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Abstract

Foodservice industry and distribution business could make mutual progress when they join forces in responding
to environmental uncertainty in an efficient manner. The purpose of this study was to examine the relational
characteristics of domestic food service businesses and distribution firms in conjunction with the distribution
channels and ensuing conflicts between them, to present possible alternatives on and how they should communicate

with each other to achieve a satisfactory result.

The relational characteristics and ensuing conflicts of food service businesses and distribution firms appeared
to be significantly characterized by incongruities of target, role and perception. The types of relational
characteristics that were triggered by the disagreement of roles and perception combined to decrease the
intensity of the relational commitment. A satisfactory transactional telationship served to ease their conflicts
caused by perceptual disagreement, and the sorts of conflicts that were rooted in the discord of roles and of
perception that increased the degree of relational commitment. As for relational performance, relational
commitment, satisfaction with distribution channel and satisfaction with suppliers allowed them to maintain their

relationship on a long-term basis.
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Fig. 1. Theoretical Model
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Table 1. Composition of question

Variables

Item

Preceding research

Coercive Influence

Reasonable level of Coercive Influence Strategies

Anderson & Narus(1984)

Strategies Satisfied Coercive Influence Strategies Dwyer & Walker(1987
Perceived Satisfied with comparison Expectation Stemm Louis(1996)
Expectation Circulation result will be good probably Kale(2001), Kevin (2006)

Noncoercive Influence

Reasonable level of Noncoercive Influence Strategies
Satisfied Noncoercive Influence Strategies

Anderson & Narus(1984)
Kale(2001)

Strategies . . . . Dwyer & Walker(1987)
Well informed of company policy or operational detail Frazier & Rody(1991)
Well operated communication system Stern Louis(1996)
Effective Satisfied with efficient communication Anderson and Weitz(1992)
Communication Not difficult to order at the distribution company Frazier, Gary and
Ordering comes to be well controlled Kersi(1995)
Level of different aim with each other Cho HIJ(2003)
Conflict Level of opinion difference from transactions process Hunt and Morgan(1994)
The limit of responsibility is indistinct Kale(2001)
Possibility of believing Levels in distribution company Cho HI(2003)
Trust Degree of the trust regarding a transactions result Kale(2001)
Provides a profit to the company in continuous relationship Frazier & Rody(1991)
Satisfied with distribution company Sheth and Parvatiyer(1995)
Satisfaction Satisfied with transactions result Kale(2001)

Satisfied with distribution channels

Mohr & Nevin(1990)
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LdEHQ gHoly FEHEH AF 4%E Adstn oF 57 we 2¥hE AASth
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29 EAAgE dolH =Y #AL A, SPSS m. Zdop 3 nE

12.0d2} AMOS 4.0 54 #H 71 A “—ilf”‘ ol &
S5k 1. piTsol AZIM U EIEN 2E
AAAA ] FEBEY BASEH W & A

4. ¥8X 74 A% e13H & AFs87] A5+ Cronbach’s alpha 7|
2 AFeME A7 AF dEY AEA £ 52 o)83d ASF BF JNLEY ARE ASTt

AtPE S AMgS T AEA A2 AFATFAA A 0.8652, Z50) 07521, A 27} 0.8752, o] 0.84328

EH HEFH o]BE& ZHE HEAE LASo, 2 o =7 W E—r7} BEF 0701422 elgdo]l A4 Y
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2Hg sttt A9 AP E HAFIHY] A SFEHHUFY
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Table 2. Reliability and scale validation test results

Factor Item Loadings t value Alpha Reliability AVE
Coercive Influence COE 1 0.61 524
Strategies COE 2 0.68 6.35 0.725 0825 274
Perceived PE 1 0.65 8.25
Expectation PE 2 0.71 5.54 0.798 0.834 3012
Noncoercive Influence NCO 1 0.80 743
Strategies NCO 2 0.74 6.52 0.751 0.852 2.792
NCO 3 0.81 592
COMM 1 0.68 4.84
Effective COMM 2 0.71 525
Communication COMM 3 0.69 532 0.704 0.803 2845
COMM 4 0.74 6.28
CONF 1 0.69 7.43
Conflict CONF 2 0.71 5.69 0.811 0.814 2.924
CONF 3 0.63 6.21
TRU 1 0.64 592
Trust TRU 2 0.67 6.11 0.732 0.842 3.121
TRU 3 0.72 6.98
SATIS 1 0.75 6.14
Satisfaction SATIS 2 0.74 7.13 0.745 0.827 3.207
SATIS 3 0.72 6.12
Table 3. Exploratory reliability
Estimator Coercive Inﬂuence Percein?d Noncoercive @ﬂuence
Strategies Expectation Strategies
Cronbach’s alpha 0.8431 0.8021 0.8132
Estimator Communication Conflict Trust Satisfaction
Cronbach’s alpha 0.8652 0.7521 0.8752 0.8432
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i ; PE2
82 Strategies Expectation _
, | COE2 & sl R*=0.4
R™=0.4 : i
0.81 0.6"
67,
-0.13 . R%=04 COMM1 E =0.4
7 ) . 067
0.82 0.85 \ 0.81 Mm R*=0.4
Ri=04 &—| NCOI %\ /\0 ) 2 o
_— =/ Noncoercive (.74 . = 67,
n g2 75 Effective  O-81 COMM3 R =04

(.71
NCO2 Influence

2_ . — "
RO=0.4 Strategies

Z_ &—— | NCO3
R=04 0.74 -0.27
082" 0.56
Ré=04 CONF1 ~
ng2 0.65 —
ot oo 3
0.82 0.75 AN
R*=0.4 CONF3 -0.24
D3

Communicatior 0-81

0.93 )
R*=0.4 Satisfaction I - 067
077 0.67
Z
™ P<0.01 ’
7 P<0.05 . R*=0.4
* P<0.10
Fig. 2. Model’s estimation
Table 4. Goodness of fit measures
Goodness of fit . Proposed _
measures Optimal Value model Nulll model 2. o3xg 3 al pJvs| o| A=
X @) T R A Aol olgd AT BB
NC <2 1.6532 (overall model)-g— 7&%—@' 2333'/}‘, Z;'—BQ'EE‘ AGFI%}:% 0
Ao 3 A o Astsl Ao
S-Bx* (dA(p) (p>0.05) 17(‘;3326(91;3) :l id;;fi};dj j;ioﬁ 3 L]: fﬁi v
' s 2ds OS2 A =B
NNEL >0.90 0.842 s TR 4= Lhe o
CH High(nearl) 0.862 #E 08428 HERA 7IEAS
RCFI High(near1) 0914 GFl= 7+Z2EEE Hegd 9lo] 090]se] &
IFI High(nearl) 1.000 o 3o mdoi Azt ke vlR Y
GFI High(nearl) 0918 - L=
sl=gl B dTte A Asksl A
RMSEA <0.05-0.08 0072 o RCFIE= 09142 7]&X& F55t9 &
AGHI >09 0912 ¥ 2Re HHE AFsed Aged 2P
TLI >0.9 0.903
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A e A4S BEelgHol EAstes ALeE B 5 3 2AF7 074, tgo) 2042 F5HA JERY FpEE
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Table 5. Unidimensionality of the scales
Goodness of fit Optimal Value Communication Conflict Trust Satisfaction
measures
B 4.983(5) 3.514(5) 5.234(12) 5.125(12)
x @) ($>0.05) (p=0.05423) (p=0.4923) (p=0.3521) (p=0.0521)
" 2.842(5) 2.931(5) 4.125(5) 4.892(5)
S-Bx” @) ($>0.05) (p=0.14572) (p=0.16532) (p=0.1571) (p=0.0324)
NNFI >0.90 0.952 0.944 0.924 1.021
CFL >0.90 0.984 0.951 0.964 1.000
RCFI High(nearl) 0.995 0.988 0.999 1.000
IFI High(nearl) 0.984 0.951 0.97 1.002
GFI High(nearl) 0.962 0.974 0.975 0.994
RMSR Low 0.042 0.052 0.065 0.054
RMSEA <0.05-0.08 0.115 0.000 0.125 0.201
AGFI >0.9 0.904 0.891 0.901 0912
TLI >0.9 0.935 0.945 0.925 0.943
Table 6. Reliability of the scales used in Model
Indicators Communication Conflict Trust Satisfaction
Cronbach’s alpha 0.893 0.783 0.864 0.812
composite reliability coefficient 0.874 0.765 0.867 0.807
AVE 0.634 0.524 0.541 0.804
Table 7. Verification of construction
Hypothesis Path Coefficient std Error t value
Hi Coercive Influence Strategies — Effective Communication -0.13 0.981 1.24
H2 Perceived Expectation — Effective Communication 0.26 0.754 2.12
H3 Noncoercive Influence Strategies — Effective Communication 0.74 0.521 2.04
H4 Effective Communication — Conflict -0.27 0.432 1.98
H5 Effective Communication — Satisfaction 0.76 0.821 942
Hé6 Effective Communication — Trust 0.77 0.923 2.31
H7 Conflict— Satisfaction -0.24 0.845 2.07
H8 Trust— Satisfaction 0.76 0.527 9.56
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