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JOSEPH P. CANNON and WILLIAM D. PERREAULT JR.* 

During the past decade, marketing managers and scholars have fo- 
cused increased attention on buyer-seller relationships in business mar- 
kets. This article contributes to the emerging body of knowledge in this im- 
portant arena. Building from theories of relationships and empirical 
research across several disciplines, the authors specify six key underly- 
ing dimensions (connectors) that characterize the manner in which buy- 
ers and sellers relate and conduct relationships. Measures for these rela- 
tionship connectors (information exchange, operational linkages, legal 
bonds, cooperation, and relationship-specific adaptations by buyers and 
sellers) are developed in a series of pretests. Then, on the basis of rela- 
tionship profiles for more than 400 buyer-seller relationships sampled 
from a wide array of industries and market situations, the authors apply 
numerical taxonomy to develop an empirically based classification of dif- 
ferent types of business relationships. Contrary to approaches used in 
much of the extant literature, taxonomic methods do not rely on an as- 
sumption that the connectors are highly intercorrelated or that they com- 
bine in some linear fashion to form a single underlying dimension. 
Furthermore, the research specifies antecedent market and purchase 
situations and shows that they affect when specific types of relationships 
are used. The research also shows how customer satisfaction and evalu- 
ations of supplier performance vary across different types of relation- 
ships. The results provide new insights about the nature of relationships 

in business markets. 

Buyer-Seller Relationships in Business 

Markets 

In today's business-to-business markets, there is intense 
pressure to improve the efficiency and effectiveness of both 
marketing and procurement efforts. Firms everywhere are 
seeking ways to perform these critical functions better while 
reducing costs in the value-adding process (Dertzousas, 
Lester, and Solow 1989). Similarly, marketing scholars in- 
terested in this arena are critically rethinking previously 
embraced theories, empirical results, and normative pre- 
scriptions, some of which are proving to be outdated in to- 
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gestions from four anonymous JMR reviewers and various colleagues, es- 
pecially Sundar Bharadwaj, Richard Blackburn, Jay Klompmaker, 
Charlotte Mason, Hayagreeva Rao, and John Workman. 

day's highly competitive global markets (Ha'kansson and 
Snehota 1995; Webster 1992). Even in markets that are not 
facing the revenue and cost strains of late product life cycle 
stages, fast changes in technology, business practices, and 
economic conditions are calling for new ways of addressing 
old problems. 

Nowhere has such new thinking been more evident than 
in the arena of relationships in business-to-business mar- 
kets. Innovative managers worldwide are experimenting 
with a myriad of approaches to make relationships with their 
business suppliers and customers more productive and en- 
during. Some of these efforts are linked closely to broader 
initiatives. For example, efforts to implement total quality 
management or process reengineering often require a coor- 
dinated effort across the whole value chain. Many manufac- 
turing firms are relying on fewer suppliers and becoming in- 
volved in closer relationships with those that remain 
(Emshwiller 1991). Similarly, just-in-time delivery/invento- 
ry systems and computerized order placement technologies 
often require more closely coupled relationships between 
suppliers and their business customers (Anderson and Narus 
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1990; Frazier, Spekman, and O'Neal 1988). In spite of these 
trends, the move to cooperative, harmonious relationships is 
not universal, and many companies continue to rely on the 
competitive market and a more transactional orientation 
(Kelly and Kerwin 1993). 

Although there is a rich tradition of scholarly research fo- 
cused on buyer-seller relationships in business markets (es- 
pecially in channels of distribution), work in this area has 
surged in the past ten years. Building on and adapting theo- 
ries from a variety of disciplines, marketing researchers 
have provided new insights about how factors such as trust 
or commitment influence behavior in relationships (Ander- 
son and Weitz 1992; Doney and Cannon 1997; Morgan and 
Hunt 1994), how factors such as uncertainty and depend- 
ence affect characteristics of relationships (Anderson and 
Coughlan 1987; Heide and John 1990; Mohr, Fisher, and 
Nevin 1996), and the effect of relationship characteristics on 
key performance outcomes (Lusch and Brown 1996; No- 
ordewier, John, and Nevin 1990). These studies have ad- 
vanced knowledge by hypothesizing and testing linkages 
among a wide variety of relationship-relevant constructs. 

When the various conceptualizations and constructs are 
considered as a set, it is clear that a variety of different rela- 
tionship characteristics must be considered simultaneously. 
So many different constructs, based on a variety of different 
theories, have been shown to be relevant to understanding re- 
lationships that there is a need to unify and integrate research 
findings in this area. Some researchers have moved in this di- 
rection by using LISREL to analyze simultaneously multiple 
dimensions of relationships, contingent situational factors 
that moderate hypothesized linkages, or both. For example, 
Noordewier, John, and Nevin (1990) specify and test a mod- 
el that simultaneously incorporates five lower-order factors 
that model "relationalism" and show a positive relationship 
between relationalism and performance in high (but not low) 
uncertainty conditions. Adopting this same basic approach, 
Kumar, Scheer, and Steenkamp (1995) model "relationship 
quality," and Kaufmann and Dant (1992) examine a set of 
Macneil's (1980) relational norms. Explicit in these concep- 
tualizations is the assumption that the lower-order factors are 
all highly correlated and can be combined to form an under- 
lying relationship continuum that is unidimensional. 

As the preceding suggests, it makes sense to characterize 
the relationships between buyers and sellers in a variety of 
different ways. Some may be related or connected with for- 
mal contracts and others simply by trusting agreements; 
some may be connected with open communications, and 
others may treat every piece of information as a secret; some 
may be connected by a shared sense of cooperation, and 
others may act as if they were totally independent. It makes 
sense to conceptualize relationships in terms of multivariate 
profiles of these different connectors. Yet there seems to be 
little reason to assume that these connectors are all correlat- 
ed neatly and go hand-in-hand with one another. For exam- 
ple, a buyer might want to have a formal contract with a sell- 
er but not be interested in sharing much information. 

Fortunately, the literature of numerical taxonomy pro- 
vides a process and methodology for examining issues 
framed in this manner (Sneath and Sokal 1973). A set of 
unique and differentiated attributes provides the basis for 
a taxonomy, and the application of cluster analysis meth- 
ods identifies prototypical patterns or types. Drawing on 

multiple theories, previous empirical research, and obser- 
vations of business practice, we identify a set of six rela- 
tionship connectors that reflect the manner in which busi- 
ness buyers and sellers interrelate and conduct 
commercial exchange. The cluster analysis procedures 
identify prototypical patterns that reflect modal types of 
business relationships-patterns that reflect actual busi- 
ness practice. Thus, we model buyer-seller relationships 
as a simultaneous combination or mix of the relationship 
connectors. 

The purpose of this research is to contribute to the busi- 
ness marketing and procurement literature by providing 
new insights about the nature of buyer-seller relationships. 
This is accomplished by taking a different approach that 
does not rely implicitly or explicitly on the assumption that 
all characteristics of relationships are correlated. The result- 
ing classification scheme supports, extends, and challenges 
existing theory, empirical research, and theoretically de- 
rived taxonomies. 

More specifically, the contributions of this research are to 
(I) develop an empirically grounded taxonomy of business 
relationship types using a large, representative sample of ac- 
tual relationships between business customers and their sup- 
pliers as a basis and (2) compare and contrast the empirical 
taxonomy with previous empirical research, other theoreti- 
cally derived taxonomies (e.g., Dwyer, Schurr, and Oh 
1987; Heide 1994; Williamson 1985), and relationship man- 
agement practice to highlight how the findings support, 
challenge, and extend practice and the extant literature. 

These contributions are accomplished by drawing on and 
integrating different theoretical perspectives, empirical re- 
search, and observations of business practice to identify and 
specify aspects of buyer-seller relationships that differenti- 
ate the manner in which relationships are conducted. We 
subsequently develop valid and reliable measures of these 
aspects of business relationships. Finally, we provide addi- 
tional insights about the emerging taxonomy by showing 
how the relationship types are associated with a set of an- 
tecedent market and situational conditions and buying-firm 
evaluations of supplier performance and satisfaction. 

To achieve these objectives, we adopt the organization 
suggested by the methodological and marketing literature on 
development of taxonomies (cf. Bunn 1993; McKelvey 
1982; Sneath and Sokal 1973). First, we draw on theory and 
observations of business practice to identify and specify key 
characteristics of business practice along which buyer-sell- 
er relationships differ. We also draw on theory and practice 
to identify market and situational antecedents and important 
outcomes relevant to commercial exchange. Second, we dis- 
cuss the research methods used to develop the measures and 
collect the data on which the taxonomy is based. Third, we 
present results of the measurement work, the relationship 
taxonomy, and evaluation of antecedents and outcomes of 
different types of relationships. Fourth, we conclude with a 
discussion of the results and their contribution to marketing 
theory, research, and practice. 

BUYER-SELLER RELATIONSHIP CONNECTORS 

The identification and specification of relationship con- 
nectors began with a review of key theories and frameworks 
that have guided empirical research in business relation- 
ships. Several approaches have guided much of the research 
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into the nature of buyer-seller relationships.i With roots in 
social psychology, social exchange theory and theories of 
power and dependence emphasize processes that lead to sat- 
isfaction for the exchanging parties and emphasize tech- 
niques for managing dependence and uncertainty (Anderson 
and Narus 1990; Dwyer, Schurr, and Oh 1987; Frazier and 
Summers 1984; Pfeffer and Salancik 1978). Transaction 
cost analysis (TCA) focuses on identifying efficient struc- 
tures for governing transactions, and relational contracting 
adds a sociological perspective to classical contract law 
(Anderson and Weitz 1992; Heide and John 1992; Macneil 
1980; Williamson 1985). Another approach, the interaction 
model, is rich in description of business practice (Hakansson 
1982; Hallen, Johanson, and Seyed-Mohamed 1991). Each 
of these theories and frameworks emphasizes different yet 
important aspects of commercial exchange. Therefore, to 
provide a comprehensive representation of buyer-seller re- 
lationships, we draw on multiple theories, and to make cer- 
tain that our connectors are relevant to business practice, we 
conduct a series of interviews with marketing and purchas- 
ing professionals.2 

Iterating between theory and practice enabled us to de- 
velop an extensive set of potential relationship characteris- 
tics (see Cannon 1992). Our list included some factors that 
were classified best as external to the relationship itself, 
such as environmental uncertainty and characteristics of the 
product/service being purchased. Other factors (e.g., per- 
formance, satisfaction) were conceptualized best as relation- 
ship outcomes. Although some of these market and situa- 
tional antecedents and performance outcomes were included 
to validate and extend the usefulness of our taxonomy, the 
focus of this procedure was to specify relationship charac- 
teristics that provide unique and differentiated information 
about the focal phenomena. Furthermore, it was determined 
that the connectors would focus on characteristics particu- 
larly relevant to business practice. These explicit decisions 
delimit the domain of relationship aspects that provide the 
basis for the taxonomy. Therefore, we focus on aspects of 
relationships that reflect the manner in which the two parties 
interrelate and conduct commercial exchange and define re- 
lationship connectors as dimensions that reflect the behav- 
iors and expectations of behavior in a particular buyer-sell- 

I More detailed reviews of these theories and approaches already exist in 
the marketing literature. Integrative frameworks and conceptual models 
such as those developed by Stern and Reve (1980), Dwyer, Schurr, and Oh 
(1987), and Heide (1994) review several of these theories. For more spe- 
cific discussions and reviews of the power and dependence literature, see 
Hunt, Ray, and Wood (1985) or Frazier (1983); Rindfleisch and Heide 
(1997) provide a recent review of transaction cost analysis; Anderson and 
Narus (1984) discuss social exchange theory; and Wilson (1994) and Ford 
(1990) review research by the Industrial Marketing and Purchasing (IMP) 
Group. 

2Although other aspects of the research method are discussed in the re- 
search methods section, some description of the interview procedures is 
useful here. Unstructured interviews supplemented the literature review to 
identify and specify the particular dimensions that practitioners used to de- 
scribe buyer-seller relationships and validated the dimensions chosen. 
Participants were asked to describe a particular relationship with a suppli- 
er or customer. Initial interviews suggested that practitioners tended to de- 
scribe relationships by the activities and behaviors involved and helped 
identify behaviors that were most relevant. Subsequent interviews not only 
validated the dimensions suggested by our review of the literature, but also 
indicated the importance of operational linkages, a construct that did not 
emerge from our review of the academic literature. 

er relationship. The selected relationship connectors met 
these criteria. 

In Figure 1, we provide a graphic overview of the con- 
structs studied in this research. The six relationship connec- 
tors at the center of the diagram are the basis on which we 
develop the empirical taxonomy: information exchange, op- 
erational linkages, legal bonds, cooperative norms, and 
relationship-specific adaptations by buyers and sellers. As 
the descriptions that follow indicate, these connectors re- 
flect important business practices, current theory, and em- 
pirical research. We also list the antecedent conditions and 
customer evaluations expected to be associated with the re- 
lationship types. As indicated in the descriptions that follow, 
though each connector is distinct from the others, all are re- 
lated closely to other constructs in the literature and depict 
important business practices. 

Before we move to a discussion of the relationship con- 
nectors, it is useful to mention briefly other constructs that 
were not selected. The preliminary interviews focused our 
attention on the operational elements of relationships. 
Therefore, important social aspects of relationships that 
were not anchored behaviorally (e.g., trust, commitment, 
long-term orientation; see Ganesan 1994; Morgan and Hunt 
1994) did not fall within the domain specified by our defi- 
nition of relationship connectors. However, these constructs, 
similar to many other aspects of relationships, are associat- 
ed with our relationship connectors. For example, sharing 
proprietary information is unlikely to occur in the absence 
of trust. Similarly, relationship-specific adaptations reflect a 
way to put long-term orientation and commitment into ac- 
tion. However, as these examples suggest, our connectors 
anchor on business actions (i.e., behaviors and expectations 
about behaviors), whereas these other constructs do not. 

Information Exchange 
We define information exchange as expectations of open 

sharing of information that may be useful to both parties. 
More open sharing of information is indicated by the will- 
ingness of both parties to share important, even proprietary, 
information. In practice, this might include involving the 
other party in the early stages of product design, opening 
books and sharing cost information, discussing future prod- 
uct development plans, or jointly providing supply and de- 
mand forecasts. 

Recent advances in information technology and an in- 
creasing emphasis on quality in manufacturing organiza- 
tions have caused many firms to reexamine the risk versus 
reward trade-off of more extensive information sharing. 
Greater sharing of information can improve product quality 
(Emshwiller 1991) and facilitate new product development 
(Magnet 1994). However, this practice may open the door 
for opportunistic behavior on the part of one party (John 
1984). For example, some suppliers claim that General Mo- 
tors' former purchasing chief shared blueprints of its latest 
technology with competitors (Kelly and Kerwin 1993). 

Several theoretical approaches refer to elements included 
in our definition of information exchange. Kelley and 
Thibaut (1978) note that, through information sharing, ex- 
changing parties come to understand better the outcomes of 
their mutual behaviors. In bargaining literature, Clopton 
(1984) finds that more open information sharing (as reflect- 
ed in integrative bargaining) leads to jointly optimal out- 
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Figure 1 
SCHEMATIC OVERVIEW OF KEY CONSTRUCTS RELEVANT TO THE PRACTICE OF BUYER-SELLER RELATIONSHIPS 

Market and situational 
determinants of buyer- 

seller relationships 

Types of buyer-seller 
relationships based on key 

relationship connectors 
Customer evaluations 

of the supplier 

Availability of | 
alternatives r 

comes. Similarly, Williamson (1985) suggests that when in- 
formation is impacted (and not shared between the parties) 
market failure is more likely, and Macneil (1980) argues that 
free exchange of confidential information is a characteristic 
of more relational exchange. The ideas underlying informa- 
tion exchange are related closely to the concept of commu- 
nication, which is central to channel performance in Mohr 
and Nevin's (1990) work and is a prerequisite for building 
trust for Morgan and Hunt (1994). Finally, Anderson and 
Weitz (1992) find that open sharing of information leads to 
increased commitment in a relationship. The existence of re- 
lated constructs across these different theories and studies 
testifies to the importance of the concept. 

Operational Linkages 

Operational linkages capture the degree to which the sys- 
tems, procedures, and routines of the buying and selling or- 
ganizations have been linked to facilitate operations. At one 
extreme, the two organizations may operate independently 
and at "arm's length," where there are not interfirm routines 
and systems. At the other extreme, intercoupled systems 
tend to specify roles implicitly or explicitly for both parties 
in a relationship (Heide 1994). With operational linkages, 
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activities and processes between the firms facilitate the flow 
of goods, services, or information. 

Although there has been little research in marketing on 
operational linkages, several important contemporary busi- 
ness practices are captured by this connector. These include 
computerized inventory or order and replenishment systems 
and just-in-time delivery (Frazier, Spekman, and O'Neal 
1988), as well as cooperative marketing programs (Ander- 
son and Narus 1990). In a similar vein, the IMP Group (e.g., 
Johanson and Mattson 1987) considers "technical bonds," 
which are based specifically on interconnected technical or 
production processes. Robicheaux and Coleman (1994) use 
a similar concept they call "operational integration," which 
reflects one dimension of channel relationship structure. 
Operational linkages also may involve the routinized activi- 
ties of individuals. Service or sales representatives can de- 
velop routines to integrate themselves more closely into a 
buying organization by conducting regular maintenance 
checks on equipment or monitoring inventory and placing 
orders. 

Note that interlinked systems can be standardized and op- 
erate the same way across many exchange partners; for ex- 
ample, in the packaged goods-retail grocer distribution 
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channel, the efficient consumer response initiative repre- 
sents an effort to standardize operational linkages across the 
industry (Tosh 1993). However, as Stern and Reve (1980) 
suggest in the context of their political economy framework, 
to the extent that operational linkages facilitate exchange or 
reduce transaction costs, they may contribute to the creation 
of dependence and switching costs for one or both parties. 

Legal Bonds 

Legal bonds are detailed and binding contractual agree- 
ments that specify the obligations and roles of both parties 
in the relationship. Such legal bonds go beyond the basic ob- 
ligations and protections that regulate commercial exchange 
whether the parties sign a formal document or not (Uniform 
Commercial Code 1978). Legal bonds provide a governance 
mechanism that may be used to simulate hierarchy in ex- 
change when vertical integration is impractical (Grossman 
and Hart 1986; Stinchcombe 1985). Lusch and Brown 
(1996) demonstrate the role of explicit, formal contracts in 
marketing channels. Although formal, detailed contracts are 
common business practice, many firms prefer to operate 
with a "handshake" agreement (Macaulay 1963). 

Contracts provide two primary benefits to exchanging 
parties. First, legal bonds provide the protections available 
through the legal system should something go wrong (Beale 
and Dugdale 1975). Second, they regulate the relationship 
by furnishing a plan for the future (Macneil 1980). For ex- 
ample, Bowersox (1990) notes that contracts pertaining to 
interfirm logistics systems should detail contingency plans 
for dissolution of the relationship. However, legal bonds al- 
so may become liabilities if they reduce the flexibility of the 
relationship partners in adapting to environmental changes 
(Reve 1986). 

Several theoretical perspectives explicitly acknowledge 
the role of formal contractual agreements in interorganiza- 
tional relations. Resource dependence theory suggests that 
contracts can be employed to reduce environmental uncer- 
tainty (Miles, Snow, and Pfeffer 1974). Transaction cost 
analysis and relational contracting were developed to com- 
plement classical contracting theory. Furthermore, because 
legal bonds are formal arrangements, they reflect some as- 
pects of the formalization concept adapted from the organi- 
zation science literature and applied to studies of marketing 
channels (e.g., Dwyer and Oh 1988; Reve and Stern 1986). 

Cooperative Norms 

Cooperative norms reflect expectations the two exchang- 
ing parties have about working together to achieve mutual 
and individual goals jointly. As defined here, cooperative 
norms do not imply one party's acquiescence to another's 
needs but rather that both parties behave in a manner that 
suggests they understand that they must work together to be 
successful (cf. Anderson and Narus 1990). For example, 
two firms may be flexible in response to changing condi- 
tions and treat problems as joint responsibilities. 
Conversely, a focus on working independently to achieve 
individual goals characterizes low cooperation. 
Furthermore, by capturing this connector as a set of norms, 
this construct reflects what the two parties believe is appro- 
priate behavior regarding cooperation. 

Popular and academic press highlights a trend toward in- 
creased buyer-seller cooperation. However, the trend is not 

universal. In Detroit, the automakers debate the merits of in- 
creased cooperation. Whereas General Motors uses more 
adversarial tactics to drive down costs (Stertz and White 
1992), Chrysler actively cooperates with suppliers to 
achieve similar goals (Lavin 1993). 

The spirit of this connector follows from a broad stream 
of theoretical and empirical research. Cooperative norms cut 
across many of the relational norms proposed by Macneil 
(1980), including flexibility in response to changing condi- 
tions (Heide and John 1992) and solidarity, where the 
preservation of the relationship is an important end (Kauf- 
mann and Stern 1988). Some authors suggest that the devel- 
opment of such norms reflects trust and operates as a mode 
of governance in commercial exchange (Bradach and Eccles 
1989). Cooperation is a key aspect of the political economy 
framework (Stern and Reve 1980) and interaction model 
(Hakansson 1982). It plays a central role in achieving coor- 
dination in channels of distribution (Anderson and Narus 
1990; Morgan and Hunt 1994). A high degree of cooperation 
suggests behaviors consistent with the bilateral power sys- 
tem described by Bonoma (1976, p. 517), in which the ex- 
change parties "act to maintain the union as well as fulfill in- 
dividual hedonic plans." Finally, cooperation is implicit in 
the game-theoretic representations of interpersonal relation- 
ships (Kelley and Thibaut 1978). 

Relationship-Specific Adaptations by the Seller or Buyer 

Relationship-specific adaptations are investments in 
adaptations to process, product, or procedures specific to the 
needs or capabilities of an exchange partner. Whereas the 
other connectors focus on joint behaviors and shared expec- 
tations, adaptive behavior is defined so that it focuses on the 
individual behavior specific to the other party in the rela- 
tionship. Preliminary interviews suggested that the pattern 
of adaptation (i.e., relative adaptation by each party) reflects 
important qualities of the relationship. This conceptualiza- 
tion is broad enough to include both the one-time invest- 
ments that might be necessary to conclude a particular 
transaction and gradual adaptations that might occur over 
time (Hakansson 1982). By their nature, relationship- 
specific adaptations have little value outside a particular re- 
lationship; to the extent they create value, they contribute to 
building switching costs (Jackson 1985). Thus, relationship- 
specific adaptations reflect an aspect of calculative commit- 
ment in business relationships (Anderson and Weitz 1992; 
Becker 1960). However, adaptations may be reciprocated as 
part of a trust-building process (Hallen, Johanson, and 
Seyed-Mohamed 1991). Adaptations can provide value to 
one or both parties to the extent that these investments re- 
duce costs, increase revenues, or create dependence. 

Relationship-specific adaptations are a common business 
practice. Many business products, ranging from industrial 
coatings to machine tools, are customized to the needs of a 
particular customer. This may require investment in research 
and development and/or new manufacturing technology. 
Buying firms also may adapt to a particular supplier. Com- 
puter manufacturers often design their products to work 
with the specific chip provided by a particular supplier. Sim- 
ilarly, a producer may develop a marketing program on the 
basis of an association with a supplier (e.g., independent 
photo processors note "We Use Kodak Paper for the Good 
Look" in their advertising). 
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These two connectors are central to several of the theo- 
retical perspectives reviewed previously. Social exchange 
theory explicitly considers the role of adaptations in inter- 
personal relationships, though it refers to such adaptations 
as investments (e.g., Rusbult 1983). Williamson's (1985) 
notion of asset specificity also is related closely to the idea 
of relationship-specific adaptations. However, TCA typical- 
ly models specific assets as exogenous to governance be- 
cause it focuses on a transaction as the unit of analysis. In 
contrast, the IMP Group views adaptation as possibly ex- 
ogenous or endogenous to (i.e., a characteristic of) the rela- 
tionship (Haikansson 1982; Hallen, Johanson, and Seyed- 
Mohamed 1991). Because our conceptualization treats the 
relationship as the unit of analysis, we adopt the IMP 
Group's perspective. 

In summary, the set of six relationship connectors shown 
in Figure 1 reflects key characteristics of business exchange 
that emerge from observations of practice and a review of 
theory. These connectors capture legal, economic, political, 
sociological, and psychological aspects that are key to com- 
mercial exchange relationships. Our review of theory also 
suggests specific conditions that influence relationships and 
criteria on which business relationships may be evaluated. 
These antecedents and outcomes, shown in Figure 1, are de- 
scribed next. 

ANTECEDENTS AND OUTCOMES OF BUYER-SELLER 
RELATIONSHIPS 

Linking taxonomic groups with specific market and situ- 
ational antecedents and key outcomes provides additional 
insights into the nature of the business relationships. 
Finding associations with these conditions and evaluations 
extends the validity, theoretical relevance, and managerial 
usefulness of the classification scheme (Hunt 1991; Punj 
and Stewart 1983). The purpose in identifying these condi- 
tions was not to provide an exhaustive set of predictors that 
might explain more variance in the relationship types but to 
generate additional insights into the nature of the taxonomy 
by examining how the types of relationships differed on im- 
portant theoretical and practical measures. 

Both theory and practice suggest that two motivators for 
buying firms to enter into closer relationships with their sup- 
pliers are the desire to manage uncertainty and dependence 
(Oliver 1990; Pfeffer and Salancik 1978). For buying organ- 
izations, uncertainty or dependence may be rooted in exter- 
nal characteristics of the supply market or in internal, situa- 
tional factors. A customer's evaluation of a relationship with 
a supplier is also important, so we examine the customer's 
satisfaction and assessment of supplier performance. 

Market and Situational Antecedents 

The supply market provides a buying organization with 
needed inputs for operations. Although a variety of supply 
market factors may influence relationship formation, two 
conditions-supply market dynamism and the availability 
of alternatives-are cited widely across different streams of 
literature and also emerged in our interviews with buying 
firms. Supply market dynamism characterizes the degree of 
variability of changes in a firm's supply market (Achrol and 
Stern 1988; Aldrich 1979). Such changes may be short-term 
variations or long-term shifts and may be due to factors such 
as rapidly changing technology, frequent price changes, or 

fluctuations in product availability. Significant supply mar- 
ket dynamism can create uncertainty and risk for a buying 
organization. In such an environment, closer interaction 
with a particular supplier may create opportunities to learn 
about and manage future developments. However, such 
locking-in can create switching costs that make it difficult to 
change quickly to a superior alternative if, for example, a 
competing technology offers benefits to the buying firm 
(Balakrishnan and Wernerfelt 1986). Thus, we posit that the 
potential risks and rewards of market dynamism will influ- 
ence the type of relationship between a customer and its 
supplier. 

Availability of alternatives is simply the degree to which 
a buying firm has alternative sources of supply to meet a 
need. Traditional economic theory argues that when many 
suppliers compete to sell comparable goods, the market be- 
comes a ready source of information on prices and quality. 
However, few suppliers or noncomparable goods may in- 
crease the information impacted with a seller. Thus, not hav- 
ing readily available alternative sources of supply may be a 
source of uncertainty (Achrol and Stern 1988) and depend- 
ence (Pfeffer and Salancik 1978) for a buying firm. Conse- 
quently, we expect the availability of alternatives to affect 
the nature of the buyer-seller relationship.3 

In addition to the broader supply market, characteristics 
of the buying situation may create uncertainty and depend- 
ence for the buying firm. Complex supply needs make it 
more difficult for a buying firm to evaluate purchase choices 
a priori or even be certain about a supplier's performance ex 
post. In essence, greater complexity of supply increases pur- 
chase decision ambiguity and risk. Thus, when supply needs 
are complex, a buying firm is likely to seek a relationship 
form that helps reduce ambiguity and risk. 

The importance of a supply is the buying firm's percep- 
tion of the financial and strategic significance of a particular 
supply. Here, we focus on the impact of the purchase on the 
buying firm's objectives. For example, in manufacturing op- 
erations, certain raw materials or components will be more 
critical to the success of the buying firm's own offering than 
routine maintenance and repair items. 

These market and situational factors reflect key condi- 
tions in which relationships form. Buying firms also are 
concerned with the outcomes of the relationship, which are 
described next. 

Customer Evaluations 

Because relationship forms may reflect conscious choice 
or uncontrollable circumstance, buying-firm evaluations of 
relationships may provide insights on structures preferred 
by buying organizations. Customer evaluations of supplier 
performance and satisfaction with the relationship represent 
important outcomes in business exchange. With all the at- 
tention being given to relationship marketing, can we say 
what types of relationships perform better and create in- 
creased buyer satisfaction? If different forms of close rela- 
tionships exist, are certain types more effective? Measuring 
these outcomes and linking them with the taxonomic groups 

3Although, in general, the literature implies that significant adaptation 
may limit alternatives, from our interviews, relatively few buying firms ac- 
tively engage in adaptations to reduce potential alternatives intentionally 
(see also Hallen, Johanson, and Seyed-Mohamed 1991). 
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enables us to begin to sketch answers to these important 
questions. 

RESEARCH METHODS 

Data Collection and Sample 
The unit of analysis for this research is a specific buy- 

er-seller relationship. Our conceptualization of relationships 
as multidimensional in nature required a substantial amount 
of information regarding each relationship, as well as coop- 
eration from people who could provide the needed informa- 
tion competently. Furthermore, our objective of developing 
a generalizable taxonomy of relationships required that we 
sample a large number of relationships from across a broad, 
representative cross-section of industries and organizations. 
This also enabled us to assess the relationship between the 
buyer's industry or the supplier's primary business (i.e., dis- 
tribution versus manufacturing) on relationship type. 

Conceptually, a researcher could argue for collecting data 
about buyer-seller relationships from the supplier's per- 
spective, the customer's perspective, or both. However, it is 
usually the customer that ultimately makes the decision of 
whether to purchase from a supplier. Thus, even if the sup- 
plier and customer have different views regarding relation- 
ships, it is the customer's view that is likely to be determi- 
nant. Therefore, we elected to seek data from the customer's 
vantage point. 

We prepared an eight-page questionnaire that was de- 
signed to be completed by a purchasing professional in a 
customer firm. The sample frame consisted of purchasing 
professionals who were members of the National Associa- 
tion of Purchasing Management (NAPM). Each purchasing 
manager was asked to report on only one supplier relation- 
ship. Although other members of the customer firm may be 
in a position to have knowledge about some aspects of a re- 
lationship with a supplier, their scope of knowledge often is 
limited. In contrast, it is usually a purchasing professional's 
responsibility to be well-informed about the overall rela- 
tionship. In pretests and interviews, respondents confirmed 
that they were well-informed and confident in their ability to 
respond to the questions posed in the questionnaire. Further- 
more, these interviews indicated that, for most buyer-seller 
relationships, it would be difficult or impossible to find ad- 
ditional informants with the requisite knowledge on all as- 
pects of the questionnaire. Similar difficulties were reported 
by Heide and John (1990) in their attempts to identify qual- 
ified alternate informants in a procurement context. 

Almost all of the questions focused on the relationship 
between the purchasing professional's organization (i.e., the 
customer firm) and a specific supplier. In particular, the di- 
rections explained that the questions should be answered 
with respect to the "main supplier your firm chose" in the 
last purchasing decision with which the purchasing manag- 
er was involved. This procedure directed respondents to a 
particular relationship and indirectly focused on relation- 
ships with suppliers that had been more successful in ob- 
taining the customer's business. However, the directions al- 
so noted that the respondent should "not be concerned if this 
supplier is typical or unusual, important or unimportant, 
new or old, used frequently or only this one time." 

The wording of scale items and directions and other sur- 
vey procedures were refined on the basis of a small pilot 

study with 25 purchasing managers (6 of whom participated 
in extended personal interviews). Then, a larger mail pretest, 
which resulted in responses from 157 purchasing profes- 
sionals, provided a basis for a standard psychometric evalu- 
ation (and refinement) of scale items. Furthermore, because 
nonresponse bias potentially could limit the generalizability 
of our results, we embedded a test of possible nonresponse 
bias within this measure-development pretest. 

Specifically, the pretest included a comparison of re- 
sponses collected in two data collection conditions. In one 
condition, the researchers contacted 45 purchasing man- 
agers by telephone and asked them to complete the mail 
questionnaire; 34 (76%) of those notified completed and re- 
turned the questionnaire. In a second condition, 362 pur- 
chasing managers were mailed questionnaires (without 
prenotification); 123 (34%) responded. To assess the poten- 
tial effects of nonresponse, we compared responses from the 
high response rate (telephone-contact group) with the con- 
trol group on a variety of variables that reflected character- 
istics of the respondents (e.g., job title, involvement with 
supplier) and of the relationship (e.g., age of relationship, 
seller business). No statistically significant differences were 
found. Thus, given the high cost of telephone prenotification 
and no evidence of nonresponse bias, the final survey was 
conducted without telephone prenotification. In the final 
survey, from 1937 qualified members of the NAPM, we re- 
ceived 443 (23%) completed questionnaires, with 15 later 
removed for excessive missing data. 

The final sample was tested for nonresponse bias with 
three additional tests. First, we compared the high response 
rate, telephone-prenotified group from the pretest with the 
final sample on the same variables noted previously. Al- 
though the small sample size of the telephone-prenotified 
group limits the power of a statistical comparison, the re- 
sults did not provide evidence of nonresponse bias. Second, 
we compared early and late respondents and found no dif- 
ferences. Third, the characteristics of the final sample were 
compared with the same year's NAPM Profile of Member- 
ship across six respondent job titles and nine categories of 
seller business. Only I of these 15 comparisons was signif- 
icantly different, with the final sample including a some- 
what lower proportion of respondents with the title "Pur- 
chasing Manager" (31% versus 23%). Because of the large 
number of comparisons and only one noted difference, we 
concluded that nonresponse was not a problem. 

After completing the questionnaire, respondents were 
asked to respond to several questions related to their ability 
to portray the buyer-seller relationship accurately. Specifi- 
cally, they were asked to indicate how confident they felt 
about answering the questionnaire and how involved with 
and knowledgeable they were about the supplier. The re- 
sponses were uniformly high, as suggested by mean ratings 
of 6.5, 6.5, and 6.4 on a 7-point scale. Two respondents who 
indicated a low level of knowledge and confidence were re- 
moved from further analysis. 

One of the objectives of this research was to capture a 
broad variety of buying and selling organizations to achieve 
a final sample that included a variety of relationship forms. 
Respondents represented all levels of purchasing, including 
buyers and managers in equal numbers. Customer organiza- 
tions were largely in some form of manufacturing (59%) but 
also included producers of services (including utilities and 
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educational and financial institutions), distributors, and gov- 
ernment agencies. Selling organizations were mostly manu- 
facturers (56%) and distributors (36%). On average, cus- 
tomer firms had been buying from the focal supplier for 11 
years, though 15% of the buyer-seller relationships were 
less than 2 years old, and 22% were more than 20 years old. 
Furthermore, the supplier relationships tended to be those 
more central to a customer firm, with 24% being sole source 
suppliers, 58% the "major" supplier (among multiple 
sources) of a particular supply, and 18% minor or secondary 
suppliers. In summary, the resulting sample of business re- 
lationships reflects the diversity inherent in the business 
marketplace, with a somewhat greater emphasis on those re- 
lationships within a given product/service category that are 
more central to a customer firm. 

Measure Development Procedures 

Although the focal constructs for this research in large 
part are stimulated by previous theories and research, the 
scales were developed specifically for this research. We 
used traditional psychometric approaches to develop scale 
items and evaluate scale properties. We started by develop- 
ing an initial pool of scale items based on a thorough review 
of the literature and interviews with marketing and purchas- 
ing personnel. The wording of specific items was refined in 
response to feedback obtained in the pilot study, which in- 
cluded structured interviews and evaluation of interitem cor- 
relations. The pretest data, based on the revised question- 
naire items, provided a basis for a more complete statistical 
evaluation, including consideration of item response distri- 
butions, estimates of scale reliabilities, item-total correla- 
tions, and item scale discrimination. As a result of these 
evaluations, several scale items were modified, deleted, or 
added prior to the final survey. 

In Table 1, we list the scale items, response cues, average 
variance extracted, adjusted item-to-total correlations, and 
scale and item reliability estimates for each of the six rela- 
tionship connector measures. In Table 2, we provide the 
means, standard deviation, and a correlation matrix for the 
relationship connectors. The means indicate that among 
these relationships cooperation is relatively high, which 
possibly reflects the importance and/or longevity of the re- 
lationships in this sample. In contrast, the relatively low 
means for buyer and supplier adaptation suggest that, in this 
sample on average, relationship-specific adaptations are not 
extensive. In Table 3, we provide measurement information 
for the situational determinant and outcome measures. As 
suggested by the adjusted item-to-total correlations, average 
variance extracted, item reliabilities, and Cronbach's alphas, 
the items and scales demonstrate reasonable reliability. 
Measures of alpha ranged from .75 to .87. 

We also used LISREL VII (Joreskog and Sorbom 1989) to 
test confirmatory factor models and evaluate the measure- 
ment data from the final survey. These models were esti- 
mated using the maximum likelihood fitting function4 and 
the polychoric correlation matrix (Babakus, Ferguson, and 

4Although weighted least squares estimation has been shown to be supe- 
rior with polychoric correlation matrices, these benefits are reduced with 
larger sample sizes (Rigdon and Ferguson 1991). Furthermore, the applica- 
tion of weighted least squares presents difficulties in practice (Joreskog and 
Sorbom 1989). 

Joreskog 1987). In light of the large number of scale items 
and measures for this research, we used the confirmatory 
factor analysis model comparison strategy suggested by 
Bollen (1989b). It begins with an examination of single con- 
struct models and continues by combining them into larger 
confirmatory factor models. Here, this building-up proce- 
dure leads to tests of three different confirmatory factor 
models: one for the relationship connectors, one for the de- 
terminants measures, and one for the outcomes measures. 
Correlations among errors of measurement for each model 
were constrained to be zero (except for the pairs of similar- 
ly worded indicators for the buyer adaptations and seller 
adaptations constructs). 

With the large sample size, the number of parameters es- 
timated, and the analysis being based on individual items, it 
is not surprising that the chi-square is statistically significant 
(p < .01) for each of the confirmatory factor models. Fur- 
thermore, because sample size and the polychoric matrix 
contribute to a downward bias of other descriptive fit statis- 
tics, for diagnostic purposes, we relied on the more robust 
incremental fit (IFI; Bollen 1989a) and comparative fit 
(CFI; Bentler 1990) indices. Specifically, the IFI and CFI 
values were .91, .92, and .97 for the respective models. A 
more complete set of descriptive fit statistics is reported in 
Tables I and 3. Furthermore, the estimates of the paths from 
the individual items to the latent factors are all statistically 
significant (p < .01), with parameter estimates ranging from 
5 to 26 times as large as the standard errors; this pattern and 
the high average variance extracted for each scale provide 
evidence of convergent validity. Discriminant validity was 
assessed by examining the pattern of loadings in an ex- 
ploratory factor analysis and using structural equation mod- 
eling approaches suggested by Anderson and Gerbing 
(1988) and Fornell and Larcker (1981). Each test provided 
strong evidence of discriminant validity. Finally, based on 
Joreskog's (1971) method, the lowest reliability estimate for 
any of the constructs is .79; more generally, these reliability 
estimates are consistently higher than the values of coeffi- 
cient alpha shown in Tables I and 3. 

Although we briefly summarize these LISREL results for 
completeness, we should note that we did not view im- 
proved LISREL fit as a criterion for deleting items to "puri- 
fy" scale measures. On the contrary, as suggested by the 
item reliabilities in Tables 2 and 3, some items were retained 
in the final scales in spite of borderline fit. Specifically, we 
retained items that we believed were important to the con- 
ceptual definition of the construct and when no alternative 
item adequately captured that aspect (e.g., the "pricing" item 
in the market dynamism scale).5 

5Furthermore, it might be argued that some of our measures are forma- 
tive as opposed to reflective and, given this conceptualization, we would 
not expect particularly high interitem correlation and, thus, lower item and 
scale reliabilities. As noted by Bollen (1989b), determining whether items 
are formative or reflective is not always clear. Foi example, it might be ar- 
gued (as we do) that market dynamism is a latent variable that "affects" 
items such as pricing, product availability, and so forth (Bollen and Lennox 
1991). Others might suggest that dynamism is caused by the items we 
measure. Because of the difficulty of making such a distinction and the lack 
of proven techniques for evaluating the reliability and validity of formative 
scales, we chose a more conservative approach and modeled and assessed 
all measures as reflective scales. This decision may contribute to lower re- 
liabilities and fit assessments for some of these measures. 
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Table 1 
SCALES, ITEMS, SCALE RELIABILITY, AVERAGE VARIANCE EXTRACTED, ADJUSTED ITEM-TO-TOTAL CORRELATIONS, AND ITEM 

RELIABILITIES FOR RELATIONSHIP CONNECTORS 

Average Adjusted 
Coefficient Variance Item-to- Total Item 

Scale Name (Response Cues) and Items Alpha Extracted Correlation Reliability* 

Operational Linkages (strongly agree-strongly disagree) .81 .65 
Our business activities are closely linked with this vendor. .71 .77 
This supplier's systems are essential to our operations. .57 .44 
Some of our operations are closely connected with this supplier. .72 .73 

Information Exchange [In this relationship it is expected that...] 
(very inaccurate description-very accurate description ... of this relationship) .79 .53 

Proprietary information is shared with each other. .59 .51 
We will both share relevant cost information. .59 .51 
We include each other in product development meetings. .60 .57 
We always share supply and demand forecasts. .60 .54 

Legal Bonds (strongly agree-strongly disagree) .87 .76 
We have specific, well-detailed agreements with this vendor. .67 .58 
We have formal agreements that detail the obligations of both parties. .81 .84 
We have detailed contractual agreements with this supplier. .80 .87 

Cooperative Norms [In this relationship it is expected that...] 
(very inaccurate description-very accurate description ... of this relationship) .81 .52 

No matter who is at fault, problems are joint responsibilities. .45 .30 
Both sides are concerned about the other's profitability. .66 .61 
One party will not take advantage of a strong bargaining position. .59 .51 
Both sides are willing to make cooperative changes. .73 .75 
We must work together to be successful. .62 .61 
We do not mind owing each other favors. .43 .34 

Seller Adaptations (not at all-very much) .83 .59 
Just for us, this supplier changed its product's features. .59 .51 
Just for us, this supplier changed its personnel. .62 .62 
Just for us, this supplier changed its inventory and distribution. .61 .51 
Just for us, this supplier changed its marketing. .64 .64 
Just for us, this supplier changed its capital equipment and tools. .65 .66 

Buyer Adaptations (not at all-very much) .82 .67 
Just for this supplier, we changed our product's features. .58 .59 
Just for this supplier, we changed our personnel. .66 .79 
Just for this supplier, we changed our inventory and distribution. .54 .55 
Just for this supplier, we changed our marketing. .64 .71 
Just for this supplier, we changed our capital equipment and tools. .64 .72 

*ltem reliabilities are the squared multiple correlation of the standardized measurement parameter (Bollen 1989b) and reflect variance in the item shared 
with the latent construct. 

Notes: All scales have seven-point response levels. Descriptive fit statistics: x2, degrees of freedom = 279, 894.9 (p < .01); goodness-of-fit index = .87; ad- 
justed goodness-of-fit index = .84; incremental fit index = .91; and comparative fit index = .91. 

Table 2 
CORRELATION MATRIX, MEANS, AND STANDARD DEVIATIONS FOR RELATIONSHIP CONNECTORS 

Standard 
Connector Mean Deviation OL IX LB CN SA 

Operational linkages (OL) 4.12 1.56 
Information exchange (IX) 4.10 1.55 .38 
Legal bonds (LB) 4.38 1.83 .29 .21 
Cooperative norms (CN) 5.28 1.05 .20 .50 .10 
Seller adaptations (SA) 2.68 1.41 .32 .41 .24 .21 
Buyer adaptations (BA) 1.77 1.04 .30 .25 .18 .00 .39 

For each of the constructs, scale scores were computed as 
the average of the individual items, where appropriate, after 
reverse scoring. The profile of scores for all six relationship 
connectors on each relationship (i.e., observation) then 
served as the input for the cluster analysis. 

Taxonomic Procedures 

Alternative analytical techniques may be employed to de- 
velop an empirical taxonomy of relationship types. When 
the characteristics of the business relationships are assumed 
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Table 3 
SCALES, ITEMS, SCALE RELIABILITY, AVERAGE VARIANCE EXTRACTED, ADJUSTED ITEM-TO-TOTAL CORRELATIONS, AND ITEM 

RELIABILITIES FOR RELATIONSHIP DETERMINANTS AND OUTCOMES 

Average Adjusted 
Coefficient Variance Item-to- Total Item 

Scale Name (Response Cues) Alpha Extracted Correlation Reliability 

Availability of Alternatives (strongly agree-strongly disagree) .75 .48 
This supply market is very competitive. .46 .29 
Other vendors could provide what we get from this firm. .57 .47 
This supplier almost has a monopoly for what it sells. (R) .56 .56 
This is really the only supplier we could use for this product. (R) .60 .72 
No other vendor has this supplier's capabilities. (R) .43 .34 

Supply Market Dynamism ("How significant are changes 
[in each market factor]?" minor-major) .77 .44 

Pricing .40 .20 
Product features and specs .60 .52 
Vendor support services .61 .58 
Technology used by suppliers .56 .50 
Product availability .51 .40 

Supply Importancea ("Compared to other purchases your firm makes, 
this product is:b") .85 .69 

Important-unimportant (R) .75 .58 
Nonessential-essential .61 .79 
High priority-low priority (R) .67 .69 
Insignificant-significant .71 .71 

Supply Complexitya ("Compared to other purchases your firm makes, 
this product is:b") .88 .73 

Simple-complex .84 .91 
Complicated-uncomplicated (R) .86 .93 
Technical-nontechnical (R) .66 .56 
Easy to understand-difficult to understand .64 .51 

Satisfaction with Supplier (strongly agree-strongly disagree) .84 .67 
Our firm regrets the decision to do business with this supplier. (R) .47 .50 
Overall, we are very satisfied with this supplier. .71 .80 
We are very pleased with what this supplier does for us. .78 .87 
Our firm is not completely happy with this supplier. (R) .66 .59 
If we had to do it all over again, we would still choose to use this supplier. .57 .59 

Supplier Performance (needs improvement-superior performance) .85 .68 
Product quality .62 .52 
Delivery performance .61 .52 
Sales, service, and/or technical support .70 .69 
Total value received .80 .86 

aThese scales were constructed as semantic differentials. 
bRespondents were asked to consider the "main product your firm purchases from this supplier." 
Notes: All scales have seven-point response levels. Descriptive fit statistics for determinants: x2, degrees of freedom = 129, 436.0 (p < .01); goodness-of- 

fit index = .90; adjusted goodness-of-fit index = .87; incremental fit index = .92; and comparative fit index = .92. Descriptive fit statistics for outcomes: x2, 
degrees of freedom = 26, 117.38 (p < .01); goodness-of-fit index = .94; adjusted goodness-of-fit index = .90; incremental fit index = .97; and comparative fit 
index = .97. 

to be highly correlated, they may be modeled as a higher- 
order factor using structural equation modeling techniques 
(e.g., Kumar, Scheer, and Steenkamp 1995; Noordewier, 
John, and Nevin 1990). This approach assumes the phe- 
nomenon of interest varies along a one-dimensional 
(close-distant) continuum. However, in this study, the rela- 
tionship connectors were selected because each dimension 
provides unique or differentiated information about the 
manner in which firms actually conduct exchange relation- 
ships. Thus, the relationship connectors were not necessari- 
ly expected to covary. In these condictions, methods of clus- 
ter analysis can be used to identify types of relationships. 

To develop the empirical taxonomy of buyer-seller rela- 
tionships, we used a two-stage procedure that takes advan- 
tage of the strengths of two different clustering approaches. 
This approach does not assume or require linear covariation 
among the connectors, but the presence of some covariation 

does not hurt the analysis. In the first stage of analysis, we 
relied on a hierarchical clustering algorithm and Sarle's 
(1983) cubic clustering criteria to determine the appropriate 
number of clusters (Milligan and Cooper 1984). To reduce 
the potential influence of sampling variance or outliers on 
the hierarchical solution, we repeated the analysis for 12 
subsamples of the complete set of relationships, in which 
each randomly selected subsample included two-thirds of 
the observations. We also evaluated the stability of the solu- 
tion after eliminating outliers. Space limits preclude repeat- 
ing all of the supporting detail here (see Cannon 1992), but 
these analyses support a cluster solution with eight groups 
(i.e., eight different relationship types). Thus, the focus of 
the second stage of the analysis is on assigning relationships 
to one of the eight clusters so that clusters are stable and 
tight (i.e., homogeneous within and heterogeneous be- 
tween). For this purpose, we use the procedure described by 
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Bunn and Clopton (1993), which is simply a newer iterative 
extension of the traditional k-means approach recommend- 
ed by Punj and Stewart (1983). 

RESULTS 

In Table 4, we provide the mean and standard deviation of 
each of the six relationship connectors for each cluster. In 
Table 4 and subsequently, we refer to each cluster with a 
nickname. Although there are risks of oversimplification in 
using such nicknames, they highlight empirically distinct 
aspects of different types of relationships and facilitate the 
discussion of the results. 

From a strict technical perspective, statistical tests of dif- 
ferences among means in Table 4 are not appropriate be- 
cause the clusters are formed a priori to differ on the con- 
nectors. Yet the clusters vary on the connectors in quite 
different ways; for example, a relationship type that is pro- 
totypically low in operational linkages may not be low with 
respect to another connector in the profile, such as coopera- 
tion. Thus, to facilitate comparison and contrast, in Table 4, 
we use the probability levels associated with Duncan's 
multiple-range test as a heuristic for identifying similarities 
and differences among the relationship types. Furthermore, 
boxes in a column highlight the relationship types with a 
mean in the highest range for a dimension, and circles high- 
light relationships in the lowest mean range; thus, the graph- 
ics supplement the statistical detail with a simple visual 
overview. 

In general, clusters are arranged in Table 4 so that those 
closer to the bottom involve closer relationships between 
buyers and sellers. Note, for example, that boxed (higher) 
means are concentrated among the four relationship types at 
the bottom of Table 4. In other words, these reflect different 
forms of the closer relationships that have been attracting in- 
creasing attention in the academic and popular press. In con- 
trast, circled means (reflecting lower mean scores on a rela- 
tionship dimension) are more concentrated among the three 
relationship types at the top of Table 4. These involve more 
traditional arm's-length dealings between buyer and seller. 
The varying profiles of high and low means across the vari- 
ous relationship connectors, however, also make it obvious 
that a simple close-distant continuum is not adequate in dis- 
criminating among the relationship types. 

More insight about the nature of each cluster is provided 
by examining a set of variables that provide descriptive in- 
formation about each relationship type. In Table 5, we pro- 
vide the results of a set of descriptive variables that meas- 
ured (1) annual expenditures on the main supply purchased 
from this supplier; (2) the buying firm's trust of the focal 
supplier; (3) the buying firm's active market monitoring or 
soliciting of bids or information from multiple suppliers; (4) 
the number of years the two parties had done business to- 
gether; (5) the buying firm's primary business, categorized 
as service, distribution, or manufacturing; (6) the supplier's 
primary business, categorized as distribution or manufactur- 
ing; and (7) the proportion of suppliers that were the sole 

Table 4 
MEANS AND STANDARD DEVIATIONS OF RELATIONSHIP CONNECTORS BY TYPE OF BUYER-SELLER RELATIONSHIP (CLUSTER) 

Type of Buyer-Seller Operational Information Legal Cooperative Adaptations Adaptations 
Relationship (Cluster) N Linkages Exchange Bonds Norms by Seller by Buyer 

Basic buying and selling 45 (j> 3.57d 5.53b ( ( 
VJ7y 1.34 \ / .81 V , J 

Bare bones 56 3.31d 2 ( 214.2 1.79d L 
.99 V8 \/ \ .73 

Contractual transaction 62 3.75c 2.69e 5.96a 4 1.85d 
1.18 1.09 .83 L. .76 \4 

Custom supply 52 3.16d 4.19c 3.81 c 5.05c 3.83b 2.07h 
.89 .86 1.29 .75 .88 .79 

Cooperative systems 56 5.15 4.77h i]925.93 2.36C 
.91 1.24 .\2/ .741 1.00 .36 

Collaborative 61 4.68h 5.30a 15.84ah1 6.03a 2.05c 1.82h 
1.45 .94 11.06 .68 .78 .78 

Mutually adaptive 37 5.39a j4.93abh 5.40h 5. 10c 3.96b 4.26a 
.88 [1.03 , 1.11 1.10 1.25 .92 

Customer is king 57 55 5.295.56a i*5.83ahi 4.61 1.83 
g .95 . 11.12 1.28 ' .78 ' .81 .68 

Total sample 426 4.12 4.10 4.38 5.28 2.68 1.77 
1.56 1.55 1.83 1.05 1.41 1.04 

Notes: For a given variable (column), means for different relationship types with the same superscript letter are not significantly different (p < .05), based 
on Duncan's multiple-range test of statistical significance. The mean(s) in the highest range are designated with a superscript a, the next highest with b, and 
so on. Solid-lined boxes highlight the relationship type(s) with a mean in the highest range for a connector, dashed boxes represent the next highest level 
(though not significantly different from the solid-lined boxes), and circles highlight the lowest range. 
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Table 5 
DESCRIPTOR VARIABLES BY TYPE OF BUYER-SELLER RELATIONSHIP (CLUSTER) 

Percentage 
Buying Buying Relationship of Buying Percentage 

Type of Median Firm- Firm's Active Age in Firms in of Suppliers Percentage 
Buyer-Seller Expenditure Trust of Market Years, Service/ Classified as Single/ 
Relationship on Supply Supplier Monitoring Mean Distribution/ Distributors/ Major/ 
(Cluster) ($000s/year) *,*** **, *** (Range) Manufacturing* Manufacturerst Minor? 

Basic buying and selling 218 5.89ab 5.04ab 9.8 20/7/50 t 51/36 24/49/27 
(0-30) 

Bare bones 225 5.17cd 5.01ab 9.4 25/5/59 50/42 25/61/14 
(1-48) 

Contractual transaction 450 5.31 ' 5.42a 10.6 48/2/39 39/54 16/61/23 
(.08-50) 

Custom supply 500 5.21 cd 5.33ab 10.1 31/4/59 35/62 12/71/17 
(.5-40) 

Cooperative systems 500 6.15a 4.83atc 12.1 11/2/73 32/64 25/61/14 
(.5-50) 

Collaborative 500 5.97a 4.66k 9.9 28/5/62 39/49 34/56/10 
(.17-35) 

Mutually adaptive 1000 4.63d 4.32c 12.9 1 l/11/70 19/76 32/49/19 
(.5-50) 

Customer is king 1000 5.99a 5.02ah 13.0 16/2/67 19/67 29/57/14 
(2-91) 

Total sample 500 5.61 4.98 10.9 25/5/59 36/56 24/58/18 
(0-91) 

*Trust was measured with a four-item Likert scale that appeared on half the questionnaires mailed out and 230 of the responses. Coefficient alpha for the 
scale was .81; sample item, "This is one of the most trustworthy suppliers with whom we do business." 

**A three-item scale assessed the extent to which the supplier used the market as a source of information before buying from the supplier. Coefficient al- 
pha for the scale was .73; sample item, "We often check the price and quality of other vendors of this product." 

***For a given variable (column), means for different relationship types with the same superscript letter are not significantly different (p < .05), based on 
Duncan's multiple-range test of statistical significance. The mean(s) in the highest range are designated with a superscript a, the next highest with b, and so 
on. 

tTo be read as, "Of all relationships classified as basic buying and selling, 20% involved buying firms whose primary business is in the service industry, 
7% are primarily engaged in distribution, and 59% are primarily engaged in manufacturing." 

tTotals do not equal 100% because in each category some were classified as "other." 
? Referring to the main good or service purchased from the supplier, respondents were asked if this supplier was the sole source or the major supplier (if 

multiple sources were employed), and other suppliers were assumed to be secondary or minor. 

source, the major source, or a secondary source for a partic- 
ular supply. The results shown in Tables 4 and 5 provide in- 
formation about how the relationship types differ. Thus, a 
brief overview of how the relationship types are similar and 
how they differ is useful. 

Basic buying and selling. The relationships in the first 
cluster are distinctly lowest in terms of operational linkages, 
as well in as specific adaptations by the seller to the buyer's 
needs. In the same vein, adaptations by the buyer to the sell- 
er and legal bonds between the exchange parties are in the 
lowest mean range. Purchases are disproportionately from 
distributors as opposed to manufacturers. Thus, these rela- 
tionships suggest a relatively simple exchange when what 
the seller routinely has to offer matches the buyer's needs. 
Furthermore, the annual expenditures on the supply are the 
lowest in annual dollar volume. However, basic buying and 
selling relationships are definitely not adversarial. On the 
contrary, they involve moderately high levels of cooperation 
and also information exchange-behaviors reflective of the 
relatively high level of trust reported in the relationship. 

Bare bones. The relationships that form the second clus- 
ter are at the lowest mean level with respect to both legal 
bonds and buyer adaptations, and in that regard, they are 
similar to basic buying and selling relationships. Yet, they 

also differ in significant respects; operational linkages are 
notably higher, and there is more adaptation by the seller. 
There is substantively less cooperation and information ex- 
change between these buyers and sellers and a substantially 
lower level of trust of the supplier. Thus, these are "bare 
bones" relationships that are based primarily on a modest 
degree of routinized structural linkages. 

Contractual transaction. Contractual governance, as is ev- 
idenced by the highest mean score on legal bonds, is the most 
distinctive feature of relationships that form the third cluster. 
There is also a modest level of operational linkage; however, 
suppliers and customers in this cluster have relatively low 
mean scores for cooperation and buyer adaptation. 
Furthermore, the buyers report relatively low levels of trust of 
the supplier, a high level of active market monitoring, and less 
reliance on sole sourcing. The buying firms are engaged dis- 
proportionately in service (including government) operations, 
in which purchasing policies often require firms to use com- 
petitive bidding and contracts and minimize interpersonal so- 
cial contact to solicit suppliers. This pattern suggests that this 
relational form is formalized by a legal contract and that oth- 
er forms of cooperation, interaction, and linkage are minimal. 

Custom supply. Although the mean scores on most of the 
relationship connectors (i.e., operational linkages, informa- 
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tion exchange, legal bonds, cooperation, and buyer adapta- 
tions) are in the midrange, the distinguishing feature of this 
relationship type is the relatively high level of seller adapta- 
tion. These buyers report low levels of trust, the least re- 
liance on sole sourcing, and a relatively high monitoring of 
the supply market. This overall profile suggests a traditional 
custom supply situation (say, for component parts or equip- 
ment) in which competitive market forces and use of multi- 
ple suppliers (i.e., the market mechanism), rather than a joint 
focus on collaboration, is the dominant form of governance. 

Cooperative systems. Buyers and sellers in the coopera- 
tive systems cluster are in the highest mean range on both 
operational linkages and cooperation, but they are among 
the lowest (on average) with respect to legal bonds and buy- 
er adaptations. The means for information exchange and 
seller adaptations are moderate, whereas cooperation is 
high. Furthermore, we find the highest level of trust in the 
supplier for this relationship type. Thus, these firms are cou- 
pled closely in operational ways-possibly to speed the 
flow and accuracy of orders-but neither party demon- 
strates structural commitment through legal bonds or 
relationship-specific adaptation. 

Collaborative. The cluster relationships of the sixth group 
are highly collaborative, as is suggested by the highest mean 
score of any relational form on cooperation and a high mean 
score on information exchange. As with custom supply rela- 
tionships, the score for adaptations by the buyer is near the 
sample mean, but here, the mean level for both operational 
linkages and legal bonds is above average. Buying firms re- 
ported a high degree of trust in their supplier, and the col- 
laborative form was associated more frequently with single 
sourcing arrangements than any other relationship type was. 
Although buyers and sellers in this type of relationship are 
not at the extreme in making specific adaptations to one an- 
other, this overall profile is highly consistent with the part- 
nering philosophy that often has been touted in the popular 
business press. 

Mutually adaptive. An outstanding characteristic of this 
relationship type is the high degree of relationship-specific 
adaptations made by both buyers and sellers. Consistent 
with this mutually adaptive style, operational linkages are at 
the highest mean level, and information exchange is near the 
top. This form of relationship also is characterized by a high 
degree of operational linkages and information. The median 
annual expenditure on the supply is tied for highest, and sin- 
gle sourcing is also more common. In spite of the interde- 
pendence created by their mutual investments and the rela- 
tively high reliance of the buyer on the supplier as a sole 
source, this type of relationship exhibits just an average lev- 
el of cooperation, and the buying firm's trust in the supplier 
is the lowest of all the relationship types. 

Customer is king. The final relational form in Table 4 
suggests a "customer is king" philosophy, because adapta- 
tions by the seller are the highest, even though reciprocal 
adaptations by the buyer are much lower than in the mutu- 
ally adaptive relationships. Furthermore, in contrast to cus- 
tom supply, which involves only customization of the sup- 
ply, these relationships are much more involving, with 
operational linkages, information exchange, legal bonds, 
and cooperation at or near the highest levels. Annual expen- 
ditures on the supply and buying-firm trust of the supplier 
are also correspondingly high. Thus, buyers and sellers in 

these relationships are bonded by a close, cooperative rela- 
tionship, but the seller meets the customer's needs without 
expecting the customer to alter substantially the way it nor- 
mally would do business. 

Although these profile summaries are brief, they begin to 
provide a skeletal framework for thinking about key differ- 
ences and similarities in contemporary buyer-seller rela- 
tionships across a large, representative sample of firms and 
industries. As suggested by Table 4, the level of operational 
linkages and information exchange discriminates well, in 
general, between closer and more distant relational forms. 
Yet, other relational connectors are important in framing 
distinctions within the broad (close-distant) discrimination. 
For example, the pattern and levels of relationship-specific 
adaptation and legal bonds are especially important in dis- 
criminating among closer relationships; differing levels of 
cooperation and legal bonds differentiate among the more 
transactional forms. 

The results of the empirical taxonomy overviewed in 
Table 4 suggest not only that there are prototypical relation- 
ship types that differ in important ways, but also that they 
are relatively common in occurrence. The clustering proce- 
dures we use do not attempt to recover clusters with evenly 
distributed numbers of observations; in a solution with eight 
clusters, we might expect that several would be based on a 
small number of observations. Yet in this analysis, which de- 
rives relatively homogeneous clusters from a large and het- 
erogeneous sample of firms, the number of firms grouped 
with each relationship type is quite uniform. 

Although the cluster analysis creates a stable and parsi- 
monious empirical taxonomy of relationship types, the va- 
lidity and insights from the taxonomy can be extended by 
providing evidence that the relationship types are associated 
with particular market and situational determinants and cus- 
tomer evaluations of the supplier. These linkages are 
demonstrated in the following sections. 

Situational Determinants of Relationship Types 
In Table 6, we provide means and standard deviations for 

each of the situational determinant variables across the 
whole sample and for each relationship type. The high 
means on product importance and availability of alternatives 
suggest that, on average, the products/services exchanged in 
these relationships are important to the customer firms, and 
buyers usually have many sources of supply available. For 
each of the situational determinants, a (univariate) test of no 
mean differences among relationship types is rejected (p < 
.01). How relationships differ with respect to the determi- 
nants is suggested by the results of Duncan's multiple-range 
test. Although this detail is potentially useful, the overall 
pattern of discrimination is understood best by considering 
the results of a multiple discriminant analysis, in which the 
relationship type is the dependent variable and the situation- 
al determinants are the predictors. 

In Table 7, we provide key statistics estimated in the mul- 
tiple discriminant analysis, and in Figure 2, we offer a 
graphic overview. We developed Figure 2 on the basis of 
procedures recommended by Perreault, Behrman, and Arm- 
strong (1979). Specifically, the rotated discriminant function 
centroids position each of the relationship types in the de- 
terminant space. The vector for each of the four determi- 
nants is positioned in the space on the basis of its loadings 
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Table 6 
MEANS AND STANDARD DEVIATIONS OF SITUATIONAL DETERMINANTS AND CUSTOMER EVALUATION VARIABLES BY TYPE OF 

BUYER-SELLER RELATIONSHIP (CLUSTER) 

Type of Situational Determinant Variables Customer Evaluations 
Buyer-Seller Availability of Supply Satisfaction 
Relationship Alternative Market Importance Complexity with Supplier 
(Cluster) N Suppliers Dynamism of Supply of Supply Supplier Performance 

Basic buying 45 6.09a 5.22ab 5.32c 3.57d 6.16ab 5.66' 
and selling .95 1.05 1.16 1.47 .89 .89 

Bare bones 56 5.98ab 4.59c 5.58h' 3.77cd 5.5 1cd 5.13d 
.93 1.35 1.13 1.33 1.05 .90 

Contractual 62 5.92ah 4.95b 5.61 bc 3.83cd 5.90b' 5.48cd 
transaction 1.16 1.18 1.11 1.57 1.04 .87 

Custom supply 52 5.58bc 5.02"' 5.56" 4.24ab 5.70cd 5.42cd 
.90 .99 1.12 1.37 .83 .78 

Cooperative 56 5.75abe 5.00c' 6.15a 4.03cd 6.43a 6.00ab 
systems 1.08 1.34 1.00 1.41 .74 .67 

Collaborative 61 5.69ab 5.03bc 5.86ab 4.33ab 6.21ab 6.14a 
1.24 1.23 1.13 1.37 .81 .57 

Mutually 37 5.02d 5.62a 6.08a 4.92a 5.41d 5.40cd 
adaptive 1.20 .68 .80 1.33 1.44 1.36 

Customer 57 5.38cd 5.45ab 6.29a 4.65ab 6.27ab 6.00ah 
is king 1.27 .97 .80 1.44 .93 .79 

Total sample 426 5.70 5.08 5.81 4.15 5.97 5.67 
1.13 1.16 1.09 1.46 1.02 .91 

Notes: For a given variable (column), means for different relationship types with the same superscript letter are not significantly different (p < .05), based 
on Duncan's multiple-range test of statistical significance. 

Table 7 
RESULTS OF CANONICAL (ROTLATION) DISCRIMINANT ANALYSIS WITH SITUATIONAL DETERMINANTS AS PREDICTORS AND 

RELATIONSHIP CLUSTERS AS CRITERION 

Situational Determinants (Independent Variables) Multivariate Functions 

Discriminant Availability Supply Importance Complexity First Second 
Analysis of Alternative Market of of Discriminant Discriminant 
Statistics Suppliers Dynamism Supply Supply Function Function 

F-ratio 4.45 3.84 5.48 4.88 3.90 1.63 
Degrees of freedom 7;418 7;418 7;418 7;418 28;1498 18;1177 
Probability (less than) .01 .01 .01 .01 .01 .05 
Multiple/canonical 

correlation .26 .25 .29 .27 .41 .21 
Discriminant loadings, 

first function -.62 .50 .58 .65 
Discriminant loadings, 

second function .14 -.41 .77 -.06 
Varimax rotated loadings, 

first function -.61 .64 .11 .59 
Varimax rotated loadings, 

second function -.19 -.10 .96 .27 

(correlations) with the functions. The length of each vector 
suggests the relative potency of the associated determinant 
variable in discriminating among relationship types. Fur- 
thermore, each vector points toward relationship types for 
which that determinant is more prominent (i.e., as can be 
confirmed by detailed analysis of the statistics in Table 6, an 
axis defined by a vector, in general, arrays the relationship 
types from low to high mean scores on the corresponding 
determinant variable). 

The first function (horizontal axis) in Figure 2 is correlat- 
ed negatively (-.61) with availability of alternative suppliers 
but correlated positively with supply market dynamism 
(.64) and complexity of supply (.59). Thus, relational forms 
to the left in Figure 2 (bare bones, basic buying and selling, 
contractual transactions, and cooperative systems) are more 
likely to occur when there is a competitive supply market, 
the purchase decision is not complex, and the market is stat- 
ic. Conversely, the mutually adaptive and customer is king 
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Figure 2 
GEOMETRIC REPRESENTATION OF ROTATED DISCRIMINANT FUNCTION SOLUTION FOR RELATIONSHIP TYPES 
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relational forms (to the right in Figure 2) are more likely to 
emerge when there are few alternative suppliers, the supply 
market is dynamic, and the supply complexity is high. Thus, 
from a customer's perspective, this multivariate function 
suggests a continuum of procurement situations that pro- 
gressively involves more "procurement obstacles" in which 
purchasing is more difficult for the buying firm. Moreover, 
the greater the combined effects of such obstacles, the more 
likely is the customer to turn to a closer relational form with 
the supplier. 

The vertical function in Figure 2 is more straightforward. 
The only prominent loading for this function (Table 7) is on 
supply importance, yet that loading is very high (.96). Thus, 
this function is a continuum reflecting increasing impor- 
tance of the supply to the customer. This suggests that rela- 
tional forms in the top half of the graph (customer is king, 
cooperative systems, and mutually adaptive) are more like- 
ly when the supply is more important to the customer. Con- 
versely, when the supply is less important, the relational 
forms in the lower half of the graph (basic buying and sell- 
ing, bare bones, contractual transactions, and custom sup- 
ply) are likely to be more prominent. Thus, we find that the 
relational forms that arise for important purchases are ones 
that are also more likely to involve operational linkages and 
higher levels of information exchange. 

As suggested by the preceding discussion, the two func- 
tions discriminate among the relational forms in different 
ways. The closest partnerships (customer is king, mutually 
adaptive) arise both when the purchase is important and 
when there is a need-from the customer's perspective-to 
overcome procurement obstacles that result from fewer sup- 
ply alternatives and more purchase uncertainty. Conversely, 
when buying firms view the purchase as less important and 
the situation involves less uncertainty and more potential 
suppliers, one of the less connected relationship forms 
emerges. In these circumstances, the need to manage uncer- 
tainty and dependence is minimal, so simpler relational 
forms are preferred. 

The cooperative systems relationships also involve im- 
portant purchases, but they are different because they are 
likely to arise in spite of the availability of more supply al- 
ternatives and more stable market environments. This type 
of relationship may be characteristic of trends emerging in 
the supply of products previously viewed as commodities 
(e.g., ball bearings, office supplies), in which suppliers are 
now using sophisticated logistics and customer support to 
create competitive advantage. 

As suggested by the means in Table 6 and by Figure 2, the 
situational determinants that give rise to collaborative rela- 
tionships are similar to those that prompt custom supply re- 
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lationships, except that the importance of supply is higher in 
collaborative relationships. In spite of this situational simi- 
larity, the collaborative and custom supply relationships are 
quite different. The custom supply relationship involves sig- 
nificantly more adaptations by the seller, and the collabora- 
tive form involves significantly higher operational linkages, 
legal bonds, information exchange, and cooperation. Thus, 
though the situational determinants in general predict the re- 
lational form used by buying and selling firms, there are sit- 
uations in which firms choose to cope with similar situations 
in quite different ways. 

As is suggested by their position in the lower left quad- 
rant of Figure 2, the more distant relational forms (i.e., bare 
bones, contractual transactions, custom supply, and basic 
buying and selling) are more prominent when the supply is 
less important and when the availability of alternative sup- 
pliers is high. For example, the basic buying and selling re- 
lationships are characterized by the highest mean for avail- 
ability of alternative suppliers and the lowest mean for 
importance of supply. 

This analysis confirms that buyers and sellers craft differ- 
ent types of relationships in response to situational and mar- 
ket conditions. Two key underlying dimensions-procure- 
ment obstacles and importance of supply-discriminate 
among the different types of relationships. In the next sec- 
tion, we analyze customer evaluations of these relationships. 

Relationship Differences in Satisfaction with Supplier and 
Supplier Performance 

In Table 8, we report the results of multivariate analysis 
of variance (MANOVA), which tests for differences in cus- 
tomer evaluations of satisfaction with the supplier and sup- 
plier performance. The multivariate test statistics we report 
in Table 8 indicate statistically significant differences 
among the different types of relationships with respect to 
customer satisfaction and supplier performance. 

In light of the multivariate results, it is useful to consider 
the univariate results in greater detail. As with constructs 
previously discussed, Table 6 also shows results of Dun- 
can's (univariate) multiple-range test for each of these vari- 
ables. The grand means indicate that satisfaction and per- 
formance were generally high, as might be expected with 
relationships that have survived the test of time. The Dun- 
can tests provide specific evidence about the nature of dif- 
ferences in the outcome variables between relationship 
types. 

Satisfaction with supplier. The results of the MANOVA 
and Duncan's multiple-range tests indicate clear differences 

in customer satisfaction across the relationship types. 
Specifically, and as may be found from the means in Table 
6, customers involved in mutually adaptive relationships re- 
port the lowest mean satisfaction, and satisfaction is almost 
as low (based on Duncan's multiple-range test) for cus- 
tomers in bare bones and custom supply relationships. In 
contrast, customers in cooperative systems relationships re- 
port the highest satisfaction with suppliers; mean satisfac- 
tion is nearly as high among customers in customer is king, 
collaborative, and basic buying and selling relationships. 
Relationships characterized as contractual transactions are 
in the middle with respect to satisfaction (and close to the 
overall sample mean). 

These results are provocative. They make it clear that we 
should not assume that the most closely coupled buyer-sell- 
er relationships are necessarily the most satisfying ones for 
the customer. On the contrary, when a close relationship in- 
volves or requires more adaptations by the customer, as in 
the mutually adaptive and custom supply relationships, sat- 
isfaction is lower. Furthermore and in contrast, customer 
satisfaction with simple basic buying and selling relation- 
ships is almost as high as it is in the much more closely cou- 
pled customer is king relationships. Such results may reflect 
differing customer expectations or different demands placed 
on suppliers in each relationship type. 

Supplier performance. The results of the MANOVA and 
Duncan's multiple-range tests also indicate differences in 
supplier performance among the relationship types. Suppli- 
ers in bare bones relationships report the lowest perform- 
ance evaluations; based on Duncan's multiple-range test, 
supplier performance evaluations are nearly as low in mutu- 
ally adaptive, custom supply, and contractual transaction re- 
lationships. With the exception of the lower performance 
evaluation in mutually adaptive relationships, other more 
closely coupled relationships-collaborative, customer is 
king, and cooperative systems-evoke the highest evalua- 
tions of supplier performance. Again, we find that closer re- 
lationships do not necessarily mean higher performance in 
the eyes of the customer. Taken as a set, the taxonomy, an- 
tecedents, and outcomes provide new insights on the nature 
of business relationships. These insights are compared and 
contrasted with theory and practice next. 

DISCUSSION 

Drawing on relationship theories and observations of 
business practice, six relationship connectors are identified 
and provide the basis for an empirical taxonomy. The results 
described in the previous section highlight some of the 

Table 8 
DIFFERENCES IN CUSTOMER EVALUATIONS (SATISFACTION WITH SUPPLIER AND SUPPLIER PERFORMANCE) DUE TO TYPE OF 

BUYER-SELLER RELATIONSHIP 

Customer Evaluations Source of Wilks' Sums of Degrees of Probability 
Dependent Variable(s) Variance Lambda Squares Freedom F-ratio Less Than 

Multivariate 
(satisfaction and performance) Relationship type .82 14;832 6.30 .001 

Satisfaction with supplier Relationship type 49.66 7 7.61 .001 
Error 389.01 417 
Total 438.67 424 

Supplier performance Relationship type 49.65 7 9.77 .001 
Error 302.74 417 
Total 352.38 424 
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unique insights that emerge from this alternative research 
approach. The characteristics of the eight relationship types 
provide evidence of the diverse ways that buyers and sellers 
conduct business. The relationship types vary depending on 
the importance of the supply and procurement obstacles 
faced by customer firms. In addition, the results indicate that 
some patterns of interaction clearly are preferred by buying 
firms, as are indicated by the differences in customer satis- 
faction and supplier performance across the relationship 
types. These findings would not be revealed by traditional 
approaches to empirical studies of buyer-seller relationships 
and represent important contributions to the literature. 

Although many of the findings of this study are consistent 
with the current literature, others challenge some prevailing 
wisdom about the nature of buyer-seller relationships. 
Therefore, we begin the discussion of the results by com- 
paring and contrasting our findings with three theoretically 
derived classification schemes that have guided marketing 
thought: (1) Williamson's (1985) markets versus hierarchy 
dichotomy blended with Macneil's (1980) discrete-relation- 
al continuum, (2) Heide's (1994) tripartite typology, and (3) 
Dwyer, Schurr, and Oh's (1987) relationship life cycle. A 
discussion of the implications of the results for management 
practice follows. The section concludes by acknowledging 
the limitations of the research. Throughout this section, we 
provide informed speculation about the nature of the results 
and suggest directions for further research. 

Contributions to the Institutional/Relational Perspective on 
Relationships 

Research in TCA (Williamson 1985) has received a great 
deal of attention from business marketing scholars (for a re- 
cent review, see Rindfleisch and Heide 1997). Transaction 
cost analysis proposes that firms choose the most efficient 
governance mechanism to safeguard transactions from po- 
tentially opportunistic exchange partners. Although the mar- 
ket generally is preferred, conditions of uncertainty and in- 
vestments in relationship-specific assets may raise 
transaction costs for this form of governance, which leads to 
hierarchical or internal production. When pure hierarchy is 
impractical, it has been suggested that contracts may be 
drawn up to simulate hierarchy (Grossman and Hart 1986; 
Stinchcombe 1985). Subsequently, it has been suggested 
that relational exchange norms (Macneil 1980) may provide 
a hybrid governance between markets and hierarchies 
(Williamson 1985). Thus, TCA conceptualizes relationships 
along a market-relationalism-hierarchy continuum. 

Although our empirical taxonomy does not focus on the is- 
sue of governance per se, the results still offer insights relevant 
to TCA. The taxonomy was developed with underlying as- 
sumptions that differ from those of TCA; for example, we 
conceptualize adaptations as a relationship connector, not as 
an antecedent condition, and focus on relationships, not indi- 
vidual transactions. However, many of our constructs are sim- 
ilar, including active monitoring of the supply market and sole 
sourcing (proxies for market governance), cooperative norms 
and trust, legal bonds, internal and external uncertainty, and 
relationship-specific adaptations. Thus, though these findings 
do not provide a formal test of the predictions of TCA, they do 
provide insights when considered in combination with TCA. 

For example, though TCA predicts that pure market gov- 
ernance fails when relationship-specific investments and 

uncertainty are high, our results differ. Using multiple 
sources of supply and active monitoring of the supply mar- 
ket as proxies for market governance, our results suggest 
that the use of these mechanisms was relatively common 
across each relationship type (see Table 5), even in more 
closely connected relationships that involve higher levels of 
relationship-specific adaptation and uncertainty (e.g., cus- 
tom supply, mutually adaptive, and customer is king). 

Similarly, TCA suggests that a high level of relationship- 
specific investment would be associated with higher levels 
of relationalism (Noordewier, John, and Nevin 1990), trust 
(Bradach and Eccles 1989), or formal contract (Stinch- 
combe 1985). Yet comparing and contrasting the more 
closely connected relationships (last five types in Tables 
4-6) provides interesting insights about such associations. 
Although the high levels of supplier adaptation in the cus- 
tomer is king relationships are associated with higher levels 
of relationalism (i.e., cooperative norms and trust) and legal 
bonds, the other types are less consistent with the theory's 
predictions. Both the cooperative systems and collaborative 
relationship types involve low levels of relationship-specific 
adaptation, yet each also exhibits a relatively high level of 
cooperative norms, with the collaborative type also relying 
heavily on formal contracts (i.e., legal bonds). Although 
custom supply relationships involve a relatively high level 
of adaptation by both parties, the use of contracts, norms, or 
trust is relatively modest; market governance seems most 
prominent. Finally, the mutually adaptive form indicates a 
high degree of adaptation by both parties but relatively low 
levels of trust and relational norms. Mutually adaptive rela- 
tionships may be governed by the hostage model 
(Williamson 1983), in which the high specific investments 
by both parties are presumed to mitigate opportunism. These 
results illustrate the value of an alternative approach such as 
that employed here. Although the results of extant re- 
search-which rely on correlational methods-often find 
the anticipated associations, our approach points to relative- 
ly frequently occurring exceptions. Research that explores 
these exceptions in greater depth may refine and advance 
theories such as TCA. 

Together, these findings also suggest the need to explore 
other drivers of governance, the roles performed by these 
mechanisms, and the collateral benefits each provides. For 
example, operational linkages have emerged as a mecha- 
nism for efficiently managing serial transactions. With the 
decreasing cost of information technology and the focus on 
cost reduction in the supply chain, developing operational 
linkages will become an increasingly important competitive 
tactic in commercial exchange. How operational linkages in- 
teract with other aspects of business relationships is largely 
unknown and a suggested direction for additional research. 

The pattern of results provides support for recent concep- 
tualizations that acknowledge multiple or plural forms of 
governance (Bergen et al. 1995; Bradach and Eccles 1989). 
Rindfleisch and Heide (1997, p. 51) suggest that under- 
standing how multiple governance mechanisms operate in 
practice represents "an especially important area for future 
applications of TCA." With the relatively early development 
of theory about multiple forms of governance or control 
(Bradach and Eccles 1989; Jaworski 1988; Rindfleisch and 
Heide 1997), our results and the taxonomic methodology 
described in this study offer an avenue for developing 
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grounded theory by creating an empirical taxonomy based 
on particular governance mechanisms. 

The results also provide evidence of the variety of hybrid 
relationship forms that exist between market and hierarchy. 
Furthermore, it is clear that these relationship types do not 
array along a unidimensional continuum, such as that which 
provides the basis for TCA and other research in this area. 
Coming to a similar conclusion, Heide (1994) develops a 
governance typology based on three ideal forms of gover- 
nance. The results of our taxonomy are compared and con- 
trasted with this typology next. 

Contributions to the Market/Unilateral/Bilateral 
Perspective 

Building on the institutional, relational contracting, and 
resource dependence perspectives, Heide (1994) develops a 
typology characterized by three "ideal" relationship forms: 
market, unilateral/hierarchical, and bilateral. Heide ac- 
knowledges that, in practice, individual relationships may 
combine aspects of each form. Our results support this and 
demonstrate just how elements of market, unilateral, and bi- 
lateral governance are combined in practice. 

For example, the low level of operational linkages in the 
basic buying and selling relationships reflects the low de- 
gree of role specification characteristic of Heide's market 
governance. However, this relationship type also exhibits a 
relatively high level of cooperative norms, a bilateral quali- 
ty. Similarly, the high level of legal bonds in collaborative 
relationships would be a market or unilateral quality in Hei- 
de's typology, but collaborative relationships exhibit bilater- 
al qualities with relatively high levels of information ex- 
change and cooperative norms. 

Heide's (1994) typology and an empirical test in the same 
article provide evidence for the association between high lev- 
els of interdependence and high levels of bilateralism (in the 
empirical test, in the form of higher flexibility). Other re- 
search also has found that relationalism occurs more fre- 
quently in highly interdependent relationships (Gundlach and 
Cadotte 1994; Kumar, Scheer, and Steenkamp 1995). One 
type of relationship in the taxonomy-the mutually adaptive 
form-also is characterized by a high level of interdepend- 
ence through mutual relationship-specific adaptation. But in 
contrast to these other findings, the mutually adaptive rela- 
tionship is not very relational, exhibiting the lowest level of 
trust and relatively low levels of cooperative norms. One ex- 
planation may be that the source of interdependence in our 
study is internal, whereas in the others, the sources are exter- 
nal. The research methods used in this study make it possible 
to identify explicitly important types of relationships that fre- 
quently occur in practice but that have been overlooked in the 
past. Together, these findings indicate the need for more re- 
search that extends our understanding of interdependence 
and its role in exchange relationships. 

An important contribution of an empirical taxonomy such 
as that developed here is that it extends typologies such as 
Heide's by showing just how actual buyer-seller relation- 
ships combine different market, unilateral, and bilateral ele- 
ments, as well as the market/situational factors that influ- 
ence each and the performance outcomes associated with 
each relationship type. Another prominent role played by 
taxonomic research is in understanding evolutionary 
processes (cf. McKelvey and Aldrich 1983; Sneath and 

Sokal 1973). In marketing, a prominent relationship life cy- 
cle model is the one developed by Dwyer, Schurr, and Oh 
(1987). 

Contributions to the Life Cycle Perspective 

Dwyer, Schurr, and Oh (1987) propose a classification 
scheme based on the stages and process along which busi- 
ness relationships develop. Understanding a life cycle for 
buyer-seller relationships is potentially useful in both the- 
ory development and providing guidance to managers. 
Classification plays an important first step in understanding 
the process of evolution (McKelvey and Aldrich 1983). 
The results of the empirical taxonomy stimulate informed 
speculation about the developmental process of business 
relationships. 

Implicit in Dwyer, Schurr, and Oh's (1987) model is the 
expectation that relationships inevitably move toward the 
commitment stage or dissolve along the way. Our results do 
not support this conceptualization. The eight relationship 
types do not significantly differ with respect to the age of the 
relationships (p > .05; see Table 5), though each exhibits 
varying levels of trust and commitment (as indicated by 
relationship-specific adaptations, one of Dwyer, Schurr, and 
Oh's criteria). Thus, if relationships meet customer needs, 
they are likely to endure, no matter how closely connected. 
The relative longevity across all types of relationships pro- 
vides evidence that a domesticated character (Arndt 1979) 
and long-term orientation (Ganesan 1994) characterize most 
relationships in business markets. 

However, we find support for the belief that some rela- 
tionship types require more time to develop. For example, 
though 15% of all relationships in our sample were less than 
two years old, only 3% of mutually adaptive and customer 
is king relationships were this young. These two relationship 
types both involve high levels of relationship-specific adap- 
tation, which provides an indication that adaptations may 
evolve slowly. This finding suggests that one avenue for fur- 
ther research into the complex territory of relationship de- 
velopment might begin by examining specific subprocesses, 
for example, the adaptation process (cf. Hallen, Johanson, 
and Seyed-Mohamed 1991). 

Other results suggest an alternative theoretical approach 
that may provide additional insights about how relationships 
develop. Research in sociology and organization studies has 
found that life cycles often are influenced by institutional 
factors (for review, see Scott 1995). Institutional explana- 
tions focus on the effects of larger institutions or trends. We 
find that buying firms in the service sector (including a large 
number from the public sector, such as government, schools, 
and hospitals) disproportionately employ contractual trans- 
actions. When selling firms were engaged primarily in man- 
ufacturing as opposed to distribution (see Table 5), mutual- 
ly adaptive and customer is king types of relationships were 
more common, whereas relationships with distributor sup- 
pliers were more frequently of the basic buying and selling 
or bare bones form. These findings may reflect the institu- 
tional effects of industry practice. For example, our post- 
study interviews with executives suggested that the use of 
formal contracts is a commonly accepted practice in some 
industries, whereas it signals mistrust in others. 

We also might expect that successful relational forms may 
be copied within a particular firm (Scott 1995). The popular 
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business press often asserts that effective relationships are 
customized and idiosyncratic to the partners involved. The 
best of these relationships are likely to be those that reduce 
total systems costs rather than simply creating short-term 
cost shifts from one firm to another. Yet there are usually 
significant costs associated with custom relationships. Thus, 
effective relational modes are not likely to be unique for 
long. For example, operational linkages that focus on im- 
proving logistics service or reducing inventory cost may re- 
quire that both the buyer and seller agree on a certain bar 
code system for identifying the contents of shipping cartons. 
Any such system is likely to involve costs for one or both 
parties. But, having invested in such systems and found 
them to be effective, one or both firms may want to use them 
in other relationships. Although Procter & Gamble's rela- 
tionship with Wal-Mart initially involved idiosyncratic 
processes, both firms later leveraged the practices across 
other customers/suppliers. Thus, what starts out as a 
relationship-specific adaptation by a buyer or seller may end 
up, longer-term, being part of a new way of working with 
other customers or suppliers (cf. Chandler 1962). Research 
is needed to understand better how institutional factors such 
as standards affect the process of evolution for business re- 
lationships and when customization versus standardization 
of relationship styles makes sense. 

Managing Buyer-Seller Relationships in Business Markets 

The results of our taxonomy have important implications 
for the management of buyer-seller relationships. In the busi- 
ness press, there has been substantial advocacy of the need 
for firms to build and manage close, long-term relationships 
with their customers. At first blush, that seems compelling. 
After all, who would disagree with the idea of having good 
relationships with customers? But important caveats must be 
considered before embracing this prescription. 

Foremost, the taxonomy makes it clear that some buyer 
firms do not want or need close ties with all of their suppli- 
ers. They are satisfied with the effective performance of 
suppliers who simply meet their needs without extensive en- 
tanglements. Furthermore, our results document that differ- 
ent types of buyer-seller relationships predominate in dif- 
ferent situations. For example, the most closely coupled 
relationships arise when the supply is important to the cus- 
tomer and when there are procurement obstacles such as 
complex purchase requirements and few alternative suppli- 
ers. Conversely, when the purchase is less important to the 
customer, competitive market forces operate, and uncertain- 
ty is not too great, customers are more likely to elect for a 
type of relationship that is less closely linked across several 
relationship connectors. 

Customer and supplier firms do not always select the "op- 
timal" type of relationship for a given the situation. Yet, in 
all likelihood, there is some collective wisdom in how firms 
structure their relationships. Over time, successful firms ex- 
perientially identify "vaguely right" solutions to supply their 
needs. Thus, a supplier that is pushing to develop a closer re- 
lationship with customers carefully should consider the type 
of relationship it expects, that is, how the supplier connects 
with the customer. The connectors we identify and the tax- 
onomy they produce provide some important guidance in 
managing relationships. 

The results also may be useful to business buyers or sell- 
ers in managing a portfolio of buyer-seller relationships (cf. 

Fiocca 1982). Each relationship type requires different types 
and degrees of investment and produces different outcomes. 
Understanding how each relationship type fits into a larger 
portfolio of relationship types becomes a strategic issue for 
marketing and procurement managers. 

The study also points to the critical role of relationship- 
specific adaptations. These investments can involve signifi- 
cant costs for development and ongoing management and in 
forgoing other opportunities. Comparing and contrasting the 
mutually adaptive and customer is king relationship types 
suggests that patterns of adaptation have important implica- 
tions for the participants. Managers must understand the 
short- and long-term implications of adaptation decisions. 

In addition, though many studies point out the benefits of 
building trust in relationships (e.g., Doney and Cannon 
1997; Ganesan 1994), our results indicate that the most 
closely connected suppliers are not necessarily the most 
trusted. The highest levels of trust reported in Table 5 occur 
in three of the four closest relationship types, as well as in 
the more distant basic buying and selling form. Further- 
more, the lowest level of trust occurs in the more closely 
connected mutually adaptive relationships. Because of the 
lack of strong formal connections in basic buying and sell- 
ing relationships, suppliers may work hard at developing 
trust as a source of loyalty, possibly as a dependence bal- 
ancing tactic (Heide and John 1988). In addition, the ease 
with which buyers can switch to alternative sources of sup- 
ply gives them the ability to punish untrustworthy suppliers 
readily by discontinuing the relationship, so those suppliers 
able to build and maintain the buying firm's trust are re- 
tained (cf. Hill 1990). Because a buyer's investments lock it 
into a mutually adaptive relationship, there may appear to be 
less incentive for sellers to act in a trustworthy manner. Fur- 
thermore, buyers may be more willing to grant trust when 
vulnerability is low. Current research on trust does not ad- 
dress the effect of these types of market and situational con- 
tingencies on the development of trust adequately. 

Limitations 

In any research project, choices made by the researchers 
create limitations in interpreting the results. The data for this 
research are based on the customer's perspective of the buy- 
er-seller relationship. Readers should keep in mind that a 
seller's point of view might be different. For example, a pur- 
chase that is not particularly important from the perspective 
of a customer (say, a large corporation) may be a crucial sale 
from a seller's perspective. Because of our focus on opera- 
tional aspects of buyer-seller relationships and purchasing's 
broad responsibility for relationships, these respondents 
have the appropriate perspective for informing on the buy- 
er-seller relationship constructs central to this research. 
However, other members of the buying organization might 
have a different view and emphasize other relationship- 
relevant connectors. For example, the highest levels of pur- 
chasing management might focus on strategic aspects of 
supplier relations, and technical personnel might be interest- 
ed in learning from suppliers. 

The scope of the research is delimited by the constructs 
we explicitly specify, measure, and evaluate. We have at- 
tempted to strike a balance between parsimony and com- 
pleteness in identifying theoretically relevant and unique 
connectors that indicate key ways that buyers and sellers 
conduct commercial exchange, as well as important deter- 

457 



JOURNAL OF MARKETING RESEARCH, NOVEMBER 1999 

minants and outcomes. However, other constructs that are 
potentially important were not included. For example, 
though this study focuses on relationship connectors that are 
anchored behaviorally, a different typology would emerge if 
it was based on constructs that reflected the social nature of 
the relationship. 

Sampling decisions indicate that researchers should exer- 
cise some caution in generalizing the findings to new con- 
texts. Membership in NAPM, though it represents a broad 
variety of industries, tends to include better-educated pur- 
chasing professionals, larger buying organizations, and a 
large proportion of manufacturing firms. Furthermore, by 
focusing respondents on the main supplier for their most re- 
cent purchasing decision, the sample reflects a higher pro- 
portion of relationships with sole and major suppliers and a 
lower proportion of minor suppliers within a given product 
category. These decisions suggest that the results are indica- 
tive of more important supplier relationships. 

There is no single optimal way to develop an empirical 
taxonomy. Thus, some buyer-seller relationships might be 
understood best by thinking of them as hybrids or combina- 
tions of the "pure types" presented and discussed here. Sim- 
ilarly, the modal prototypes we identify might not be repre- 
sentative of certain types of relationships that are infrequent 
in occurrence but nevertheless important. 

These and other limitations should be kept in mind in 
considering our results and the implications of our findings. 
Even so, the results of the taxonomic research offer new in- 
sights and contributions to theory and practice. 

CONCLUSION 

Although advances in practice and theory have con- 
tributed to enhanced knowledge of buyer-seller relation- 
ships, the discipline is far from mature. Firms continue to 
struggle with developing and implementing new strategies 
with their customers and suppliers. More effective 
buyer-seller relationships help both parties manage uncer- 
tainty and dependence, increase efficiency by lowering total 
costs, and enhance product development and market orien- 
tation through better knowledge of customers and their 
needs. To realize these benefits, firms must understand how 
to interrelate and conduct relationships with customers and 
suppliers to achieve effectively the diverse objectives and 
outcomes possible from each relationship. By offering in- 
sight into prototypical patterns that show how firms relate 
and conduct exchange and finding associations with impor- 
tant attitudes, situational factors, and outcomes, this study 
helps advance theory and knowledge in the arena of busi- 
ness marketing and procurement. 

REFERENCES 

Achrol, Ravi S. and Louis W. Stern (1988), "Environmental Deter- 
minants of Decision-Making Uncertainty in Marketing Chan- 
nels," Journal of Marketing Research, 25 (February), 36-50. 

Aldrich, Howard E. (1979), Organizations and Environments. En- 
glewood Cliffs, NJ: Prentice Hall. 

Anderson, Erin and Anne T. Coughlan (1987), "International Mar- 
ket Entry and Expansion Via Independent or Integrated Chan- 
nels of Distribution," Journal of Marketing, 51 (January), 
71-82. 

and Barton Weitz (1992), 'The Use of Pledges to Build and 
Sustain Commitment in Distribution Channels," Journal of Mar- 
keting Research, 29 (February), 18-34. 

Anderson, James C. and David W. Gerbing (1988), "Structural 
Equation Modeling in Practice: A Review and Recommended 
Two-Step Approach," Psychological Bulletin, 103 (3), 
411-23. 

and James A. Narus (1984), "A Model of the Distributor's 
Perspective of Distributor-Manufacturer Working Relation- 
ships," Journal of Marketing, 48 (Fall), 62-74. 

and (1990), "A Model of Distributor Firm and 
Manufacturer Firm Working Partnerships," Journal of Market- 
ing, 54 (January), 42-58. 

Arndt, Johan (1979), 'Toward a Concept of Domesticated Mar- 
kets," Journal of Marketing, 43 (Fall), 69-75. 

Babakus, Emin, Carl E. Ferguson Jr., and Karl G. Joreskog (1987), 
"The Sensitivity of Confirmatory Factor Analysis to Violations 
of Measurement Scale and Distributional Assumptions," Journal 
of Marketing Research, 24 (May), 222-28. 

Balakrishnan, Srinivasan and Berger Wernerfelt (1986), "Technical 
Change, Competition, and Vertical Integration," Strategic Man- 
agement Journal, 7 (July-August), 347-59. 

Beale, Hugh and Tony Dugdale (1975), "Contract Between Busi- 
nessmen: Planning and the Use of Contractual Remedies," 
British Journal of Law and Society, 2 (1), 45-60. 

Becker, H.S. (1960), "Notes on the Concept of Commitment," 
American Journal of Sociology, 66 (3), 32-40. 

Bentler, Peter M. (1990), "Comparative Fit Indexes in Structural 
Models," Psychological Bulletin, 107 (2), 238-46. 

Bergen, Mark, Shantanu Dutta, Jan B. Heide, and George John 
(1995), "Understanding Dual Distribution: The Case of Reps 
and House Accounts," Journal of Law, Economics, and Organi- 
zation, 11 (April), 189-204. 

Bollen, Kenneth A. (1989a), "A New Incremental Fit Index for 
General Structural Equation Models," Sociological Methods and 
Research, 17 (February), 303-16. 

(1989b), Structural Equations with Latent Variables. New 
York: John Wiley & Sons. 

and Richard Lennox (1991), "Conventional Wisdom on 
Measurement: A Structural Equation Perspective," Psychologi- 
cal Bulletin, 110 (2), 305-14. 

Bonoma, Thomas V. (1976), "Conflict, Cooperation, and Trust in 
Three Power Systems," Behavioral Science, 21 (November), 
499-514. 

Bowersox, Donald J. (1990), 'The Strategic Benefits of Logistics 
Alliances," Harvard Business Review, 68 (July/August), 36-45. 

Bradach, Jeffrey L. and Robert G. Eccles (1989), "Price, Authori- 
ty, and Trust," Annual Review of Sociology, 15, 97-118. 

Bunn, Michelle D. (1993), "Taxonomy of Buying Decision Ap- 
proaches," Journal of Marketing, 57 (January), 38-56. 

and Stephen W. Clopton (1993), "Patterns of Information 
Source Use Across Industrial Purchase Situations," Decision 
Sciences, 24 (2), 457-78. 

Cannon, Joseph P. (1992), A Taxonomy of Buyer-Seller Relation- 
ships in Business Markets, doctoral dissertation, Kenan-Flagler 
Business School, University of North Carolina-Chapel Hill. 

Chandler, Alfred (1962), Strategy and Structure: Chapters in the 
History of Industrial Enterprise. Cambridge, MA: The MIT 
Press. 

Clopton, Stephen W. (1984), "Seller and Buying Firm Factors Af- 
fecting Industrial Buyers' Negotiation Behavior and Outcomes," 
Journal of Marketing Research, 21 (February), 39-53. 

Dertzousas, Michael L., Richard K. Lester, and Robert M. Solow 
(1989), Made in America: Regaining the Productive Edge. 
Cambridge, MA: The MIT Press. 

Doney, Patricia M. and Joseph P. Cannon (1997), "An Examination 
of the Nature of Trust in Buyer-Seller Relationships," Journal of 
Marketing, 61 (April), 35-51. 

Dwyer, F. Robert and Sejo Oh (1988), "A Transaction Cost Per- 
spective on Vertical Contractual Structure and Interchannel 
Competitive Strategies," Journal of Marketing, 52 (April), 
21-34. 

458 



Buyer-Seller Relationships 

, Paul H. Schurr, and Sejo Oh (1987), "Developing Buy- 
er-Seller Relationships," Journal of Marketing, 51 (April), 
11-27. 

Emshwiller, John R. (1991), "Suppliers Struggle to Improve Qual- 
ity as Big Firms Slash Their Vendor Rolls," The Wall Street 
Journal, (August 16), B , B2. 

Fiocca, Renato (1982), "Account Portfolio Analysis for Strategy 
Development," Industrial Marketing Management, 11 (Febru- 
ary), 53-62. 

Ford, David, ed. (1990), Understanding Business Markets: Inter- 
action, Relationships and Networks. London: Academic Press. 

Fornell, Claes and David F. Larcker (1981), "Evaluating Structur- 
al Equation Models with Unobservable Variables and Measure- 
ment Errors," Journal of Marketing Research, 18 (February), 
39-51. 

Frazier, Gary L. (1983), "Interorganizational Exchange Behavior 
in Marketing Channels: A Broadened Perspective," Journal of 
Marketing, 47 (Fall), 68-78. 

, Robert E. Spekman, and Charles R. O'Neal (1988), "Just- 
in-Time Exchange Relationships in Industrial Markets," Journal 
of Marketing, 52 (October), 52-67. 

and John 0. Summers (1984), "Interfirm Influence Strate- 
gies and Their Application Within Distribution Channels," Jour- 
nal of Marketing, 48 (Summer), 43-55. 

Ganesan, Shankar (1994), "Determinants of Long-Term Orienta- 
tion in Buyer-Seller Relationships," Journal of Marketing, 58 
(April), 1-19. 

Grossman, Sanford J. and Oliver D. Hart (1986), "The Costs and 
Benefits of Ownership: A Theory of Vertical and Lateral Inte- 
gration," Journal of Political Economy, 94 (4), 691-719. 

Gundlach, Gregory T. and Ernest R. Cadotte (1994), "Exchange In- 
terdependence and Interfirm Interaction: Research in a Simulat- 
ed Channel Setting," Journal of Marketing Research, 31 (No- 
vember), 516-32. 

Hakansson, Hakan, ed. (1982), International Marketing and Pur- 
chasing of Industrial Goods. Chichester: John Wiley & Sons. 

and Ivan Snehota, eds. (1995), Developing Relationships 
in Business Networks. London: Routledge. 

Hallen, Lars, Jan Johanson, and Nazeem Seyed-Mohamed (1991), 
"Interfirm Adaptation in Business Relationships," Journal of 
Marketing, 55 (April), 29-37. 

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

and George John (1988), "The Role of Dependence Bal- 
ancing in Safeguarding Transaction-Specific Assets in Conven- 
tional Channels," Journal of Marketing, 52 (January), 20-35. 

and (1990), "Alliances in Industrial Purchasing: 
The Determinants of Joint Action in Buyer-Supplier Relation- 
ships," Journal of Marketing Research, 27 (February), 24-36. 

and (1992), "Do Norms Matter in Marketing Rela- 
tionships?" Journal of Marketing, 56 (April), 32-44. 

Hill, Charles W. (1990), "Cooperation, Opportunism, and the In- 
visible Hand: Implications for Transaction Cost Theory," Acad- 
emy of Management Review, 15 (3), 500-13. 

Hunt, Shelby D. (1991), Modern Marketing Theory. Cincinnati, 
OH: South-Western Publishing Co. 

, Nina M. Ray, and Van R. Wood (1985), "Behavioral Di- 
mensions of Channels of Distribution: Review and Synthesis," 
Journal of the Academy of Marketing Science, 13 (Summer), 
1-24. 

Jackson, Barbara Bund (1985), Winning and Keeping Industrial 
Customers. Lexington, MA: Lexington Books. 

Jaworski, Bernard J. (1988), "Toward a Theory of Marketing Con- 
trol: Environmental Context, Control Types, and Conse- 
quences," Journal of Marketing, 52 (July), 23-39. 

Johanson, Jan and Lars-Gunnar Mattson (1987), "Interorganiza- 
tional Relations in Industrial Systems: A Network Approach 
Compared with the Transaction-Cost Approach," International 
Studies of Management and Organization, 17 (Spring), 34-48. 

John, George (1984), "An Empirical Investigation of Some An- 
tecedents of Opportunism in a Marketing Channel," Journal of 
Marketing Research, 21 (August), 278-89. 

Joreskog, Karl G. (1971), "Statistical Analysis of Sets of Con- 
generic Tests," Psychometrika, 36 (June), 109-33. 

and Dag Sorbom (1989), LISREL 7, A Guide to the Pro- 
gram and Applications, 2d ed. Chicago: SPSS Inc. 

Kaufmann, Patrick J.and Rajiv P. Dant (1992), "Dimensions of 
Commercial Exchange," Marketing Letters, 3 (May), 171-85. 

and Louis W. Stern (1988), "Relational Exchange Norms, 
Perceptions of Unfairness, and Retained Hostility in Commer- 
cial Litigation," Journal of Conflict Resolution, 32 (September), 
534-52. 

Kelley, Harrold H. and John W. Thibaut (1978), Interpersonal Re- 
lations: A Theory of Interdependence. New York: John Wiley & 
Sons. 

Kelly, Kevin and Kathleen Kerwin (1993), "There's Another Side 
to the Lopez Saga," BusinessWeek, (August 23), 26. 

Kumar, Nirmalya, Lisa K. Scheer, and Jan-Benedict E.M. 
Steenkamp (1995), "The Effects of Perceived Interdependence 
on Dealer Attitudes," Journal of Marketing Research, 32 (Au- 
gust), 348-56. 

Lavin, Douglas (1993), "Chrysler's Man of Many Parts Cuts 
Costs," The Wall Street Journal, (May 14), B1, B9. 

Lusch, Robert F. and James R. Brown (1996), "Intedependency, 
Contracting, and Relational Behavior in Marketing Channels," 
Journal of Marketing, 60 (October), 19-38. 

Macaulay, Stewart (1963), "Non-Contractual Relations in Busi- 
ness: A Preliminary Study," American Sociological Review, 28 
(February), 55-67. 

Macneil, Ian (1980), The New Social Contract. New Haven, CT: 
Yale University Press. 

Magnet, Myron (1994), 'The New Golden Rule of Business," For- 
tune, (February 21), 60-64. 

McKelvey, Bill (1982), Organizational Systematics: Taxonomy, Evo- 
lution, Classification. Berkeley, CA: University of California Press. 

and Howard Aldrich (1983), "Populations, Natural Selec- 
tion, and Applied Organizational Science," Administrative Sci- 
ence Quarterly, 28 (March), 101-28. 

Miles, Raymond E., Charles C. Snow, and Jeffrey Pfeffer (1974), 
"Organization-Environments: Concepts and Issues," Industrial 
Relations, 13 (October), 244-64. 

Milligan, Glenn W. and Martha C. Cooper (1984), "An Examina- 
tion of Procedures for Determining the Number of Clusters in a 
Data Set," Psychometrika, 50 (June), 159-79. 

Mohr, Jakki, Robert J. Fisher, and John R. Nevin (1996), "Collab- 
orative Communication in Interfirm Relationships: Moderating 
Effects of Integration and Control," Journal of Marketing, 60 
(July), 103-15. 

and John R. Nevin (1990), "Communication Strategies in 
Marketing Channels: A Theoretical Perspective," Journal of 
Marketing, 54 (October), 36-5 1. 

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

Noordewier, Thomas G., George John, and John R. Nevin (1990), 
"Performance Outcomes of Purchasing Arrangements in Indus- 
trial Buyer-Vendor Relationships," Journal of Marketing, 54 
(October), 80-93. 

Oliver, Christine (1990), "Determinants of Interorganizational Re- 
lationships: Integration and Future Directions," Academy of 
Management Review, 15 (April), 241-65. 

Perreault, William D., Jr., Douglas N. Behrman, and Gary M. Arm- 
strong (1979), "Alternative Approaches for Interpretation of 
Multiple Discriminant Analysis in Marketing," Journal of Busi- 
ness Research, 7 (2), 151-73. 

Pfeffer, Jeffrey and Gerald R. Salancik (1978), The External Con- 
trol of Organizations: A Resource Dependence Approach. New 
York: Harper and Row Publishers. 

459 



JOURNAL OF MARKETING RESEARCH, NOVEMBER 1999 

Punj, Girish and David W. Stewart (1983), "Cluster Analysis in 
Marketing Research: Review and Suggestions for Application," 
Journal of Marketing Research, 20 (May), 134-48. 

Reve, Torger (1986), "Organization for Distribution," in Research 
in Marketing, Vol. 8, L.P. Bucklin and James M. Carman, eds. 
Greenwich, CT: JAI Press, 1-26. 

and Louis W. Stern (1986), 'The Relationship Between In- 
terorganizational Form, Transaction Climate, and Economic 
Performance in Vertical Interfirm Dyads," in Marketing Chan- 
nels: Relationships and Performance, L. Pellegrini and S. Red- 
dy, eds. Lexington, MA: Lexington Books, 75-102. 

Rigdon, Edward E. and Carl E. Ferguson, Jr. (1991), 'The Perfor- 
mance of the Polychoric Correlation Coefficient and Selected 
Fitting Functions in Confirmatory Factory Analysis with Ordinal 
Data," Journal of Marketing Research, 28 (November), 491-97. 

Rindfleisch, Aric and Jan B. Heide (1997), 'Transaction Cost 
Analysis: Past, Present, and Future Applications," Journal of 
Marketing, 61 (October), 30-54. 

Robicheaux, Robert A. and James E. Coleman (1994), "The Struc- 
ture of Marketing Channel Relationships," Journal of Marketing 
Science, 22 (Winter), 38-51. 

Rusbult, Caryl E. (1983), "A Longitudinal Test of the Investment 
Model: The Development (and Deterioration) of Satisfaction 
and Commitment in Heterosexual Involvements," Journal of 
Personality and Social Psychology, 45 (July), 101-17. 

Sarle, Warren S. (1983), Cubic Clustering Criterion, SAS Techni- 
cal Report A-108. Cary, NC: SAS Institute Inc. 

Scott, W. Richard (1995), Institutions and Organizations. Thou- 
sand Oaks, CA: Sage Publishing. 

Sneath, Peter H.A. and Robert R. Sokal (1973), Numerical Taxon- 
omy. San Francisco, CA: Freeman. 

Stem, Louis W. and Torger Reve (1980), "Distribution Channels as 
Political Economies: A Framework for Comparative Analysis," 
Journal of Marketing, 44 (Summer), 52-64. 

Stertz, Bradley A. and Joseph B. White (1992), "Who's News: 
GM's Top Buyer Shakes Up Motor City," The Wall Street Jour- 
nal, (June 17), B1. 

Stinchcombe, Arthur L. (1985), "Contracts as Hierarchical Docu- 
ments," in Organization Theory and Project Management Ad- 
ministering Uncertainty in Norwegian Offshore Oil, Arthur L. 
Stinchcombe and Carol A. Heimer, eds. Bergen, Norway: Nor- 
wegian University Press, 121-71. 

Tosh, Mark (1993), "ECR's Guiding Principal," Supermarket 
News, (May 10), 1-28. 

Uniform Commercial Code (1978), American Law Institute and the 
National Conference of Commissioners on Uniform State Laws, 
Washington, DC. 

Webster, Frederick E. (1992), 'The Changing Role of Marketing in 
the Corporation," Journal of Marketing, 56 (October), 1-17. 

Williamson, Oliver E. (1983), "Credible Commitments: Using 
Hostages to Support Exchange," American Economic Review, 73 
(September), 519-40. 

(1985), The Economic Institutions of Capitalism: Firms, 
Markets, and Relational Contracting. New York: The Free Press. 

Wilson, David (1994), "Social Interactions Perspective and Rela- 
tionship Marketing: The IMP Model," in Relationship Market- 
ing: Theory, Methods and Applications, Proceedings for the 
1994 Research Conference on Relationship Marketing, J.N. 
Sheth and A. Parvatiyar, eds. Atlanta, GA: Center for Relation- 
ship Marketing at Emory University. 

Plus much more! 

Visit the AMA Website! 

ht tp://www. ama. org 

Here's a sampling of what you'll find 

on the AMA website: 

* Selected articles and abstracts from Journal of Marketing 
Research and other AMA publications 

* Updated information on advertising in AMA publications 
* Other advertising, sponsorship and exhibit opportunities 
* Marketing discussion groups 
* Information on the American Marketing Association, its 

members, and benefits 

0- 
op- 

--..dow , 

l 

460 


	Article Contents
	p. 439
	p. 440
	p. 441
	p. 442
	p. 443
	p. 444
	p. 445
	p. 446
	p. 447
	p. 448
	p. 449
	p. 450
	p. 451
	p. 452
	p. 453
	p. 454
	p. 455
	p. 456
	p. 457
	p. 458
	p. 459
	p. 460

	Issue Table of Contents
	Journal of Marketing Research, Vol. 36, No. 4 (Nov., 1999), pp. 397-535
	Volume Information [pp.  526 - 535]
	Front Matter
	Sustained Spending and Persistent Response: A New Look at Long-Term Marketing Profitability [pp.  397 - 412]
	Estimating Price Elasticities with Theory-Based Priors [pp.  413 - 423]
	Visual Attention to Repeated Print Advertising: A Test of Scanpath Theory [pp.  424 - 438]
	Buyer-Seller Relationships in Business Markets [pp.  439 - 460]
	Pie-Expansion Efforts: Collaboration Processes in Buyer-Supplier Relationships [pp.  461 - 475]
	Measuring the Influence of Individual Preference Structures in Group Decision Making [pp.  476 - 487]
	Investigating Household State Dependence Effects across Categories [pp.  488 - 500]
	Research Notes and Communications
	HINoV: A New Model to Improve Market Segment Definition by Identifying Noisy Variables [pp.  501 - 509]
	A Characterization of Retailer Response to Manufacturer Trade Deals [pp.  510 - 516]
	The Impact of Brand Extensions on Parent Brand Memory Structures and Retrieval Processes [pp.  517 - 525]

	Back Matter



