Jc:h DDre than 
should be dale 

4. CONSIDERING EVERYTHING THE WHOLESALER IS SUPPOSED TO DO FOR YOU - PROVISION 
OF PRODUCTS, SERVICES, INFORMATION, ETC., CIRCLE THE NUMBER (l to 10) WHICH 
REPRESENTS YOUR OPINION OF THE WHOLESALER'S JOB PERFORMANCE. 

As a wholesaler for my store, the job performance of my wholesaler has been: 

1 
F.x!:raJel y 

Poor 

2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 
Extre!ely 

GocxI 

5. IN THE LAST QUESTION OF THIS SECTION, CIRCLE THE NUMBER (1 to 10) WHICH 
INDICATES HOW HUCH COOPERATION YOU AND YOUR STORE HAVE RECEIVED FROM YOUR 
MAJOR WHOLESALER. 

I feel that the wholesaler has: 

1 2 
Not cooperated 

at all 

3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 
Fully 

Cooperated 

* * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * 
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SECTION B 

1. LISTED BELOW ARE SOME STATEMENTS WHICH CAN REPRESENT STORE OWERS' OPINIONS 
ABOlTl' THEIR WHOLESALERS. READ EACH STATEMENT AND CIRCLE THE NUMBER (1 to 7) 
THAT INDICATES HOW MUCH YOU AGREE \olITH THE STATEMENT. 

It J iil'll ill 
a. The information my wholesaler provides 

about how to better run my business 
~kes sense ••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 1 2 3 .4 5 6 7 

b. I generally comply with wholesaler 
requests in order to receive better 
service and allowances •••••••••••••••••• 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

" c. Because of the wholesaler's position. 
the wholesaler has the right to 
influence my behavior ••••••••••••••••••• 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

d. In general, my wholesaler's opinions 
and values are similar to mine •••••••••• 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

e. The wholesaler can make me follow 
policies because of our contract •••••••• 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

f. If I don't comply with requests. the 
wholesaler can delay deliveries or refuse 
service and discounts to me ••••••••••••• 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

g. My wholesaler has a lot of experience 
and usually knows best •••••••••••••••••• 1 2 3 4 5 ----6 7 

h. I consider my wholesaler's requests 
because they are based on good 
information ••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

----- ------
i. My contract requires me to comply with 

wholesaler suggestions •••••••••••••••••• 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

j. I generally conduct my business similar 
to the way my wholesaler would •••••••••• 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

k. I follow wholesaler suggestions in order 
to avoid losing service or discounts •••• 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

1. I am obligated to follow wholesaler 
requests •••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 --------------

m. The wholesaler is more likely to be 
right because of wholesaler expertise ••• 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

n. If I comply with requests. the whole-
saler will reward me with better service •• l 2 3 4 5 6 7 
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2. MANY FACTORS AND CONSIDERATIONS HAY INFLUENCE A RETAILER TO COOPERATE WITH A 

WHOLESALER • THE FOLLOWING STATEMENTS LIST SOME SUCH FACTORS. PLEASE CIRCLE 
A NUMBER (0 to 8) WHICH SHOWS THE EXTENT TO WHICH EACH FACTOR WOULD OR DID 
INFLUENCE YOU TO COOPERATE WITH YOUR WHOLESALER. 

How much are you influenced by: " Not A Great -, At AU ~ 
a. The terms of your contract? 0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 

b. Rewards such as improved service 
0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 or higher margins? 

c. Knowing that the wholesaler has 
0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 information about the industry? 

d. Feeling that the wholesaler has 
0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 the right to make suggestions 

and requests? 

e. Delays in delivery or refusal 0 I 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 
of service or discounts? 

f. Relying on the experience of the 0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 wholesaler? 

g. Feeling that the wholesaler's 0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 values are similar to yours? 

3. IN THE RELATIONSHIP BETWEEN A RETAILER AND WHOLESALER, THERE IS THE POSSIBILITY 
THAT DISAGREEMENT AND CONFLICT laLL ARISE BETWEEN STORE OWNERS AND WHOLESALER 
PERSONNEL. CONSIDER EACH OF THE FOLLOWING REPRESENTATIVES OF YOUR WHOLESALER: 
CIRCLE THE NUMBER THAT BEST REPRESENTS THE DISAGREEMENT AND CONFLICT YOU HAVE 
WITH EACH TYPE OF WHOLESALER REPRESENTATIVE. 

a. My relationship with the wholesaler's district representative or sales 
manager is: 

0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
Free of Full of 

I>:isagreement DisagreerIelt 
and Cmflict and Cmflict 

b. My relationship with wholesaler management is: 

0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
Free of Full of 

Ilisagremelt Disagresrelt 
and Cmflict and Cooflict 

c. My relationship with other wholesaler personnel is: 

0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
Free of Full of 

D:i.sagreerent DisagreeIett 
and Cmnict and Cooflict 
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4. NOW TIIINK ABOUT TIIE KINDS OF THINGS THAT RETAILERS AND WHOLESALERS MIGHT 
DISAGREE ABOUT. SEVERAL BUSINESS POLICIES AND ISSUES ARE LISTED BELOW; 
CIRCLE THE NUMBER WHICH REPRESENTS HOW OFTEN YOU DISAGREE WITIf YOUR WHOLE-
SALER ABOUT EACH ITEM. 

I disagree with my wholesaler 

Jj concerning: I J 
a. Return of defective merchandise 0 1 2 3 4 5 6 

b. Preprinted. advertised sales 0 1 2 3 4 5 6 

c. Competition between stores in 0 1 2 3 4 5 6 
this chain 

d. Store inventory (amounts and 0 1 2 3 4 5 6 
types of products carried) 

e. Store layout and displays 0 1 2 3 4 5 6 

f. Purchases from other suppliers 0 1 2 3 4 5 6 

g. Store sales goals 0 1 2 3 4 5 6 

h. Availability of products from 0 1 2 3 4 5 6 
the wholesaler 

i. Freight service and terms 0 1 2 3 4 5 6 

j. Assortment of products provided 0 1 2 3 4 5 6 

k. Gross margin achieved by the storeO 1 2 3 4 5 6 

1. Special and direct orders from 0 1 2 3 4 5 6 
manufacturers 

m. Quality of products provided 0 1 2 3 4 5 6 

n. Minimum order amounts 0 1 2 3 4 5 6 

o. Retail prices 0 1 2 3 4 5 6 

p. Financing and credit arrangements 0 1 2 3 4 5 6 
with the wholesaler 

Q. Regional or national advertising 0 1 2 3 4 5 6 

r. Store buildings and fixtures 0 1 2 3 4 5 6 

s. Store policies and management 0 1 2 3 4 5 6 

t. Wholesaler service through the 0 1 2 3 4 5 6 
district representative 
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5. PLEASE CONSIDER YOUR OVERALL RELATIONSHIP WITH YOUR WHOLESALER - PRODUCTS 
AND SERVICES PROVIDED. WHOLESALER POLICIES AND REPRESENTATIVES. FOR EACH 
OF THE THREE ITEMS BELOW. CIRCLE THE NUMBER (1 to 7) WHICH BEST REPRESENTS 
YOUR OVERALL RELATIONSHIP WITH THE WHOLESALER. 

a. Consider the importance and severity of your disagreements with the 
wholesaler. What is the overall level of disagreement? 

1 
Ext:rmely 

lDi 
DisagreelEnt 

2 
Very 
lDi 

4 
SaIe.mt 

High 

5 
Very 
High 

6 
Ertre:!e1.y 

High 
Disagreeoelt 

b. Consider your wholesaler's business policies and practices. How 
compatible are those with your own business policies and practices? 

234 5 
Very SaIe.hat SaIe.mt Very 

CaIpltible CaIpltible !ncaIpltible brmprtihle 

c. Finally. consider what you want and what the wholesaler wants. How 
much harmony or opposition exists between your goals and the wholesaler's 
goals? 

1 
Ext:rmely 

Imm::nious 
Galls 

2 3 
Very SaIe.hat 

Hamm:i.ous lEmmious 

5 
Very 
~ 

* * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * • * 
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SECTION C 

1. WHILE YOU MAY DISAGREE WITH THE WHOLESALER ON PARTICULAR ISSUES, YOU MAY OR 
HAY NOT FEEL VERY DISSATISFIED OR VERY SATISFIED WITH THE ASSOCIATION OF 
YOUR STORE AND THE WHOLESALER. PLEASE THINK ABOUT YOUR GENERAL FEELINGS OF 
SATISFACTION WITH Y0UR WHOLESALER. 

LISTED BELOW ARE SOME AREAS IN WHICH STORE OWNERS HAY FEEL SATISFIED OR 
DISSATISFIED. FOR EACH ITEM, CIRCLE THE NUMBER (1 to 5) WHICH INDICATES 
HOW SATISFIED YOU ARE WITH YOUR WHOLESALER. 

Concerning this issue, I feel: 
~ ~ l.~ ~ ""~ 

e:! 1/ -Ii' II G:~ Jf '1LlI ~ ~ 
a. Assistance in managing my store 1 2 3 4 5 

b. Product assortment provided 1 2 3 4 5 

c. Handling of merchandise orders 1 2 3 4 5 

d. Financing and credit arrangements 1 2 3 4 5 

e. Quality of products provided 1 2 3 4 5 

f. Assistance in reaching sales goals 1 2 3 4 5 

g. Transportation and delivery of products 1 2 3 4 5 

h. Provision of profit opportunity 1 2 3 4 5 

i. Advertising programs and support 1 2 3 4 5 

j. Service from wholesaler personnel 1 2 3 4 5 

k. Display and promotional assistance 1 2 3 4 5 

1. Provision of information about products 1 2 3 4 5 
and contact to manufacturers 
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~. UHILE SOME STORE OWNERS HAY FEEL THAT THEIR EXPERIENCES WITH THE WHOLESALER 
HAVE BEEN ALL POSITIVE. OTHERS HAY FEEL THOSE EXPERIENCES HAVE BEEN ALL 
NEGATIVE. AND OTHER STORE OWNERS MAY FEEL THAT SOME WERE POSITIVE AND SOME 
NEGATIVE. THE DRAWINGS BELOW REPRESENT EXPERIENCES OF DIFFERENT STORE OWNERS 
WITH THEIR WHOLESALERS. CIRCLE THE NUMBER (0 to 8) WHICH INDICATES YOUR 
FEELINGS ABOUT YOUR ASSOCIATION WITH YOUR WHOLESALER. 

~--~-~. -*-*-~-~-~- ~+ - .. -. -. - .... - ......... . 
... -. -. - ...... - .......... . . - _. -. _. .. .. ... ... .. . 

o 

All 00d or 
negative 

experiences 

1 2 3 s 6 7 8 

All,goodar 
positive 

experlen:es 

3. EARLIER IN THE QUESTIONNAIRE YOU CONSIDERED EVERYTHING ABOUT YOUR JOB AS A 
STORE OWNER-~1ANAGER. NOW I WANT YOU TO CONSIDER EVERYTHING ABOUT YOUR 
RELATIONSHIP WITH YOUR MAJOR WHOLESALER - PRODUCTS. SERVICES. SUPPORT 
GIVEN BY THE WHOLESALER; BENEFITS AND PROBLEMS. 

PLEASE CIRCLE THE NUMBER ON THE SC~ BELOW WHICH BEST DESCRIBES YOUR 
OVERALL FEELINGS ABOUT YOUR ASSOCIATION WITII THE WHOLESALER. 

Considering my relationship with my wholesaler overall. I feel: 

9 8 7 6 5 4 3 2 1 
I I I I I I I I I 

Ihlighted Pleased fustly Sc:meIJlat MiJced: SalEwiBt ltlstly lilmppy Terrible 
Sat:i.9- Satis-

1 
Dissatis- Dissat:i.9-

fie:! fied fied fied 

(about equally satisfied arxI dissatisfied) 

4. THE LAST QUESTION IN THIS SECTION CONCERNS THE LIKELIHOOD THAT YOU WOUlJ) 
CHOOSE OR RECOMMEND YOUR WHOLESALEr.. 

If you could do it over again. suppose that you chose to stay in the same 
type of business. How certain are you that you would choose the same 
major wholesaler. rather than a competing wholesaler? (CIRCLE YOUR RESPONSE) 

0% 10% 
No Chance 
I Would 
Choose 
This 
Wholesaler 

20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70% 80% 90% 100% 
Absolutelv 
Certain 
I Would 
Choose 
This 
Wholesaler 
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PART III 
In this final part of the questionnaire, the questions 
concentrate on your store and its achievement. 
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1. CONSIDER YOUR STORE'S 1985 OVERALL ACHIEVEMENT. COMPARED TO THE ACHIEVEHENT 
YOU DESIRED FOR THE STORE, HOW WELL IS TIlE STORE DOING IN 1985? MARK AN "X" 
IN THE SPACE BELOW (1 to 7) WHICH CORRESPONDS TO THE STORE'S PERFORMANCE. 

Overall, I would say that in 1985 my store is achieving: 

-1- -2-
tUb less tlm SaleJJat 

I desired less 

-r- -4-
Slightly Exactly lobat 

less I desired 

-5-
Slightly 

more 

-6- -7-

Sale.hat M.x:h JIDre than 
IIDre I desired 

2. LISTED BELOW ARE FIVE AREAS OF GOAL ACHIEVEMENT. CONSIDER THE EXTENT TO WHICH 
YOUR STORE IN 1985 IS REACHING THE GOALS YOU SET OR HAD IN MIND FOR EACH OF THE 
FIVE AREAS. CIRCLE THE NUMBER WHICH REPRESENTS YOUR VIEW OF THE STORE'S 1985 
GOAL ACHlEVEMENT. 

Ii 1 -$i :fi 1/1 1 " 
Compared to my goals, 1:1 1985 store t-~ J !J Ii $J J achievement is: &'i/ 11 

'"1;''"1;' .... "t" 

a. Sales performance (level of net 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
sales, growth in sales) 

b. Financial position (cash flow, 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
debt, accounts receivable) 

c. Competitive performance (market 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
share, competing for customers) 

d. Business expansion (expansion of 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
inventory, buildings, number 
of employees) 

e. Profit performance (net profit) 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
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3. ANOTIIER WAY OF LOOKING AT STORE PERFORMANCE IS TIlE EXTENT TO WHICH YOUR 
STORE ACHIEVED WHAT YOU WANTED IN SALES, PROFITS, ASSETS, ETC. A WAY OF 
REPRESENTING TIllS IS BY USING TARGETS IN WHICH TIIE "BUllSEYE" SPACE MEANS 
TIIAT TIIE PERFORMA.'lCE IS EXACTLY WHAT THE STORE OWNER WANTED. 

PLEASE CIRCLE THE NUMBER (1 to 9) ON EACH OF TIIE SIX TARGETS GIVEN BELOW 
WHICH REPRESENTS YOUR STORE'S 1985 PERFORMANCE, ACCORDING TO TIllS SCALE: 

(1) A great deal ABOVE what I wanted. 
(2) Considerably ABOVE what I wanted. 
(3) Somewhat ABOVE what I wanted. 
(4) Slightly ABOVE what I wanted. 
(5) EXACTLY what I wanted. 
(6) Slightly BELOW what I wanted. 
(7) Somewhat BELOW what I wanted. 
(8) Considerably BELOW what I wanted. 
(9) A great deal BELOW what I wanted. 

IIIb 

For example, if 1985 net sales are somewhat below what you wanted, circle 
the 7 on the first target. If net sales are somewhat above what you wanted, 
circle the 3 on the first target. 

a. 1985 Net Sales b. 1985 Gross Margin c. 1985 Net Profit 

d. 1985 Inventory Levels e. 1985 Accounts Receivable f. 1985 Cash Flow 
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THANK YOU FOR YOUR TIME AND PATIENCE IN COMPLETING THIS QUESTIONNAIRE. THE LAST 
QUESTIONS WILL BE USED TO CLASSIFY YOUR STORE RELATIVE TO OTHER STORES. I ASSURE 
YOU THAT YOUR ANSWERS ARE CONFIDENTIAL AND WILL ONLY BE USED TO COMPARE YOUR 
BUSINESS TO OTHER STORE OWNERS' BUSINESSES. 

1. How many stores associated vith this wholesaler do you own? 

2. Have you ever owned or operated a store in a similar business that was 
associated with a different major wholesaler? 

No Yes _____ (If yes, for how many years? ______ ) 

3. How many years have you, personally, been in business association with your 
major ~holesaler: 

a. as a store owner? (current or former) ___ (number of years) 

b. as en employee of another store owner? 

c. as en employee of the wholesaler? 

4. In what year did your store: (if you own more than one store, please answer 
for your current principal or largest store) 

a. begin operations? ___ (year) 

b. become associated with this wholesaler? 

c. come under your ownership? 

5. What is the size of the city in which your principal store is located? 
City population __________________ __ 

6. As measures of your store's size relative to other stores in this study, please 
estimate each of the following: 

a. How many people (include yourself) are employed in your store? 

Number of full time employees __ _ Parttime employees ____ __ 

b. What are the projected annual net sales for your store in 1985? 
(round to the nearest $25,000) 

(1) Annual net sales for your principal store: 

(2) Total net sales for all stores that you own (which are associated 
with this major wholesaler): 

c. What percentage of your merchandise do you purchase from your major 
wholesaler? 

(1) Percentage of merchandise purchased from this wholesaler 
last year (1984): ___ % 

(2) Projected 1985 purchases from this wholesaler: % 
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7. (questions on this page omitted; the questions were included at the 
request of the wholesaler and are proprietary in nature) 
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8. THE FINAL QUESTIONS ARE ABOUT YOU. PLEASE MARK AN "X" NEXT TO THE CORRECT 
ANSWER. 

a. Are you: Male Female 

b. Are you: Age 18 - 24 
25 - 34 
35 - 44 
45 - 54 
55 - 64 

65 or over 

c. Do you (CHECK ALL THAT APPLY): 

Olin the store 
Manage the store 
Work for the store owner 

•••• n ••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• R •••• ' •••••••••••••••••••••••• 

THAT'S IT -- I AGAIN THANK YOU FOR YOUR TIME AND EFFORT IN COMPLETING THIS STUDY. 
PLEASE USE THE REMAINING SPACE TO COMMENT ON EITHER THE STUDY OR ON YOUR 
BUSINESS AND RELATIONSHIP TO YOUR MAJOR WHOLESALER. 

RETIIRN THE COMPLETED QUESTIONNAIRE IN THE ENVELOPE PROVIDED AND FEEL FREE TO 
CONTACT ME ABOUT THE STUDY. YOUR HELP IS GREATLY APPRECIATED! 



....... -

APPENDIX II 

WHOLESALER QUESTIONNAIRE 

The following document is a copy of the questionnaire directed to 

the representatives of the wholesaler. The document is preceded by an 

index of the construct measures. 
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Page Number 

I a 

I b 

II a-b 

II b-d 

III a 

III b 

INDEX TO THE WHOLESALER QUESTIONNAIRE 

Measure 

1. Role Stress (12-item) 

2a. Role Stress (uncertainty) 
2b. Role Stress (disagreement) 
2c. Role Stress (conflicting demands) 
2d. Role Stress (role overlap) 
3. Job Satisfaction 

1. Role Expectations (10-item) 

2. Role Expectations (12-item, part 1 of each 
question) 
Role Performance (12-item, part 2 of each 
question) 

1. Experience 
2. Number of assigned stores * 
3. Assessment of training programs 

1. Demographics (age, education) 

* Question 2a was included at the request of the wholesaler and is 
proprietary in nature. 
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PART 1: YOUR JOB 
The first questions in this booklet ask about 

your job as a district representative to stores. 
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1 a 

1. In this first set of questions, please tell ce your feelings about your 
job as the wholesaler's representative to stores. Several stateaents 
Are given below to describe feelings you aay Dr aay not have had. 

a. 

b. 

c. 

d, 

e. 

f. 

g. 

h. 

i. 

j. 

k. 

1. 

Please CIRCLE THE NUMBER (1 TO 5) that indicates HON OFTEN EACH STATEMENT 
IS TRUE OF YOU. 

I feel"this stateaent is: 

1 know what ay store owners expect 
of ce. 

1 all unclear as to what my boss 
expects of ae. 

Never 
True 

1 

1 feel that the acount of work 
do aay interfere with how well 

have to 
do it. 

1 can get the inforcation 1 need to 
to perforc ay job "ell. 

feel that my job tends to interfere 
with cy fallily or ay personal life. 

I disagree with store owners about the 
responsibilities of the wholesaler. 

I aa certain about "hat the wholelaler 
expects of ce. 

I have too heavy a work load, one that 
I can't possibly finish in I work day. 

I am able to influence the "holesller's 
decisions and actions which affect ce. 

I have things to do as a representative 
that are against ay better judgaent. 

I feel that the Itore owners agree with 
ae about ay job. 

I thi n~" that I will not be able to 
satisfy the conflicting dem .. nds of 
various people, 

Rarely 
True 

2 

2 

2 

2 

2 

2 

2 

2 

2 

2 

2 

2 

Soae
thes 
True 

3 

:5 

3 

:5 

:5 

3 

3 

3 

3 

3 

Often 
True 

4 

4 

4 

4 

4 

4 

4 

4 

4 

4 

Aillost 
Ahays 

True 

5 

5 

5 

5 

5 

5 

5 

5 

5 

5 

5 
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2. We Ire all annoyed by one thing or another in our jobs. A few things which 
sOletiles bother plople about their jobs are given below. Please CIRCLE 
THE NUnBER 10 TO 61 that indicates HOW HUCH YOU ARE BOTHERED BY THESE 
THINGS IN YOUR JOB. 

I. How much are you bothered about uncertainty in your job? 

o 2 3 4 6 

b. How are you bothered about people disagreeing with you about your job? 

o 2 3 4 6 

Never Very Little Hoderately Quite A Bit Very Huth E.tremely 

c. How muth are you bothered about conflicting de.ands from various 
people conterning your job? 

o 2 3 4 6 

-------------------------------------------------------------------------------Never Very Little Somewhat noderately Quite A Bit Very Huch E.tremely 

d. How auch are YDU bothered about other people's responsibilities and 
activities colliding or overlapping with your own responsibilities 
and activities in your Job? 

o 2 3 4 6 

3. Even though Jobs may contain annoyances or stress, there are Ilia rewards 
and benefits to our Jobs. Conlider everything about your job a5 a district 
representative -- the rewards, problels, amount of work. Uling the sClle 
below, CIRCLE THE NUnBER 11 TO 9) WHICH BEST DESCRIBES YOUR OVERALL 
FEELINGS ABOUT YOUR JOB. 

Concerning my job, overall feel: 

9 B 7 6 5 4 3 2 

labDut equally satisfied and di51atisfiedl 
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PART 11 
In this part of the questionnaire you Mill be asked to consider 
the responsibilities of Mholesalers and retailers. 

1. Nhile sOle activities and responsibility are shared between Mholesaler and 
retailer, others are the sole responsibility of the wholesaler, and others 
are the sole responsibility of the retailer. A scale used beloM to express 
the division of responfiibilities betMeen Mholesalers and retailers shoMS the 
WHOLESALER'S RESPONSIBILITV AS THE TOP NU"BER and the RETAILER'S RESPONSIBILITY 
AS THE BOTTO" NUMBER: 

~~Q!!lH!!r: 12Q; 2Q §2 Z2 tlQ ~2 !2 ~Q ~2 12 Q~ 
Retailer OX 10 20 30 40 50 60 70 80 90 100X 

I I I 
Total Wholesaler Equally Shared Total Retai ler 
Responsibility Responllibi 11 ty Responsibi Ii ty 

For each of the following activities, PLEASE CIRCLE THE RESPONSE which 
represents your opinion of HOW THE RESPONSIBILITV SHOULD BE DIVIDED, although 
that may be different than how the responsibility is actually divided. HOM 
Ihould the relponlibility be divided for the follo.lng activitiel? 

a. Defective .erchandile cr~ditl and returns 

!!~!!!!l!!!!r: 
Retailer 

12Q~ 
OX 

2Q 
10 

§2 
20 

Z2 
30 

62 
40 

~Q 
50 

!Q 
60 

~Q 
70 

2Q 
80 

b. Setting Itore financial standards (credit arrange'ents, cash flow) 

~~Q!!!!!!!lr: 
Retailer 

12Q~ 
OX 

2Q 
10 

§2 
20 

Z2 
30 

tlQ 
40 

c. Advertising .aterials, copy, and decisionl 

~~Q!!~!!!r: 
Retailer 

1QQ~ 
OX 

2Q 
10 

d. Retail prici dlciaionl 

§2 
20 

ZQ 
30 

~Q 
40 

~Q 
50 

:12 
50 

!2 
60 

!Q 
60 

~Q 
70 

~2 
70 

22 
80 

20 
90 

1Q ~~ 
90 1001 

12 Q! 
90 100X 

10 Q~ 
90 1001 

~~!!!!U!!r: 12Q~ 2Q §2 Z2.... 62 ~Q !2 ~Q i2 12 Q! 
Retailer OX 10 20 30 40 SO 60 70 80 90 1001 

---------------------------------------~-----------------------------------------
e. Providing Iffectivi .tore laYDut and dilplay 

~~!?!!!!!!!r: 
Retailer 

122:; 
ox 

22 
10 

§2 
20 

1Q 
30 

~Q 
40 

~2 
50 

!2 
60 

;!Q 
70 

~Q 
80 

f. "aking It ore flcility decilionl (location, buildings, Ind land) 

~~Q!!!!!hr: 
Retailer 

122:; 
01 

22 
10 

§Q 
20 

Z2 
30 

~2 
40 

~2 
50 

!Q 
60 

~Q 
70 

~Q 
eo 

12 Q! 
90 1001 

10 2~ 
90 lCJOt 
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g. Seneration and .aintenance of financial record I of storel 

~~e!!~!!!~ 
Retailer 

!QQ! 
ox 

2Q 
10 

~Q 
20 

ZQ 
30 

~Q 
40 

~Q 
SO 

h. Deciding on the allort.ent of store 8erchandile 

~!!:e!!H!!!l~ 
Retailer 

!22! 
OX 

22 
10 

~2 
20 

ZQ 
30 

~Q 
40 

i!2 
50 

!Q 
60 

!2 
60 

~2 
70 

~Q 
70 

i. Ownership and storage of back-up .tock of inventory 

~~e!!!!!!t 
Retai ler 

j. Setting 
product 

~~e!@~!!!!t 
Retailer 

!Q2! 
OX 

!l2 
10 

112. Z2 
20 30 

~Q 
40 

~2 
SO 

product infor.ation froD 8anufacturerl 
defech, product avai labi 1i ty) 

!22! !l2 112 Z2 tlQ so 
OX 10 20 30 40 50 

40 
~O 

~2 
70 

(about new 

!Q 30 
60 70 

~2 
80 

~2 
80 

20 
80 

256 

!2 2! 
90 100% 

!2 2! 
90 100X 

10 01 
90 100l 

product", 

£2 !2 2~ 
80 90 100% 

2. In thi" next "et of que"tion", you are asked to assess how well the wholelaler 
carries out the respon"ibilities that you feel are appropriate. For lo.e 
services and activities listed below, the wholesaler .ay provide tlORE THAN 

•• 

you think is appropriate. In other cases, the wholesaler may provide the 
SAME AS or LESS THAN WHAT YOU THINK APPROPRIATE. 

In PART (1) of eath question, CIRCLE THE NU"BER (0 to 10) which represent" your 
opinion of what the wholesaler is SUPPOSED TO PROVIDE TO STORES. In PART (2) 
of each question, CIRCLE THE NU"BER (0 to 10) which represents your opinion 
of what the wholesaler ACTUALLY DOES PROVIDE TO STORES. 

Concerning store Danage.ent advice (how "tore ownerl should run their "tares) 

( 1) the wholesaler is lupposed to provide: 

0 2 3 4 5 to 7 8 9 10 
None Little tloderate A.ountli Uuite A Lot A Great Deal 

(2) the wholesaler actually provides: 

0 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 
None Little tloderate Allounh Quite A Lot A Great Deal 

---------------------------------------------.. ------------------------------------
b. Concerning dealer brands priced under nati~nal brandl 

(1) the wholesal er is suppoled to providel 

0 2 :5 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 
None Little tloderate Amounts Quite A Lot A Great Deal 

(2) the wholesaler actually provides: 

0 2 :5 4 5 6 7 B 9 10 
None Little tloderate II10unh QuUe A Lot A Greit Deal 



c. Concerning sile advertises.ntl for III retail Itores 

(11 the "holesaler is supposed to provide: 

o 
None 

2 
Little 

3 4 5 6 
"oderate Amounts 

(21 the "holesller Ictually provides I 

o 
None 

2 
Little 

3 4 5 6 
"oderate Aeountl 

7 

7 
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B 9 10 
lIuill! A Lot A Sreat Deal 

B 9 10 
lIuite A Lot A Sreat Deal 

d. Concerning diltrict Illes alnlger (reprelentative' lervice and Vilitl 

(11 the "holesaler is supposed to provide: 

o 
None 

2 
Little 

3 4 5 6 
"oderate Amounts 

(21 the Mholesaler actually providell 

o 
None 

2 
Little 

3 4 5 6 
"oderate Asountl 

e. Concerning credit and finlncing for Itores 

(11 the Mholesaler is 5upposed to provide: 

o 
None 

2 
Little 

3 4 5 6 
Hoderate Amount5 

(21 the Mholesaler actually providel: 

o 
None 

2 
Little 

3 4 5 6 
"ode. ate Amounts 

7 B 10 
Quite A Lot A Sreat Deal 

7 8 10 
Quite A Lot A Sreat Deal 

7 B 10 
Quite A Lot A Sreat Deal 

7 B 10 
Quite A Lot A Sreat Deal 

f. Concerning additionl to the current product allortatnt available to stores 

(11 the Mholesaler is supposed to provide: 

o 
None 

2 
Little 

3 4 5 6 
Hoderate A.ount, 

(21 the wholesaler Ictually providesl 

o 
None 

2 
Little 

3 4 5 6 
HoderAte A.ounts 

7 B 10 
Qui te A Lot A Sreat Deal 

7 B 10 
Quite A Lot A Sreat Deal 

-----------------------------------------------------------------.-.---------------
g. Concerning Idvice and prograDs for Itore dilpllY 

(11 the "holesaler is supposed to provide: 

o 
None 

2 
Little 

3 4 5 6 
Hoderate Amounts 

(21 the wholesaler Ictually provides: 

o 
None 

2 
Little 

3 4 5 6 
"oderale A.ounts 

7 B 10 
Quite A Lot A Sreat Dul 

7 B 9 10 
Quile A Lot A !;real Deal 



258 

II d 

h. Concerning productl with high groll .arginl for the retailer 

III the wholeuler is supposed to prDvidel 

0 2 3 4 5 6 7 e 9 10 
None little Hoderate Allounts Quite A lot A 6reAt Deal 

(21 the wholeuler actually providn: 

0 2 3 4 5 6 7 e 9 10 
None little Hoderate Amounts Quite A lot A Great Deal 

-----------------------------------------------------------------------------------
1. Concerning product infor.ation, brochurel, and puphhh 

(11 the IIholeu1er is supposed to provide: 

0 2 3 4 5 6 7 e 9 
None little Hoderate Allounts Quite A lot 

(21 the .. holesaler actually providesl 

0 2 3 4 5 6 7 B 
None little Hoderate AIiDunts Quite A lot 

j. Concerning handling of defective or daAAged productl 

(11 the .. holesaler is supposed to provide: 

o 
None 

2 
little 

3 4 5 6 
Hoderate Allounts 

(21 the IIholelaler actually provides: 

o 
None 

2 
little 

3 4 5 6 
Moderate Allounts 

k. Concerning store inventory .anagelllnl alliltance 

(11 the IIholesaler is supposed to providel 

3 4 5 6 o 
None 

2 
little Hoderate Allountl 

(21 the IIholesaler actually provide.: 

7 e 
Quite A lot 

7 e 
Quite A lot 

7 e 
Quite A lot 

9 

9 

9 

9 

10 
A Great Deal 

10 
A Great Deal 

10 
A 6rut Deal 

10 
A Great Dul 

10 
A Great Deal 

o 2 3 4 5 6 7 e 9 10 
None little Hoderate Allounts Quite A Lot A Great Deal 

----------------------------------------------------------------------------------. 
1. Concerning regional or national advertiling 

(1) the .. holesaler is supposed to provide: 

o 
None 

2 
Little 

3 4 5 6 
Hoderate Amounts 

(21 the wholesaler actually provide,: 

o 
None 

2 
Little 

3 4 5 6 
Hoder.te Amounts 

7 B 9 10 
guite A Lot A Great Deal 

7 B 9 10 
Quite A Lot A Gr eat Deil 
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PART II I 
The final part of the questionnaire contains a feN 
questions about you and your business experience. 

1. First, .. hat is the length of your experience in the folloNing areas? For each 
area, please indicate the NUM8ER OF YEARS YOU HAVE BEEN: 

a. in retailing or wholesaling (nu.ber of years) 

b. in additional busineS5 areas 

c. e.ployed by this wholesaler 

d. a district representative to stores 
(for this .. holesaler) 

e. a representative in your current 
district 

2. Concerning the STORES you are assigned to cover: 

b. How .any stores are assigned to you? 

3. Concerning the TRAININB provided to you by your .. holesaler: 

a. For the folloNing areas of training, CIRCLE THE NUMBER (1 to 6) which 
indicates YOUR ASSESSMENT OF THE TRAININ6 RECENTLY PROVIDED: 

(1) Perlonnel Training 

Not at all 
Beneficial To tie 

(2) Sales Training 

Not at ;all 
Beneficial To tie 

2 

2 

(31 Operationl Training 

1 2 
Not at all 

Beneficial To tie 

3 

3 

3 

4 5 6 
Extreaely 

Beneficial To 

4 5 6 
Extrnel y 

Beneficial To 

4 5 6 
Extrearly 

Beneficial To 

b. To .. hat extent have your wholesaler's recent training efforts helped 
in the perfor.ance of your Job? (CIRCLE YOUR RESPONSE) 

0 2 3 4 5 6 

tie 

tie 

tie 

you 

Not Very So.e- tloderately Iluih Very ExtrUlely 
at all Little .. h.t A Bit tluth 
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4. Finally, please answer the following questions about yourself. (~ARK THE 
CORRECT RESPONSE WITH AN ·X·' 

a. Are you: ~ale ____ _ 

b. Are you: Age 18 - 24 

25 - 34 

35 - 44 

Feaa1e 

Age 45 - 54 

55 - 64 

65 Dr over 
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c. What is the highest level of education you have completed? (CHECK ONE' 

Pre-high school College degree _____ ("ajorl __________ , 

High school Graduate study _____ ("aJori 

Graduate degree _____ (~ajorl 

•••••••••••••••••••••••• 1 ••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 

That's it -- I again thank you for your tiee and effort in coepleting this study. 
Please use the reeaining space to coeeent on either the study Dr on your job a5 a 
district representative to stores. 

Return the completed questionnaire in the envelope provided and feel free to 
contact ee about the study. ~OUR HELP IS GREATLY APPRECIATED! 

•••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 



APPENDIX III 

SAMPLE LETTERS AND FOLLOW-UP MATERIAL 

The following letters were used to encourage participation in the 

research by retail store owners and wholesale district representatives. 
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SAMPLE LETTER TO WHOLESALE REPRESENTATIVE 

Dear (representative), 

(The company) is participating in a study of store programs and 
services. (Representatives) have been chosen to participate because 
they provide direct contact with independent (company) store owners. 
I am asking all to complete a question booklet. The questions ask 
for your opinion about your job, the assistance provided to you by 
(the company), and the services and programs provided to dealer
owned stores. I am also conducting a study of store owners about 
their jobs, association with (the company), and stores. 

The study has two major purposes. First, as a teacher of 
business students at (university), it is important to maintain 
contact with business and to present realistic and helpful lectures 
and reading materials to the students. One way to accomplish these 
goals is to seek the opinions of experienced business people, like 
yourself. 

The second purpose of the study is to provide you with a con
fidential way to express your opinions of (the company's) assistance 
to (representatives) and to stores. (The company) will receive the 
overall results of the study, designed to suggest service improvement. 
I will use the study to develop teaching and research materials, but 
the results will in no way be connected to you, your district, or 
(the company). I want to assure you that individual replies of 
(representatives) will not be analyzed or reported in any way. I 
have written a number on your question booklet corresponding to my 
own numbering of my mailing list. This is so that I may check your 
name off the mailing list when your booklet is returned. Neither 
your name or your district, area, or territory number will ever be 
placed on the booklet. A return envelope has been provided for 
sending the booklet to me. Completed booklets will remain in my 
possession. 

Thank you very much for taking your time to complete the 
questionnaire. Since there are differences among the various 
territories, it is important to hear from each of you. I would be 
most happy to answer any questions you might have -- please call 
me at the Marketing Department. 

Your prompt reply is appreciated. I am looking forward to 
hearing from you within the next week to ten days. Thank you! 
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SAMPLE LETTER TO RETAILERS 

Dear (company) Store Owner: 

Your store has been chosen for participation in a study of 
(company) stores. This study is about the retail store owner's 
job, the relationship to wholesalers, and the store's needs and 
accomplishments. I am asking store owners to complete a question 
booklet. The questions ask for your opinion about your job, your 
store, and your association with a wholesaler -- (company). I am 
also conducting a study of district (representatives). 

There are two major reasons for the study. First, as a teacher 
of business students at (university), it is important to maintain 
contact with business and to present realistic and helpful lectures 
and reading materials to the students. One way to accomplish these 
goals is to seek the opinions of experienced business people, like 
yourself. 

The second purpose of the study is to provide you with a con
fidential way to express your opinions of the services provided by 
(company) to stores. (Company) will receive a report of the overall 
results of the study, designed to suggest changes in services 
offered or areas of disagreement between the wholesaler and retailers. 
I will use the study to develop teaching and research materials, but 
the results will in no way be connected to you, your store, or 
(the company). I want to assure you that individual replies of 
store owners will not be analyzed or reported in any way. I have 
written a number on your question booklet for my mailing purposes 
only. This is so that I may check your store off my mailing list 
when your booklet is returned. Neither your name or your store's 
location will ever be placed on the booklet. The completed booklets 
will remain in my possession, and (company) will not know which 
stores have participated or responded. 

Thank you very much for taking your time to complete the question 
booklet. It is important to hear from you, whether your store is 
large or small, delighted or disappointed with certain services of 
(company). I would be most happy to answer any questions you might 
have -- please call me at the Marketing Department. 

Your prompt reply is appreciated; please return your booklet 
to me in the return envelope 1 have enclosed. I am looking forward 
to hearing from you within the next week or ten days. Thank you! 
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SAMPLE LETTER FROM WHOLESALER 

Dear (store owner) : 

In an effort to improve the service to our (company stores), we 
are participating in a study of (company stores) and (represen
tatives). The study is being conducted by (researcher) of (uni
versity). Within the next few weeks, (researcher) will be sending 
questionnaires to a random selection of 1,000 (company) store 
owners. 

We believe that those of you selected for participation will find 
the study interesting. This study provides each participant with 
a confidential way to express your thoughts, concerns and evaluation 
relative to our performance as your principle supplier. A parallel 
study is also being conducted by (researcher) with our (represen
tatives). 

(Company) will deliver the questionnaires to the selected stores. 
However, all returns will be mailed directly to and tabulated by 
(researcher) in the provided return envelope. To ensure that all 
responses will be confidential, your name, store location, and 
the (company) name will not be placed on the questionnaire. 

(Researcher) is a former store owner in the ( ) business and 
has continued her interest in the Retail and Wholesale business. 
This study will be used in developing teaching materials for 
students in marketing. (Company) will receive a report of the 
overall results from (researcher). We will not receive individual 
replies. 

In the next few weeks, the selected stores will receive the ques
tionnaires. Please take time to complete and return the question
naire to (researcher). Your candid and prompt reply will be 
appreciated by her and (company). Your thoughts and concerns are 
important to (company) and by understanding your needs we can 
develop plans to provide better service. 

Sincerely, 

Senior Vice President-Sales 



FOLLOW UP POSTCARDS 

Dear Store Owner: 

Thank you for your particiaption in the study of (company) 
stores. As a selected store owner, you should have received a 
questionnaire from me by now. If you have not yet received 
the questionnaire, please call me -- I will send one directly 
to you. 
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By participating, you are taking advantage of a confidential 
way to express our opinions and concerns as a store owner. As 
I receive the returned questionnaires, I am tabulating them here 
at (university), so that no individual's responses are identified. 

I am looking forward to receiving your completed question
naire in the next week. I will also be most happy to answer 
any questions you might have about the study or the results. 
Thank you! 

Phone: 

Dear (representative): 

Thank you for your participation in the study of (company) 
programs. By now, you should have received a questionnaire from 
me. If you have not yet received the questionnaire, please call 
me -- I will send one directly to you. 

I would like to repeat that your responses to the questions 
are confidential. As I receive the returned questionnaire, I am 
tabulating them here at (university), so that no individual's, 
territories, or districts are identified. 

I am looking forward to receiving your completed question
naire in the next week. If you have any questions about the study 
or the results, please contact me at the marketing department. 
Thanks again! 

Phone: 
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FOLLOW UP LETTER TO REPRESENTATIVE 

Dear Mr. ( ) : 

(Company's) participation in the study of store programs and 
services is progressing quite well. Approximately 400 store owners 
have returned completed questionnaires, and over 80 percent of the 
(representatives') responses have been received. Stores within 
your territory have completed questionnaires, but, as yet, I have 
not received a survey response from you. 

If you have already mailed your response, thank you; I'm 
sure it will arrive here shortly. I have enclosed a questionnaire 
and return envelope, in case you did not receive one, or have mis
placed yours. Please take a few minutes in your busy schedule to 
complete the questions and return the questionnaire to me. 

Let me reiterate that your response is confidential and will 
not be identified by name or territory number. The response is 
matched to store owners' responses from your territory and becomes 
part of averages only. The store owner's response can be included 
in the full study ONLY if your assessment of the programs and 
services is received. The study is in no wayan evaluation of your 
performance or of store owner's performance, but is designed to 
suggest areas in which (company) can better aid (representatives) 
and store owners. Those responding will not be identified. 

Thank you very much for taking your time to complete the 
questionnaire. I am looking forward to hearing from you within 
the next week to ten days. 



APPENDIX IV 

MULTI-ITEM SCALE ANALYSIS 

The following pages report item correlations and exploratory 

factor analysis of the multiple-item scales used in the research. The 

scales are presented by construct, in the following order: 

1. Member satisfaction; 

2. Conflict; 

3. Cooperation; 

4. Cooperation disparity; 

5. Performance; 

5. Performance disparity; 

7. Power; 

8. Role stress; 

9. Role expectaticns; and 

10. Role dissensus. 

267 



1. ANALYSIS OF SATISFACTION SCALE 
(DEGREE OF SATISFACTION) 

ITEM 

GENERAL FACTOR: 
(Eigenvalue = 5.11; 46.5% Variance) 

1. Assistance in managing my store 

2. Product assortment provided 

3. Handling of merchandise orders 

~. Financing and credit arrangements 

5. Quality of products provided 

5. Assistance in reaching sales goals 

7. Provision of profit opportunity 

3. Advertising programs and support 

ITEM
TOTAL R* 

.66 

.47 

.57 

.48 

.57 

.69 

.50 

.61 

9. Service from wholesaler personnel .62 

10. Display and promotional assistance .64 

11. Provision of information about products .62 
and contact to manufacturers 

(DROPPED FROM SCALE: 

12. Transportation and delivery of products .20 

* Item-to-total correlation 

FACTOR 
LOADINGS 

.76 

.54 

.61 

.55 

.65 

.78 

.71 

.71 

.71 

.73 

.70 
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2. ANALYSIS OF CONFLICT SCALE 
(FREQUENCY OF DISAGREEMENT) 

ITEM/FACTOR ITEM- FACTOR LOADINGS 
TOTAL R 1 2 3 4 

STORE MANAGEMENT: 
(Eigenvalue = 6.90; 34.5% variance) 
l. Store layout and display .55 .60 .18 .11 .36 
2. Purchases from other suppliers .51 .58 .00 .20 .42 
3. Store sales goals .55 .58 .02 .19 .46 
4. Store buldings and fixtures .49 .80 .14 .18 -.05 
5. Store policies and management .5'5 .83 .19 .15 .00 
6. Wholesaler service through .55 .50 .36 .19 .12 

representative 

ADVERTISING AND MARGINS: 
(Eigenvalue = 1.70; 8.5% variance) 
7. Preprinted, advertised sales .53 .01 .60 u20 .35 
8. Gross margin achieved by store .53 .03 .75 .14 .22 
9. Retail prices .62 .19 .67 .34 .12 

10. Regional or national advertising .54 .26 .68 .14 .07 

WHOLESALER RESPONSIBILITIES: 
(Eigenvalue - 1.15; 5.8% variance) 
11. Return of defective merchandise .40 .00 .07 .66 .23 
12. Freight service and terms .57 .24 .20 .53 .21 
13. Quality of products provided .55 .14 .31 .57 .20 
14. Minimum order amounts .51 .40 .13 .52 -.03 

PRODUCT/INVENTORY: 
(Eigenvalue = 1.01; 5.0% variance) 
15. Store inventory amounts and types .57 .37 .44 -.04 .50 
16. Product availability .51 .03 .23 .28 .70 
17. Assortment of products provided .52 .12 .26 .17 .70 

(DROPPED FROM SCALE) 

18. Competition between stores .38 .14 .32 .21 .21 
19. Manufacturer special/direct orders .51 .19 .33 .45 .15 
20. Financing and credit arrangements .52 .29 .42 .43 -.04 



3. ANALYSIS OF COOPERATION SCALE 
(PRESCRIBEO - RECEIVEO LEVELS) 
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ITEM/FACTOR ITEM- FACTOR LOADINGS 
TOTAL R 1 2 3 

STORE MANAGEMENT: 
(Eigenvalue = 3.77; 31.4% variance) 
1. Store management advice .38 
2. Representative service and visits .51 
3. Advice and programs for store display .56 
4. Store inventory management assistance .50 

PRODUCT RELATED: 
(Eigenvalue = 1.14; 9.5% variance) ,.. Dealer brands priced under national .33 :). 

brands 
6. Products with high gross margins .40 
7. Product information .49 
8. Handling of defective products .40 

ADVERTISING: 
(Eigenvalue = 1.05; 8.7% variance) 
9. Sale advertisements .34 

10. Regional or national advertising .28 

(DROPPED FROM SCALE) 

11. Credit and financing .47 
12. Additions to product assortment .23 

.77 

.64 

.65 

.68 

.21 

.10 

.15 

.10 

.16 

.06 

.35 

.38 

.04 

.20 

.18 

.22 

.54 

.65 

.64 

.67 

-.03 
.37 

.25 

.35 

.02 

.29 

.33 

.13 

-.01 

.16 

.26 

.13 

.76 

.70 

.47 
-.20 



4. ANALYSIS OF COOPERATION DISPARITY SCALE 
(ABSOLUTE VALUE OF PRESCRIBED-RECEIVED) 

ITEM/FACTOR 

STORE MANAGEMENT/ADVERTISING: 
(Eigenvalue = 3.81; 31.7% variance) 
1. Store management advice 
2. Inventory management assistance 
3. Regional or national advertising 

GENERAL: 
(Eigenvalue = 1.45; 12.1% variance) 
4. Dealer brands priced under national 

brands 
5. Credit and financing 
5. Additions to product assortment 

ITEM
TOTAL R 

.42 

.57 

.57 

.40 

.35 

.35 
7. Advice and programs for store display .48 
8. Products with high gross margins .47 
9. Product information .48 

10. Handling of defective products .41 

(DROPPED FROM SCALE) 

11. Sale advertisements for all stores .40 
12. Representative service and visits .24 

FACTOR LOADINGS 
1 2 

.54 

.95 

.95 

.14 

.04 

.08 

.34 

.19 

.32 

.22 

.02 

.45 

.25 

.07 

.07 

.59 

.59 

.55 

.51 

.62 

.50 

.50 

.44 

.42 
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ITEM 

5. ANALYSIS OF PERFORMANCE SCALES 
(GOAL ACHIEVEMENT) 

ITEM
TOTAL R 

GENERAL FACTOR: 
(Eigenvalue = 3.08; 61.7% variance) 
1. Sales performance (level of net sales, .68 

growth in sales) 
2. Financial position (cash flow, debt, .69 

accounts receivable) 
3. Competitive performance (market share, .68 

competing for customers) 
4. Business expansion (inventory, buildings, .51 

number of employees) 
5. Profit performance (net profit) .68 

(TARGET PERFORMANCE) 
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FACTOR 
LOADINGS 

.82 

.81 

.81 

.67 

.81 

ITEM/FACTOR ITEM
TOTAL R 

FACTOR LOADINGS 

SALES PROFIT: 
(Eigenvalue = 2.79; 46.6% variance) 
1. Net sales 
2. Gross margin 
3. Net profi t 
4. Cash flow 

NON-CASH ASSETS: 
(Eigenvalue - 1.26; 21.0% variance) 
5. Inventory levels 
5. Accounts receivable 

.52 

.61 

.65 

.55 

.26 

.29 

1 2 

.64 

.89 

.92 

.77 

.07 

.11 

.29 

.02 

.01 

.13 

.82 

.80 



ITEM 

6. ANALYSIS OF PERFORMANCE-DISPARITY SCALES 
(GOAL ACHIEVEMENT) 

ITEM
TOTAL R 

GENERAL FACTOR: 
{Eigenvalue= 2.80; 56.0% variance) 
1. Sales performance (level of net sa 1 es, .50 

growth in sales) 
2. Financial position (cash flow, debt, .62 

accounts receivable) 
3. Competitive performance (market share, .59 

competing for customers) 
4. Business expansion (inventory, buildings, .52 

number of employees) 
5. Profit performance (net profit) .60 

(TARGET PERFORMANCE) 
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FACTOR 
LOADINGS 

.77 

• 77 

• 75 

.69 

. 75 

ITEM/FACTOR ITEM
TOTAL R 

FACTOR LOADINGS 

SALES PROFIT: 
{Eigenvalue = 2.96; 49.3% variance) 
1. Net sales 
2. Gross margin 
3. Net profit 
4. Cash flow 

NON-CASH ASSETS: 
(Eigenvalue= 1.04; 17.1% variance) 
5. Inventory 1 eve 1 s 
6. Accounts receivable 

.51 

.64 

.57 

.65 

.44 

.35 

1 2 

.67 

.88 

.90 

.60 

.22 

.06 

.21 

.10 

.12 

.29 

• 73 
.82 



7. ANALYSIS OF POWER SCALES 
(POWER SOURCES) 

ITEM/FACTOR 

NONECONOMIC POWER SOURCES: 
(Eigenvalue = 5.00; 35.7% variance) 

ITEM
TOTAL R 

1. The information my wholesaler .66 
provides about how to better run my 
business makes sense. (Information) 

2. I consider my wholesaler's requests .71 
because they are based on good 
information. (Information) 

3. My wholesaler has a lot of experience .75 
and usually knows best. (Expertise) 

4. The wholesaler is more likely to be .72 
right because of wholesaler expertise. 
(Expertise) 

5. In general, my wholesaler's opinions .71 
and values are similar to mine. 
(Referent) 

5. I generally conduct my business similar .65 
to the way my wholesaler would. 
(Referent) 

ECONOMIC POWER SOURCES: 
(Eigenvalue = 2.76; 19.8% variance) 
7. If I don't comply with requests, the .50 

wholesaler can delay deliveries or 
refuse service and discounts to me. 
(Coercive) 

8. I follow wholesaler suggestions in .60 
order to avoid losing service or 
discounts. (Coercive) 

9. If I comply with requests, the .44 
wholesaler will reward me with better 
service. (Reward) 

10. The wholesaler can make me follow .58 
policies because of our contract. 
(Legal) 

11. My contract requires me to comply with .61 
wholesaler suggestions. (Legal) 

12. I am obligated to follow wholesaler .61 
requests. (Traditional legitimate) 

FACTOR LOADINGS 
1 2 

.82 

.82 

.83 

.78 

.84 

.75 

.11 

.06 

.23 

.02 

.14 

.14 

-.02 

.11 

.17 

.23 

-.01 

.12 

.65 

.75 

.57 

.74 

.79 

.79 

274 



POWER SCALES--Continued 

ITEM/FACTOR 

(DROPPED FROM SCALE) 

ITEM
TOTAL R 

13. I generally comply with wholesaler .34 
requests in order to receive better 
service and allowances. (Reward) 

14. Because of the wholesaler's position, .36 
the wholesaler has the right to 
influence my behavior. (Traditional 
legitimate) 
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FACTOR LOADINGS 
1 2 

.36 .39 

.31 .42 



(POWER INFLUENCE SCALE) 

ITEM/FACTOR 

NONECONOMIC POWER INFLUENCE: 
(Eigenvalue = 2.91; 41.6% variance) 
1. Knowing that the wholesaler has 

information about the industry. 
(Information) 

2. Relying on the experience of the 
wholesaler. (Expertise) 

3. Feeling that the wholesaler's values 
are similar to yours. ( Referent) 

4. Feeling that the wholesaler has the 
right to make suggestions and 
requests. ( Legitimate) 

ECONOMIC POWER INFLUENCE: 
(Eigenvalue = 1.34; 19.2% variance) 
5. Delays in delivery or refusal of 

servce or discounts. (Coercive) 
6. Rewards such as improved service or 

higher margins. ( Reward) 
7. The terms of your contract. (Legal) 

ITEM
TOTAL R 

.52 

.74 

.65 

.52 

.35 

.35 

.32 
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FACTOR LOADINGS 
1 2 

.79 .21 

.B6 .OB 

.75 .12 

.65 .24 

-.14 .80 

.27 .67 

.23 .54 



8. ANALYSIS OF ROLE STRESS SCALE 
(STRESS FREQUENCY) 

ITEM/FACTOR 

WHOLESALER RELATED: 
(Eigenvalue = 3.57; 32.5% variance) 
1. Unclear wholesaler expectations 
2. Information needed to perform job* 
3. Disagreement on responsibilities 
4. Influence on wholesaler decision~* 
5. Decisions against owner's better 

judgment 
6. Wholesaler agreement* 

WORK LOAD: 
(Eigenvalue = 1.44; 13.1% variance) 
7. Amount of work interferes with 

performance 
8. Job interferes with personal life 
9. Too heavy a work load 

(DROPPED FROM SCALE) 

10. Clear customer expectations* 
11. Clear employee expectations* 
12. Conflicting demands from various people 

* Item reverse coded. 

ITEM
TOTAL R 

.35 

.55 

.49 

.34 

.44 

.58 

.48 

.40 

.44 

.19 

.35 

.45 
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FACTOR LOADINGS 
1 2 

.50 

.65 

.71 

.56 

.57 

.81 

.21 

.08 

.11 

.38 

.41 

.11 

.20 

.09 

.01 

.20 

.09 

.75 

.77 

.81 

.22 

.38 



9. ANALYSIS OF ROLE EXPECTATIONS SCALES 
(DIVISION OF RESPONSIBILITIES) 
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ITEM/FACTOR ITEM
TOTAL R 

FACTOR LOADINGS 

STORE MANAGEMENT: 
(Eigenvalue = 2.10; 34.9% variance) 
1. Store facility decisions 
2. Store financial records 
3. Assortment of store merchandise 
4. Inventory ownership and storage 

ADVERTISING PRICE: 
(Eigenvalue = 1.14; 19.1% variance) 
5. Advertising materials and decisions 
6. Retail price decisions 

(DROPPED FROM SCALE) 

7. Defective merchandise returns 
8. Setting store fina~cial standards 
9. Providing store layout and display 

10. Getting product information 

.40 

.31 

.54 

.27 

.30 

.29 

.07 

.38 

.47 

.09 

1 2 

.73 

.56 

.69 

.64 

.01 

.08 

.46 

.47 

.05 

.17 

.31 
-.16 

.78 

.71 

.36 

.47 



ROLE EXPECTATIONS--Continued 
(PRESCRIBED LEVELS) 

ITEM/FACTOR 

STORE MANAGEMENT: 
(Eigenvalue = 3.80; 31.6% variance) 
1. Store management advice 
2. Dealer brands priced under national 

brands 
3. Sale advertisements for all stores 
4. Representative service and visits 
5. Advice and programs for store display 
5. Store inventory management assistance 

PRODUCT/ADVERTISING PROVISION: 
(Eigenvalue = 1.32; 11.1% variance) 
7. Products with high gross margins 
8. Product information 
9. Handling of defective products 

10. Regional or national advertising 

(DROPPED FROM SCALE) 

11. Credit and financing 
12. Additions to product assortmant 

ITEM
TOTAL R 

.38 

.27 

.38 

.52 

.63 

.45 

.45 

.40 

.41 

.43 

.40 

.46 
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FACTOR LOADINGS 
1 2 

.68 

.52 

.61 

.53 

.72 

.51 

.04 

.18 

.10 

.18 

.44 

.46 

-.02 
-.01 

.08 

.36 

.31 

.29 

.74 

.74 

.58 

.62 

.31 

.36 



10. ANALYSIS OF ROLE DISSENSUS SCALES 
(DIVISION OF RESPONSIBILITIES) 

ITEM/FACTOR 

STORE MANAGEMENT: 
(Eigenvalue = 1.70; 34.1% variance) 
1. Setting store financial standards 
2. Store layout and display 
3. Store financial records 

ADVERTISING/ASSORTMENT: 
(Eigenvalue = 1.12; 22.4% variance) 
4. Advertising materials and decisions 
5. assortment of store merchandise 

(DROPPED FROM SCALE) 

6. Defective merchandise returns 
7. Retail price decisions 
8. Store financial records 
9. Inventory ownership and storage 

10. Getting product information 

ITEM
TOTAL R 

.27 

.22 

.23 

.22 

.24 

-.14-
.19 
.17 
.02 

-.13 
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FACTOR LOADINGS 
1 2 

.68 

.64 

.76 

-.05 
.24 

.13 

.11 
-.02 

.85 

.74 



ROLE DISSENSUS SCALES--Continued 
(PRESCRIBED LEVELS) 

ITEM/FACTOR 

STORE MANAGEMENT: 
(Eigenvalue = 2.24; 24.9% variance) 
1. Store management advice 
2. Sale advertisements for all stores 
3. Representative service and visits 
4. Advice and programs for store display 

PRODUCT/FINANCING PROVISION: 
(Eigenvalue - 1.12; 12.4% variance) 
5. Credit and financing 
6. Products with high gross margins 
7. Product information 
8. Handling of defective products 

(DROPPED FROM SCALE) 

9. Dealer brands priced under national 
brands 

10. Additions to product assortment 
11. Store inventory management assistance 
12. Regional or national advertising 

ITEM
TOTAL R 

.29 

.25 

.36 

.45 

.21 
-.22 

.25 

.41 

.19 

.31 

.39 

.08 

281 

FACTOR LOADINGS 
1 2 

.66 

.59 

.53 

.63 

.02 

.02 

.08 

.10 

.28 

.43 

-.02 
-.11 

.17 

.30 

.58 

.64 

.59 

.68 

.35 

.42 
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