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Abstract. One of the main trends of companies’ developmeid focus on their core competencies. This ineg#se
significance of well functioned relationships betnebuyers and sellers. This implies that buying seiting activities
become more connected with the relationship manegerithe aim of this paper is to present some ecapimodels
of relationship parametetlat can be used successfully in the study of-mtganizational exchange and buyer-supplier
relationships. The model of relationship construoisdistributor and manufacturer firms is basedtbe study of
marketing-channels. Its research aim is to buildistributor and a manufacturer partnership modéke @eveloped
model is not positioned among other types of iotgfanizational relationships. The principal objeetof the IMP
interaction model is to measure the relationshigratteristics as exchange, co-operation and adaptdthe results
suggest that information exchange and social exgsghégad to co-operation as well as that co-operdteiween buyers
and sellers acts upon their willingness to makeptadimns. The model of relationship constructs sseselationships
from the perspective of relationship marketing. Tinedel of relational orientation was developed Hase study aimed
at identifying the impact of relational orientationbuyer-supplier relationships in increased pasghul-product quality.
The results suggest that relational orientatiguoisitively related to purchased-product qualitye Tesults of studies on
the inter-organization relationships between défgrrelationship constructs have hardly reacheadramess. Some
researchers argue that trust leads to communicatibite others have pointed that communication det@adtrust. Some
authors claim that co-operation is the causal aaeat of trust, whereas others accept that commitiaued trust are
the prerequisites of co-operation. Similarly formsg trust and commitment are the key factors forrking
relationships, while others emphasize dependent&amot recognize commitment as a key variable.
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1. Introduction advantages of the common economic system of the
One of the main trends of companies’ European Union [4].

development is to focus on their core competencie ~ The objective of the paper is to discuss some

and to outsource non-core activities. This leads to popular empirical models of relationship parameters

situation where a company's success depends (for assessing inter-organizational relationships in

how well it is able to buy and manage its supplieisupply chain. They can be used to develop a general

base. This increases the importance of wellset of criteria for investigation buyer-supplier

functioning relationships between buyers and sellerrelationship and to elaborate a successful inter-

as purchased products become closely associatorganizational exchange.

with its core competencies [1]. This implies that

buying and selling activites become more 2. Empirical models of relationship

associated with relationship management and characteristics

involve more than just purchasing and marketing2.1. Model of relationship constructs for

departments [2]. In this regard, in [3] the empbasi distributor and manufacturer firms

is not only on the direct participation of the Based on the study of marketing-channels a

customer in product design, but also to provoke thmodel of distributor firm and manufacturer firm

interest of suppliers and their direct involvement partnerships is constructed. This kind of partriprsh

the structuring of knowledge assets of the companis defined as “the extent to which there is mutual

in the Web environment. World globalization recognition and understanding that the success of

imposed solution on competitiveness problemseach firm depends in part on the other firm, with

through distributing of various production processe each firm consequently taking actions so as to

as a whole or as parts of given manufacturin¢provide a coordinated effort focused on jointly

among several states. An approach is to solve ttsatisfying the requirements of the customer market

problem of arranging objects using internationalplace” [5, 6].

information networks, as a pre-condition for The study was consisted of two parts. At first a

optimal logistics system that makes use of themodel was developed and after tested in the context
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of the distributor and manufacturing firms in aterms of both the relationship constructs and the
cross-section of industries. The aim of the modelmeasures. The study was performed in two separate
was not to investigate manufacturer-distributorquestionnaires, one for the distributor firms ane t
relationships themselves, but to assess the intepther for the manufacturer firms. There is no
relationships  between different relationship detailed description of the way how to perform an
characteristics as trust, communication and redatio empirical evaluation of each parameter of the
ship satisfaction in the channel-relationship ceinte relationship. Tables 1 and 2 gives a sample of the

The research constructs used to evaluate thiype of relationship measures used to assess the
manufacturer and distributor perceptions of themanufacturer and distributor firms' relationship
relationship were not identical, but very similar i constructs [6].

Table 1. Relationship constructs for distributomf$

Relationship construct Example measur e (evaluated on a seven-point scale)

Trust (scale: don't trust Manufactu{Based upon your past and present experience, haidwou chaacterize th
X - trust Manufacturer X completely)|level of trust your firm has in its working relatiship with Manufacturer X?
Communication (scale: strondManufacturer X lets our firm know as soon as pdssilf any unegecteq

disagree - strongly agree) problems with things such as lead time, delivehesiules, or product quality
Co-operation (scale: strongly disag|Computed as a sum of: a) Our firm helps out Martufac X in whateve
- strongly agree) ways they ask b) Manufacturer X helps our firm iouvhatever ways we ask

Influence by partner firm (scalManufacturer X has considerable latitude in degjdimow much field sale
strongly disagree - strongly agree) |assistance and technology support they give tdioarfor their product line
Influence over partner firm (scale: [To what extent does Manufacturer X follow whatek@rommenddons you
at all - to a great extent) firm makes regarding the marketing and sellingheirt product line?
Functionality of conflict (scal§Disagreements between Manufacturer X and our fianelthe prductivity of
considerable increased - coreidblyour working relationship. (This measure is evaldais a five-point scale)
decreased)
Satisfaction (scale: strongly disagrqOur firm's working relationship with Manufacturer X has been warhapp
strongly agree) one.

Relative dependence Computed as the difference between: (a) In yougreht, the total costs
(scale: prohibitive - negligible) your firm in switching to a competing manufactusgytoduct line would be.
(b) In your judgment, the total costs to Manufaetux in replacing your firr
with another distributor in your trade area would. {This measure
evaluated on a five-point scale)

Outcomes given comparison level |The financial returns our firm gets from ManufaetuiX's product line a
(scale: greatly above - greatly belowjwhat we look for in distributing a product line.Hi§ measare is evaluated on
five-point scale)

The study aim was to create a distributor and de linked to problem situations.
manufacturer model of working partnership. The Instead of considering the perceived
model contains various interconnections between thdependence on the working relationship [7], the
relationships’ constructs described in the twodsbl model stresses the importance of investigating the
Both the distributor and the manufacturer modeldirm's perception of its dependence relative to its
underline the significance of cooperation, trustl an partner's dependence on the relationship. Oneeof th
communication as the principal relationship questions is whether the research could have
constructs. This partnership model is not positibone adequately captured the nature of relative
among other types of inter-organizational dependence given the methodology that was
relationships. The working partnership can classifyapplied. The unit of analysis in this study was the
as a long-term buyer-seller partnership [7]. firm, and the focus was on its perceptions of the

This model looks rather rivaling in its approach relationship but not on the bilateral relationship
to partnership relationships. This is particularly between the manufacturer firm and the distributor
visible in the absence of the key variablefirm. The relative dependence measure was based
commitment. Dependence and power, but nobn one firm's perception of the other's dependence
commitment, are seen as the key constructen this relationship. There is no guarantee that th
ensuring relationship continuance. Inter- distributor firm was able to precisely evaluate the
organizational communication is supposed only tomanufacturer's dependence on itself.
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Table 2. Relationship constructs for manufacturens

Relationship construct Example measur e (evaluated on a seven-point scale)
Trust (scale: don't trust Firm X trustBased upon your past and present experience, hadwou charaterize
Firm X completely) the level of trust your firm has in its working aébnship with Firm X?
Communication (scale: strongly disaglFirm X lets our firm know as soon as possible of anexpected problen
- strongly agree) they are experiencing with such things as poor ¢ash or other financig

difficulties.

Co-operation (scale: strongly disagrqComputed as a sum of: a) Our firm helps out Firrim Xvhaever ways the
strongly agree) ask b) Firm X helps our firm out in whatever ways ask
Influence by partner firm (scale: a gr|Firm X exerts influence over the wav our companykets our prodct line
deal - next to none) through their firm. (This measure is evaluated divexpoint scale)

Conflict (scale: strongly disagree|Firm X and our company have significant argumentsour working
strongly agree) relationship.
Satisfaction (scale: strongly disagre{Our company's working relationship with Firm X Heesen an unhappy onel
strongly agree)
Relative dependence Computed as the difference between:
(scale: strongly disagree - strongly agi(a) There are other manufacturers available to Kirwho sells product ling
comparable to those of our company.

(b) There are other distributors in Firm X's tragiarea that could provi
comparable distribution for our company's products.

Outcomes given a comparison level [Overall, how would you characterize the resultyafr conpany's workin
(scale: it has fallen short of expectatiofrelationship with Firm X?

it has greatly exceeded our expectatio

Despite of involvement of both manufacturer questions per construct. In most cases, a fivetpoin
and distributor firms in the study, the researcherscale was used in each question and construct -
were not adequately able to capture the bidireation Table 3 [8].
nature of individual relationship constructs, sash The research hypothesis developed in this study
dependence, co-operation and conflict. In thisconcerned the interrelationships between the
connection in order to right assess the naturbesfe  different relational constructs. The findings susige
constructs, it must be able to compare the peepti first of all, that information exchange and social

of individual firms in a bilateral context. exchange lead to cooperation. Second, co-operation
between buyers and sellers affects their willingnes
2.2. Interaction model of IMP to make adaptations. Moreover, perceived product

Although sometimes it is usual the partners’importance encourages adaptations and investments
chain to be formed without taking into account suchon the part of either party. Finally, information
considerations [6], the principal objective of this exchange was also found to facilitate adaptatipn [8
study is to measure the relationship constructs as Although this study was not directed towards
exchange, co-operation and adaptation that arthe evaluation of the characteristics and conditibn
identified in the IMP Interaction Model, and after the individual customer-supplier relationships, it
that to formulate some research hypothesesan be use for this purpose. High levels of the
concerning the interrelationships among them [8]. parameters the IMP Interaction Model as sharing,

The study was implemented in an environmentcooperation and adaptation entails developed
involving both the buyers and the suppliers. Therelationships, while low scores suggest distant
research was conducted using multiple respondentsandard buyer-seller relationship.
who gave their opinion about buyer-seller
relationships as the unit of analysis. As purchase&.3. Model of relationship constructs
and sales are often associated with many other Relationships are assessed in this model from
organization functions, staff from different the perspective of relationship marketing [9].
functional areas involved in the process of buyingAccording to the definition, “Relationship markegin
and selling was interviewed. refers to all marketing activities directed toward

The IMP Interaction Model research constructsestablishing, developing, and maintaining succéssfu
used to evaluate buyer-supplier relationships wereelational exchanges”. It is not described in detai
operationalized using between two and fivewhatis meant by successful relational exchange.
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Table 3. Constructs and measures of the IMP IntieraModel
IMP Interaction model
construct
Product importance In terms of the success of the engine under coraide in this study, technic
(scale: neither important nlassisance (product quality, product service, produtiabdity, timely delivery) is..
unimportant, important, vel(NOTE: This measure is evaluated on a four-poiatejc
important, absolutely essentia In terms of the success of the engine under coreida in this study, this casti
is... (NOTE: This measure is evaluated on a foun{srale)

M easur e/Question (evaluated on a five-point scale)

Information exchange _ The buyer/seller usually provides technical docutaiion in substantial detail.
(scale: strongly  disagr

strongly agree) The technical information supplied by the buyetésdk often inadequate.
Social exchange We like dealing with the buyer/seller.

(scale: strongly disagr

Istrongly agree) The buyer/seller has a good understanding of abslems as buyers/sellers.

We have full confidence in the information providedus by the buyer/seller.

The buyer/seller generally has a poor understanafitnpw our company operates.
It is difficult to make personal friends with purchasing peoplesgarsons ar
technical people from the buyer's/seller's company.

Co-operation Purchasing/marketing people from the buyer's/selleompany caperate closel

(scale: strongly  disagrgwith us.

strongly agree) Purchasing people/salespersons from the buyelés/setompany frequently ctact
us.

Purchasing people/salespersons quickly respondrteequests for a call.

The buyer/seller is particularly interested indaing up how the seller'seducts ar
used.

Adaptation The buyer/seller is often interested in joint proddevelopment activities.

(scale: strongly  disagre
strongly agree)

The buyer/seller is often receptive to/offers us bechnical solutions.

The buyer/seller often suggests that we jointhoodinate our production plans.

The study was aimed to investigate the role ofsufficiently complete information on all the
relationship commitment and trust as intermediatgparameters of the relationship. Second, the
variables for successful relationships, rather ttean relationship parameters are measured only from the
assess individual inter-organizational relationship side of the retailer. It should be noted that ideor
or to determine the different types of relationship to make more detailed conclusions about the sfate o
The unit of analysis was the manufacturer-retaileithe individual relationship between a manufacturer
relationship and its relationship characteristics. and a retailer, it should be borne in mind that the

It is not provided a comprehensive set of theparameters of the relationship are not one-sided.
measures used to evaluate the relationshighird, the estimates of the parameters
constructs. Instead, as illustrated in Table 4sit communication, cooperation and shared value from
only given a sample of the types of measures the manufacturer can bring additional information
guestions used to evaluate different relationshimbout the nature of retailers’ perceived relatigmsh
characteristics [9]. parameters. Fourth, the lack of comprehensive list

The overall results of the research indicatedof parameters and applied questions does not allow
that trust and commitment is the key for co-for a thorough evaluation of this research and its
operative relationship success. In more specifiapplication in another environment.
terms, both commitment and trust are the key
mediating constructs, and are an important asgect @.4. Model of relational orientation
the relationship-development process. Trust is The main objective of this study was to
assumed to lead to commitment, and bothdetermine the impact of relational orientation in
commitment and trust are antecedents of cobuyer-supplier relationships on increasing the
operation [9]. quality of products purchased, on reducing the cost

In this study, several limitations are met. First, of acquisition and ownership, as well on satistacti
the study involved only one respondent from anwith the relationship.
organization which is not enough to provide
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Table 4. Relationship constructs
Relationship construct Sampleitems (evaluated on a seven-point scale)

Trust and opportunistic behaviof In our relationship, my major supplier cannot hested at times.
(scale: strongly agree - strongly [ 6ur relationship, my major supplier can be cedran to do what is right.

disagree) In our relationship, my major supplier has higlegrity.
To accomplish his own objectives, sometimes my kepmlters the facl
slightly.
To accomplish his own objectives, somatsrmy supplier promises to do thir
without actually doing them later.
Communication In our relationship, my major supplier keeps usinfed of new developments
(scale: strongly agree strongly|n"our relationship, my major supplier communicatesi] his expectaons for
disagree) our firm's performance.
Co-operation, shared valu¢d How would you characterize the cooperation betwgen and your sygier
functional conflict regarding the following activities?
(scale: Not at all co-operative 1. Local/Regional Cooperative Advertising
very co-operative) 2. Inventory Levels

Please indicate the degree to which you believe (hayour suplier would
(scale: strongly agree strongly] agree with the following statements, and (2) yowl@agee with the following
disagree) statements.

1. To succeed in this business, it is often necgg$sacompromise one's ethics
2. If an employee is discovered to have engageahéthical behavior that resy
primarily in personal gain (rather than corporagny he or she should

promptly reprimanded.
(scale: strongly agree stronglyl In the future, differences of opinion between mpgier and me will prokaly
disagree) be viewed as "just a part of doing business" aritllikely result in benéts to
both of us.
Commitment and propsity to| The relationship that my firm has with my major gligr is soméhing we are
leave committed to.
(scale: strongly agree strongly The relationship that my firm has with my major gligr is something my firr
disagree) intends to maintain indefinitely.
The relationship that my firm has with my major gligr deserves our firm’
maximum effort to maintain.
What do you think are the chances of your firm feating this relationshi
(scale: very high - very low) within the next six months?
What do you think are the chances of your firm feating this relationshi
within the next year?
What do you think are the chances of your firm feating this relationshi
within the next two years?

-

A relational orientation as an integrated construcborientation constructs is provided. Table 5 shows
comprising five key aspects: supplier flexibilisyp-  only those of the model and sample measures [10].
plier assistance, information provided to the sieppl The results of this study suggest that relational
supplier monitoring, and expectations of continiéty orientation is positively related to purchased-
defined [10]. A model and a set of researchproduct quality. In addition, in light of the study
hypotheses on the basis of relational orientationincreased relational orientation result in decrdase
product quality, possession costs, acquisitiorsc®ti  acquisition and possession costs. Ultimately, all
satisfaction constructs is developed. these constructs would appear to lead to relatipnsh

The empirical investigation was conducted in satisfaction.
the context of manufacturing firms. Only the buyer This study also assesses the relationship only
firms were represented, and only by a singlefrom the buyer side and only one person from the
informant (i.e. purchasing executive), in spitdted  organization gives its opinion on the relationship
fact that the unit of analysis was the dyadic buyerparameters. As in other studies with similar
supplier relationship. The research method washaracteristics better results could be achievéukif
survey-based [7]. In this study only a sample ef th opinion of the seller is examined and if more
items used to measure each of the relationaldifferent persons are involved.
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Table 5. Relational-orientation elements

Sample M easur /Question
(evaluated on a seven-point scale)

Element of relational orientation

Supplier flexibility

(scale: strongly agree - strongly disagree)
Supplier assistance

(scale: strongly agree - strongly disagree)
Information provided to supplier

(scale: strongly agree - strongly disagree)
Supplier monitoring

(scale: strongly agree - strongly disagree)
Expectation of continuity We expect our relationship with this supplier tstla long
(scale: strongly agree - strongly disagree) time.

This supplier is flexible in response to requestsmake.

The supplier makes an effort to help us during geecies.

We keep our supplier informed of production plans.

We monitor suppliers' inventory levels.

3. Conclusions Kazakov, N., Tudj B., Slavchev, Y., Nikolav, (2009)
. . . Kazakov, N., Tudjarov, B., Slavchev, Y., Nikoldv,
The most important details of the measurement An approach to solving the task of locating objassing

of the relationship constructs are not discovered. inemational information networks. Proceedings  of
Only sample questions for each relationship Conference How to Manage in Time of Crisis, p. 368;37
construct is provided. This vastly restricts the November 2009, University in Tuzla, Tuzla, Bosniadan

i Herzegovina
opportunity o assess the. research. . 5. Andreev, O. (2009Modern systems of production and
. The reSUIt_S of ,StUdleS on the links bettween operations management - a strategy for the impleatiem
different relationship constructs of the inter-  of Mass CustomizatiorMonograph, Softrade, ISBN 978-
organizational relationship point a lack of  954-334-088-0, Sofia, Bulgaria (in Bulgarian)

unanimity. For some researchers trust leads té- A“dEfSO“'dJ-C-v N?rusv JA. (1990)'\"0?(9' for Dis”ibugr
R : P Firm and Manufacturer Firm Working Partnersisip
communication, while for others communication Journal of Marketing, ISSN 0022-2429, Vol. 54, N,

!eads to trust. Some authors_ argue that cooperation january 1990, p. 42-58
is a prerequisite for trust, while others postutag 7. Andreev, O. (2006An Approach for Virtual Enterprise
commitment and trust are causal antecedents of Partners  Selection Proceedings of Conference

cooperation. For some. trust and commitment are Technological Process Planning, ISBN 978-83-9038@8-7
P ! p. 23-29, October 2006, Poznan, Poland

key factor_s to create working rglatlonshlps, W_hIIeS. Metcalf, L.E., Frear, C.R., Krishnan, R. (20@)yer—Seller
others believe that dependence is a major variable, Relationships: An Application of the IMP Interactio

while commitment is not key variable. Model European Journal of Marketing, ISSN 0309-0566,
Vol. 2, No. 2, 2002, p. 27-46
9. Morgan, R.M., Hunt, S.D. (1994he Commitment-Trust
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