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Globalization and international trade have greatly impacted interactions and transactions 

between buyers and suppliers in the business to business (B2B) relationship exchange. Studies in 

the supply chain management (SCM) field have increasingly emphasized that buying and 

supplying firms in a dyadic buyer-supplier relationship (BSR) need to attain competitive 

advantage by achieving high levels of supply chain performance (SCP). Recent research 

indicates that several relationship factors could potentially affect SCP. Among these factors, 

studies have shown that buyer structural power, buyer behavioral power, and supplier affective 

and cognitive satisfaction are highly significant factors impacting overall SCP. Given the 

importance of these factors, the purpose of this dissertation was twofold: (1) to investigate 

supplier satisfaction with the BSR in relation to buyer power, and (2) to examine how supplier 

satisfaction with the BSR impacts supply chain performance. 

Social Exchange Theory (SET) was applied as the theoretical lens for the dissertation. A 

survey-based research method was used to test the hypothesized relationships among latent 

constructs of buyer structural power, buyer reward-mediated power, buyer coercive-mediated 

power, buyer non-mediated power, supplier cognitive satisfaction, supplier affective satisfaction, 

and supply chain performance in the model. A total of 38 items were adopted from the literature 

using a seven-point Likert-type scale. An electronic version of the survey was generated using 

Qualtrics and distributed via WeChat. A purposive sampling approach was applied. Participants 

were apparel industry professionals in China and were contacted through the member directories 

of various local apparel business associations. The Qualtrics survey link was distributed to 1313 

potential respondents. A total of 419 responses were recorded in Qualtrics, yielding a gross 



 

response rate of 31.91%. After removing incomplete and duplicate responses, the sample 

consisted of 218 useable surveys for statistical analysis.  

Statistical analysis was performed using structural equation modelling (SEM) in Mplus 

version 8.0. Testing of the proposed hypotheses (H1- H7) was performed on the relationships 

depicted in the structural model. The results of the hypothesis testing supported H1c, H4a, H4b, 

H5, H6, H7a, and H7b. The remaining H1a, H1b, H2a, H2b, H3a, and H3b were rejected. The 

findings demonstrated the importance of buyer structural power for supplier cognitive and 

affective satisfaction, and the effects of supplier affective and cognitive satisfaction on supply 

chain performance. In the highly competitive and fragmented Chinese apparel industry, based on 

the results of this study, it is reasonable to conclude that excellence in managing buyer power 

and supplier satisfaction in supply chain management is clearly a prerequisite for gaining 

competitive advantage.  

This dissertation makes several significant contributions to the study of power and 

satisfaction within the apparel BSR. First, the study is among the first to examine both structural 

and behavioral power in relation to cognitive and affective satisfaction in the BSR. Second, the 

study investigated satisfaction with the BSR from the supplier’s perspective, which is rare in the 

extant literature. Third, to date, few studies have collected survey data specifically from suppliers 

in the Chinese apparel industry to assess BSRs. Last, the study revealed that supply chain 

performance can be improved through increased supplier satisfaction. Managing a high 

performing BSR has become increasingly important in the global apparel industry, as 

competition is intensifying at the corporate, regional, national, and international levels.  

This dissertation sought to bridge theory and practice to investigate how supply chain 

performance is linked to satisfaction with the BSR. The findings from this empirical study 



 

therefore have implications for both academics and industry practitioners. The study also 

provided a power–satisfaction–performance model that can serve as a guide for future academic 

studies and apparel industry supply chain strategy development. The study presented a holistic 

view of how actively managing the BSR power structure, engaging buyer power behaviors, and 

increasing the level of supplier satisfaction can greatly improve supply chain performance, which 

is of utmost importance for all apparel firms seeking competitive advantage in the global 

industry. 
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CHAPTER I: INTRODUCTION 

This chapter serves as an introduction to the dissertation and consists of the following 

sections: (1) Statement of the Research Problem; (2) Background; (3) Research Gaps; (4) 

Purpose and Objectives; (5) Research Design; (6) Scope and Significance; (7) Definition of Key 

Terms; and (8) Outline of the Dissertation. 

Statement of the Research Problem 

Globalization and international trade have greatly impacted interactions and transactions 

between buyers and suppliers in the business to business (B2B) relationship exchange (Gereffi & 

Lee, 2012; Kim & Chai, 2017). Studies in the supply chain management (SCM) field have 

increasingly emphasized that buying and supplying firms in a supply chain need to attain 

competitive advantage and collective growth by maintaining a long-term oriented buyer-supplier 

relationship (BSR), because doing so will positively impact supply chain performance (Brito & 

Miguel, 2017; Cannon & Homburg, 2001; Chae et al., 2017; Dyer, 1996; Terpend & Krause, 

2015; Terpend et al., 2008).  To better understand what it takes to achieve a high-performance 

supply chain, it is necessary to investigate the individual factors that make for a strong BSR. 

Because BSRs are comprised of separate firms that commit to working together toward an 

agreed-upon outcome, the performance of the BSR reflects multiple factors. From the social 

psychological perspective, an important factor found to impact supply chain performance is 

satisfaction on the part of the relationship actors (e.g., the buyer and supplier) (Molm, 1991). 

Relationship satisfaction is a process of “affective response to a cognitive evaluation of the 

relationship” (Molm, 1991, p. 477). Molm (1991) argues that taking the affective response of the 

relationship actors into account, affective relationship satisfaction does not always align with the 

cognitive evaluation of the relationship. In other words, based on Molm’s (1991) study, it is 
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possible that a relationship actor can have a positive evaluation of the relationship outcomes but 

be overall emotionally dissatisfied. 

In contrast, satisfaction among buyers and suppliers is primarily based on relationship 

outcomes without considering affect, as seen in the SCM literature (Benton & Maloni, 2005; 

Essig & Amann, 2009). For example, Essig and Amann (2009) developed a frequently used, 

comprehensive, relationship outcome-based index of supplier satisfaction. The supplier 

satisfaction index includes measures of supplier satisfaction in terms of outcomes in the strategic, 

operative, and accompanying levels of BSRs. As a result, affective emotion as part of overall 

relationship satisfaction is rarely studied. Thus, Huo et al. (2019) argued that further studies 

should be carried out on the emotional factors related to BSR satisfaction. 

Moreover, research has shown that satisfaction is a critical relationship factor because the 

perception of being satisfied is the driving factor for staying in and contributing to a 

collaborative BSR, and, in turn, fostering a high-performing supply chain (Benton & Maloni, 

2005; Brito & Miguel, 2017; Essig & Amann, 2009; Leonidou et al., 2008; Meena & Sarmah, 

2012; Schiele et al., 2015). Based on these previous studies, relationship satisfaction with the 

BSR, and more specifically, supplier satisfaction, is under-explored in the extant literature, 

therefore further investigation is needed. This dissertation is designed to address this gap. 

Earlier SCM studies found that buyer power can significantly influence a supplier’s 

relationship satisfaction (Benton & Maloni, 2005; Handley & Benton, 2012a; Meena & Sarmah, 

2012). In the field of Social Psychology, power is a complex construct, and generally refers to 

the ability of an actor to influence or control another actor’s action in an inter-personal or inter-

organizational relationship (Emerson, 1962; Hunt & Nevin, 1974; Molm, 1991). Based on the 

literature, there are two dominant views of power in social relationships. The first is French and 
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Raven’s (1959) behavioral view of power, where power comes from the relationship actors’ 

behavior, known as the Theory of Social Power Bases. The second view is Emerson’s (1962) 

concept of Structural Power, wherein one relationship actor’s power is defined by the level of 

dependency on him or her by the other actor, known as the Power – Dependency Theory. 

Regardless of the view of power one employs, as in other types of social relationships, 

power plays a crucial role in a BSR (Cox, 2001; 2004). Previous research indicates that power 

dynamics, whether structural or behavioral, often direct BSR outcomes (Handley & Benton, 

2012b; Huo et al., 2019; Yeung et al., 2009). For example, in the highly competitive apparel 

supply chain, it is very common for buyers to use their advantageous position in the BSR to 

require suppliers to accept payment and delivery terms that may not be equitable (Meena & 

Sarmah, 2012). As Zhao et al. (2008) and Leonidou et al. (2008) pointed out, power in the BSR 

is typically not split evenly between the two parties, and such uneven power distribution is likely 

to cause dissatisfaction in the BSR. Thus, satisfaction is a fundamental quality that is embedded 

in the BSR (Benton & Maloni, 2005; Essig & Amann, 2009). Investigation of power differential 

and imbalance in different contexts is needed to further SCM and BSR studies, in as much as 

managing more balanced power distributions in the BSR is vital for suppliers to remain satisfied.  

In light of the above, this dissertation investigated three key issues impacting apparel 

SCM. First, this dissertation explored supplier satisfaction, both as an affective response and as a 

cognitive evaluation in the context of the buyer’s use of structural and behavioral power 

(hereafter referred to as power). Second, this dissertation examined the relationships between 

different supplier satisfaction dimensions and buyer power. Last, this dissertation investigated 

the impact of supplier satisfaction and buyer power on supply chain performance.  
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Background 

The Global Apparel Industry 

The apparel industry is the world’s second largest consumer goods industry (behind the 

packaged food industry) with an annual turnover valued at 1.42 trillion USD Retail Selling Price 

(RSP) in 2018 (Euromonitor International, 2019). As shown in Figure 1, the size of the apparel 

industry is enormous and larger than the third largest industry (Home and Garden) by a wide 

margin. Despite the fact that the world economy has faced numerous challenges in recent years, 

the apparel industry has been growing at a rate of 1% to 2% annually from 2014 to 2019 

(Euromonitor International, 2019). Moreover, according to the World Trade Organization’s 

(WTO) World Trade Statistical Review 2019, apparel has been the world’s most dynamic 

product traded among countries in terms of manufactured goods since the 1950s. 

Figure 1. Top 10 Consumer Goods Industry 2019 by Retail Selling Price (RSP) 

 

Note. Based on statistical data from “Apparel and footwear: World market for apparel 

and footwear”, by Euromonitor International, 2019. 
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Despite the apparel industry’s maturity and size, it is extremely fragmented and spread 

across different countries and regions (Shen, 2011; Su & Gargeya, 2016). As shown in Figure 2, 

the world’s largest apparel company Nike Inc. only has slightly more than 3% of the world 

market share, and the top 10 apparel companies have a combined market value share of less than 

13%, leaving the remaining 87% market value to tens of thousands of smaller apparel companies 

(Euromonitor International, 2019). These apparel companies vary from local to international 

operations, small to large sales volume, unbranded to branded, private label to generic apparel, 

and products at different price points. All of them compete fiercely in the global marketplace. 

Figure 2. Top 10 Apparel Companies by World Market Share 2019 

 

Note. Based on statistical data from “Apparel and footwear: World market for apparel 

and footwear”, by Euromonitor International, 2019. 

On top of the intense competition among apparel marketers and retailers that sell to 

consumers, the companies that supply apparel products to them are equally fragmented, 

competitive, and are mainly located in developing (low-cost) countries (Shen, 2011; Shih & 

Agrafiotis, 2017; Singh & Hodges, 2011). Due to the large number of companies in buying 
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(marketers and retailers) and selling (manufacturers and traders), managing a BSR in the apparel 

supply chain presents a constant challenge for both sides. As stated earlier, building a long-term 

oriented and high-performance supply chain is crucial from the perspective of both buyers and 

suppliers. As one of the most fragmented consumer products to produce, the apparel supply 

chain provides excellent examples of complex buyer-supplier interactions to be explored (Bair & 

Gereffi, 2003; Gereffi, 1999; Singh & Hodges, 2011; Su, 2013; Su & Gargeya, 2016). Doing so 

contributes to the knowledge base in SCM. 

Buyer-Supplier Relationship 

In the SCM literature, generally the buyer – supplier (seller) relationship refers to the 

continual buying and selling between the two companies comprised of “a manufacturer and an 

industrial distributor - a firm that resells products and provides attendant services to other firms 

for use in the production of those firms’ goods and/or services” (Anderson & Narus, 1984, p. 

62).  The buying and selling action implies a relationship, whether a commercial exchange 

between two firms qualifies as a BSR, rather than a simple non-regular business transaction, 

depends on whether such exchange happens regularly (Lambe et al., 2001). 

SCM scholars have argued that the BSR is one of the most important types of inter-

organizational relationships (Nyaga et al., 2013; Terpend et al., 2008), because the BSR is able to 

address the primary objective of SCM, which is, to “…integrate and manage the sourcing, flow, 

and control of materials using a total systems perspective across multiple functions and multiple 

tiers of suppliers” (Monczka et al., 1998, p. 78). Indeed, a collaborative and efficiently managed 

BSR has been recognized by both practitioners and academicians as the key to competitiveness 

(Bozarth et al., 1998; Larson & Halldorsson, 2002). Various scholars in SCM research have 

argued that BSR management should be seen as more than a means to achieving supply chain 
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competitive advantage but should be integrated into all buyers’ and suppliers’ corporate 

strategies (Terpend et al., 2011; Trent & Monczka, 2003). The increasing importance placed on 

the BSR has propelled it into a major topic of study in the field of SCM. 

The Apparel Industry in China 

For the past three decades, China has been a top country for the production of textile and 

apparel products (WTO, 2019). The apparel industry in China represents a significant component 

of the country’s industrial image because the apparel products made in China have an 

overwhelming presence in consumer markets all over the world  (Euromonitor International, 

2019). The total revenue generated by the Chinese textile and apparel industry was USD1267 

billion in 2018 (National Bureau of Statistics, 2019).  To put it in perspective, according to the 

International Monetary Fund’s GDP by country database (www.imf.org), this number is more 

than the entire GDP output of Mexico (USD1066 billion, 15th largest economy in the world) and 

the equivalent of the entire GDP output of Russia (USD1267 billion, 12th largest economy in the 

world). 

Table 1 shows that no other nation comes close to the apparel export value of China. 

Modernization and mass industrialization of the textile industry started after World War II when 

Shanghai became the textile production center of China (Wu et al., 2013). In addition to the 

textile sector, after the economic reform that began in the 1980s, apparel production in China 

grew exponentially. By 2010, China’s textile and apparel industries had become the leader in 

global textile and apparel production, accounting for 11.19% of the total industrial output of 

China and directly and indirectly employing close to 170 million people (Wu et al., 2013). The 

apparel industry plays a significant role not just in the Chinese economy, but throughout the 

world. Recognized by the Chinese government’s top industry policy making and regulating 



 

8 

agency in 2015, the Ministry of Industry and Information Technology (MIIT) classified the 

textile and apparel industry as one of the most important industries of China. The production 

output of Chinese apparel accounted for more than 50% of the global output and more than 31% 

of apparel exported across the world (WTO, 2019). In addition to becoming the largest apparel 

producer, in 2018, China also surpassed the U.S. as the world’s largest apparel consumption 

market (Euromonitor International, 2019). 

Table 1. Top 10 Apparel Exporting Countries, 2018 

Year 2018 2018 2010-18 

Exporters                                                                                                                              In Billions of USD Percentage 
Average Rate of 

Growth 

China $157.85 31.26 2.47 
European Union $34.33 6.80 5.75 
Bangladesh $32.45 6.43 10.26 
Viet Nam $31.50 6.24 14.87 
India  $16.61 3.29 5.02 
Turkey  $15.67 3.10 2.60 
Hong Kong, China (Re-
export) 

$13.86 NA -6.66 

Indonesia  $8.93 1.77 3.42 
Cambodia $8.20 1.62 13.20 
United States of 
America  

$6.01 1.19 3.14 

Total / % of the World $420.73 61.69 - 

Note. Based on data from “World trade statistical review 2019,” by World Trade 

Organization, 2019. 

By focusing on suppliers in China, findings of this dissertation offer apparel supply chain 

managers a deeper understanding of the importance of supplier satisfaction in the BSR to 

potentially achieve greater efficiency and supply chain performance in the Chinese context. 

Because of the large amount of apparel that is produced in China, a study focused on satisfaction 

with the BSR among Chinese suppliers contributes much-needed knowledge to the literature.  
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Research Gaps 

Relationship Satisfaction 

Studies on BSRs in both the relationship marketing and SCM literatures have generally 

agreed that satisfaction with the relationship is a significant factor impacting the overall 

performance of the supply chain (Benton & Maloni, 2005; Cannon & Homburg, 2001; Essig & 

Amann, 2009; Meena & Sarmah, 2012). A BSR is a social relationship, and therefore 

relationship satisfaction is experienced by social relationship actors (e.g., the buyer and the 

supplier). Molm (1991) argued that to arrive at satisfaction, relationship actors’ cognitive 

evaluations of and affective responses to the social relations are influenced by power imbalances. 

Per the SCM literature (Benton & Maloni, 2005; Essig & Amman, 2009; Huttinger et al., 2012; 

Lee, 2001), relationship satisfaction is therefore recognized as an outcome of power use or non-

use.  

Molm (1991) suggested that relationship satisfaction is the result of a complex cognitive 

as well as emotional process. This complexity comes from various factors that relationship actors 

assess to determine satisfaction. Molm (1991) further indicated that in social relationships, the 

relationship actors’ feelings of satisfaction could be a multi-dimensional construct. Since that 

time, considerable effort has been carried out by researchers to develop a multi-dimensional 

measurement of supplier satisfaction (Essig & Amman, 2009; Gunasekaran et al., 2001; Meena 

& Sarmah, 2012). However, these studies were either focused on cognitively evaluated 

satisfaction with outcomes (i.e., communication, ordering, planning, etc.), or were examined 

from a buyer-centered perspective. In summary, the uni-dimensional and overwhelmingly buyer-

focused satisfaction construct cannot fully explain the complex phenomena involved in BSR 

dynamics. The extant literature, therefore, reflects two major research gaps to be filled. The first 
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is the need to investigate emotions related to satisfaction. The second is to examine BSR 

satisfaction from the supplier’s perspective. This dissertation addresses both gaps. As a result, 

findings contribute to knowledge of supplier satisfaction in ways that help to improve 

understanding of the BSR and, ultimately, overall supply chain performance. 

Buyer Power and Supplier Satisfaction 

For firms to achieve a competitive advantage in the market, power plays a crucial role 

(Cox, 2001; 2004). Recent empirical studies showed that suppliers are usually the power-

disadvantaged actors in BSRs (Brito & Miguel, 2017; Chae et al., 2017; Huo et al., 2017). 

Because the power in a BSR is not split evenly between the two parties, power differential is a 

key issue. Moreover, power is an important factor affecting supplier satisfaction, and, 

subsequently overall supply chain performance (Huo et al., 2017; Huo et al., 2019). Further 

studies on the distribution of power in a BSR can lead to further insight into supplier satisfaction. 

A balanced power distribution in the BSR is important. Recent empirical studies have 

found that a well-managed power distribution in a BSR is a critical element in high-performance 

supply chains (Brito & Miguel, 2017; Chae et al., 2017). However, relationship satisfaction 

among suppliers, as influenced by the power dynamics in a BSR, is an under-researched topic.  

In sum, among the factors that influence the BSR, the investigation into the effect of 

buyer power on supplier satisfaction provided by this dissertation makes significant contributions 

to the literature, as well as offers managerial implications for both suppliers and buyers. 

Therefore, the third gap in the literature stems from the scarcity of studies on the supplier 

perspective on buyer manipulation of social power, pointing the way for research into this under-

explored territory. 
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Supply Chain Performance 

Krause et al. (2001) argue that, as a result of the division of labor between organizations, 

efficiently managing the purchasing from suppliers and the selling to customers is the ultimate 

goal of supply chain management activities (p. 497). Terpend and Ashenbaum (2012) argued that 

measuring the performance of these SCM activities can be done at financial, tactical, strategic, 

and operational levels. The conceptual focus of this dissertation was the operational level of 

supply chain activities. According to the literature, at the operational level of supply chain 

performance, the outcomes of SCM activities are to be measured in terms of product quality, 

cost, delivery, innovation, and flexibility (Krause et al., 2001; Terpend & Ashenbaum, 2012; 

Terpend & Krause, 2015). Based on these dimensions, Terpend et al. (2011) concluded that 

operational supply chain performance greatly depends on the nature of the BSR.  

In the context of this dissertation, apparel supply chain performance is a product of a 

BSR that prompts apparel buyers and suppliers to work together to achieve excellence in terms 

of product quality, cost, delivery, and flexibility (Chaudhry & Hodge, 2012). Inevitably, in a 

collaborative BSR, power dynamics between the buyer and supplier will influence supply chain 

performance outcomes (Nyaga et al., 2013; Terpend & Ashenbaum, 2012). Thus, the fourth gap 

in the literature addressed by this dissertation is the impact of the supplier’s relationship 

satisfaction on supply chain performance. 

Purpose and Objectives 

Managing the transformation of a BSR from a transaction-based exchange to a 

relationship-based exchange requires an understanding of buyer and supplier behaviors within 

the apparel supply chain context. The apparel supply chain, which has been highly globalized 

since the 1950s, is far more buyer-driven than any other product supply chain (Bair & Gereffi, 
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2003; Gereffi, 1999). Nevertheless, extant literature has pointed out that the supplier’s positive 

participation in the BSR is of vital importance in establishing and maintaining a high-

performance supply chain (Benton & Maloni, 2005; Huo et al., 2017; Zhao et al., 2008). Thus, 

the purpose of this dissertation was twofold: (1) to investigate supplier satisfaction with the BSR 

in relation to buyer power, and (2) to examine how supplier satisfaction with the BSR impacts 

supply chain performance. 

As previous studies (Huo, et al., 2019; Lacoste & Blois, 2015; Nyaga et al., 2013) have 

demonstrated, suppliers are the less powerful of the two parties in the dyadic BSR. This 

imbalance of power in a BSR frequently means that the supplier has to meet the buyer’s 

demands, and to do so under overwhelming buyer power. The use of power by the buyer and its 

role in supplier satisfaction with the BSR therefore needs to be studied thoroughly to gain a 

better understanding of how the overall supply chain may be affected.  

As supplier satisfaction is an integral part of the BSR, a deeper understanding of it can 

improve supply chain competitiveness, thereby achieving a more collaborative BSR. To address 

the first part of the purpose, exploring supplier satisfaction relative to buyer power in the BSR, 

the first objective of the dissertation was to investigate relationships between dimensions of 

supplier satisfaction and specific types of buyer power.  

The second part of the purpose addresses the impact of supplier satisfaction on supply 

chain performance (Benton & Maloni, 2005; Zhao et al., 2008). Supply chain performance is a 

construct that is measured in terms of the relationship parties’ market, financial, product volume, 

and operating efficiencies (Liu et al., 2012). Increased supply chain performance therefore 

should be the goal of any BSR. Accordingly, the second objective of the dissertation was to 

investigate the role of supplier satisfaction in overall supply chain performance. 
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Research Design 

As will be discussed in detail within Chapter III, the research design addressed the two-

fold purpose. A qualitative study was conducted to identify important factors in supplier 

satisfaction relative to buyer power. Findings informed the development of the research design, 

which examined the impact of buyer power on satisfaction dimensions and the relationship 

between buyer power and supplier satisfaction as related to overall supply chain performance. 

As explained in detail in Chapter III, the design of this dissertation was structured to 

expand the knowledge base on supplier satisfaction and generate insights into the management of 

buyer power from the supplier’s perspective. As illustrated in Figure 3, applying the theoretical 

paradigm of Social Exchange Theory (Emerson, 1976), this dissertation integrated theoretical 

models and constructs of structural power (Emerson, 1962), behavioral power (French & Raven, 

1959), affective and cognitive satisfaction (Molm, 1991) and supply chain performance (Benton 

& Maloni, 2005; Huo et al., 2017).  
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Figure 3. Theoretical Framework 

 

 Findings of the dissertation provide a better understanding of the relationship between 

buyer power and supplier satisfaction and the impact of both on supply chain performance. 

Consistent with the study’s purpose and objectives, the results of the dissertation provide 

valuable information for BSR managers, particularly with regard to managing buyer power 

behavior and effectively increasing supplier satisfaction.  

Scope and Significance 

Previous studies have argued that BSRs in the apparel industry are more complicated and 

challenging as compared to other industrial contexts (Bair & Gereffi, 2003; Chaudhry & Hodge, 
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2012; Cho et al., 2015; Singh & Hodges, 2011; Su et al., 2009; Su & Gargeya, 2012; 2016). 

Thus, this investigation into supplier satisfaction and buyer power in the BSR has several 

practical and theoretical implications. 

First, the apparel industry is extremely fragmented, with thousands of suppliers and 

buyers operating in almost every market. Consequently, apparel firms typically look after their 

own interests without a long-term orientation toward building a collaborative relationship 

(Chaudhry & Hodge, 2012; Cho et al., 2015; Su, 2013; Su & Gargeya, 2012; 2016). This 

dissertation investigated supplier satisfaction relative to buyer power to offer insight into shaping 

the BSR from a more collaborative perspective. As discussed earlier, a collaborative BSR is a 

significant contributor to a high performing supply chain. Supplier satisfaction is a result of a 

collaborative BSR, which can have a major impact on overall supply chain performance. 

Findings of this study on buyer power and its role relative to supplier satisfaction advance the 

existing theoretical knowledge of the BSR as well as apparel SCM. 

Second, globalization and international trade have greatly impacted what the BSR looks 

like. As a result, a significant percentage of BSRs involve parties from different nations and 

cultures (Gereffi, 1999; Handfield & Bechtel, 2002; Terpend & Ashenbaum, 2012). Chinese 

apparel suppliers are leaders in terms of overall cost, supplying the most extensive categories of 

apparel and having the greatest output quantity in the world (Shen, 2011). Because this 

dissertation examines the Chinese apparel industry and specifically its suppliers, findings shed 

light on the supplier’s perspective on satisfaction and buyer power. By understanding supplier 

satisfaction, apparel buyers can interact with suppliers in ways that will help them achieve 

mutually beneficial results.  
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Third, opportunistic behaviors by relationship actors that only consider short-term 

benefits are common (Su & Gargeya, 2012; 2016). Building a collaborative BSR that leads to a 

high performing supply chain is extremely difficult (Adams et al., 2012; Frohlich & Westbrook, 

2001; Morgan & Hunt, 1994). In terms of practical implications, the dissertation seeks to better 

understand relationship satisfaction and power behavior in ways that can eventually lead to 

higher relationship satisfaction and thereby help to mitigate opportunistic BSR behaviors. 

Finally, the buyer is the dominant party in an apparel BSR, which creates an imbalance in 

relationship interactions that ultimately contributes to relationship vulnerability (Huo et al., 

2017; Huo et al., 2019; Maloni & Benton, 2000; Terpend & Ashenbaum, 2012). As one of the 

two parties in a dyadic BSR, the supplier’s satisfaction is as crucial to a high performing supply 

chain as that of the buyer. Literature is abundant concerning buyer (customer) satisfaction and 

the BSR. Yet, equally important is supplier satisfaction, which has not been explored 

extensively, nor has it been examined at the organizational or the individual level. From a 

managerial point of view, suppliers need to develop a comprehensive strategy in response to the 

buyers' use of power to achieve a certain level of satisfaction, and, in turn, foster a high 

performing supply chain. The results of this dissertation help lead the way. 
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Definition of Key Terms 

The following Table 2 provides definitions of the terms used throughout this dissertation. 

Table 2. Definition of Key Terms 

Key 
Terms 

Definitions 

Affective 
Satisfaction 

A social relationship actor’s emotional feeling of satisfaction about the 
other actor (s) or the relationship (Molm, 1991). 

Apparel 
Buyers 

Commercial buyers who represent and are employees of apparel 
companies which buy apparel products for resale (Shen, 2011). 

Apparel 
Marketers 

Apparel marketers that source apparel products from suppliers for resale 
(either in the form of retail or wholesale) and including, but not limited 
to, business models of apparel brand marketers, supermarkets, 
department stores, online retailers, brand chain stores, wholesale clubs 
and specialty stores. 

Apparel 
Suppliers 

Apparel companies and their representatives that supply apparel 
products to apparel buying companies who resell or distribute apparel 
products. 

Apparel 
Supply 
Chain 

The collection of manufacturers, distributors and service providers that 
process and deliver apparel products to consumers (Ha-Brookshire, 
2017). 

Behavioral 
Power 

The use of five types of power bases (reward, coercion, referent, 
legitimate, and expert) in a social relationship (French & Raven, 1959). 

Buyer-
Supplier 
Relationship 

An inter-organizational industrial relationship, usually between a 
company that supplies the product to a company that buys the product 
for resale or distribution (Anderson & Narus, 1984). 

Cognitive 
Satisfaction 

Social relationship satisfaction that is based on one actor’s subjective 
evaluation of other actor(s)’ action or relationship outcomes (Molm, 
1991). 

Dependency Social relationships are based on relationship actors’ mutual 
dependence. A relationship actor’s level of power is positively 
correlated to the other actor’s level of dependency on him or her in the 
relationship (Emerson, 1962).  

Structural 
Power 

A relationship actor’s power is dependent on the degree of the other 
relationship actor (s)’ dependency on him or her. Power-dependency is 
a structural mechanism in the social relationship (Emerson, 1962). 

Supplier 
Satisfaction  

One relationship actor’s (apparel supplier) satisfaction with the other 
relationship actor (buyer) and the relationship outcomes (includes both 
affective and cognitive satisfaction) (Benton & Maloni, 2005; Essig & 
Amann, 2009; Molm, 1991). 

Supply 
Chain 
Performance 

The ability of a product supply chain (comprised of buyers and 
suppliers) to meet the demands and expectations of product end-users, 
as measured in terms of product delivery, quality, cost, innovation, and 
flexibility (Terpend & Ashenbaum, 2012; Terpend et al., 2011). 
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Outline of the Dissertation 

Chapter I provides a brief introduction of the research purpose, concepts, and 

relationships being investigated in the dissertation. Research background and gaps relating to the 

topic are discussed. The research purpose and objectives are stated. The research design is briefly 

presented, along with the scope and significance of the dissertation. The chapter concludes with 

definitions of key terms.  

Chapter II provides a comprehensive review of the literature pertinent to the topic. The 

conceptual model and a set of testable hypotheses are presented.  

Chapter III delineates the research methodology.  A summary of the data analysis 

approach is also provided. 

Chapter IV presents the results of the study, including description of sample and 

responses, data cleaning and screening procedures, measurement model, structural equation 

model analysis, and hypothesis testing. 

Chapter V concludes the study by providing discussion, conclusions, implications, and 

limitations of the study results. Recommendations for future research are also provided. 
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CHAPTER II: LITERATURE REVIEW 

As stated in Chapter I, the purpose of this dissertation was twofold: (1) to investigate 

supplier satisfaction with the BSR in relation to buyer power, and (2) to examine how supplier 

satisfaction with the BSR impacts supply chain performance. In this chapter, a literature review 

of the major constructs and theoretical framework of the dissertation are provided. To this end, 

this chapter includes the following sections: (1) The Buyer-Supplier Relationship in the Apparel 

Supply Chain; (2) Social Exchange Theory; (3) Power in the Buyer-Supplier Relationship; (4) 

Satisfaction in the Buyer-Supplier Relationship; (5) Supply Chain Performance; (6) Conceptual 

Model; (7) Hypotheses Development; and (8) Summary. 

To address the purpose, the first section provides a detailed background on the BSR in 

the apparel industry, which is the context for the study. A description of the apparel supply 

chain, the roles of buyers and suppliers, and the current state of the BSR in the apparel industry, 

with a focus in China, are provided. In the next section, social exchange theory is discussed as a 

theoretical framework and its application to the BSR. The third section provides a discussion of 

behavioral and structural power in the BSR. In the fourth section, literature on cognitive and 

affective satisfaction in the BSR and in the supply chain management literature is reviewed. In 

the fifth section, a discussion of the impact of satisfaction on supply chain performance is 

provided. This is followed by an explanation of the conceptual model and discussion of the 

hypotheses. Finally, a summary of the chapter is provided. 

The Buyer-Supplier Relationship (BSR) in The Apparel Supply Chain 

As discussed briefly in Chapter I, the apparel industry represents a major part of the 

world’s economic activities, as it is the second largest consumer goods industry (Euromonitor 
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International, 2019). In addition to the fact that apparel is a basic necessity, one of the reasons 

that the apparel industry accounts for such a large portion of the total world economic output is 

that the apparel supply chain involves a long series of production and distribution activities, from 

fiber spinning to apparel retailing to end consumers (Ashby et al., 2017; Dickerson, 1999; Su & 

Gargeya, 2012). This lengthy supply chain involves numerous BSRs, and efficiently managing a 

BSR is one way to increase supply chain performance (Huo et al., 2017). To better serve the 

purpose of the dissertation, this section provides the research context and describes the current 

state of BSRs specifically in the apparel supply chain. 

Components of the Apparel Supply Chain 

Ashby et al. (2017) argue that, due to the large number of activities comprising the 

apparel supply chain, it is extremely difficult for any single study to examine it comprehensively 

without losing focus. Thus, the authors propose that the exploration of the apparel supply chain 

should be divided into seven key levels that can be used to guide any single study to effectively 

focus on the issues in depth.  

According to Ashby et al. (2017), the first level is fiber production, which includes the 

growing, harvesting, and cleaning of fibers. The second level is spinning, a process that converts 

fibers into yarn. The third level is the weaving or knitting of yarn into fabric. The fourth level is 

the dyeing and finishing of fabric. The fifth level is apparel manufacturing. The sixth level is 

apparel marketing / distributing / retailing, and the final level is consumers buying and 

consuming apparel products. The seven levels of the apparel supply chain are illustrated in 

Figure 4. 
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Figure 4. The Multi-Level Apparel Supply Chain 

 

Source: Ashby et al. (2017) 

For the purposes of this dissertation, the scope of study focuses on “buyers” in Level 6, 

which include firms in the business of marketing, distribution and retail of apparel products, and 

“suppliers” in Level 5 which are firms in the business of apparel manufacturing and supplying to 

buyers in Level 6. From this multi-level apparel supply chain perspective, “buyers-suppliers” can 

be used to describe firms in any pair of consecutive levels. However, the buyer-supplier 

relationship in the apparel supply chain generally refers to firms in Levels 5 and 6 since they are 

in the business of exchanging finished apparel products. 

Buyers  

Firms in Level 6 buy (order) finished apparel products from firms in Level 5, therefore 

they are the “buyers.” Previous studies have pointed out that, although the core business 

objective of buyer firms is common – e.g., buying finished apparel products for resale to 

consumers --- they employ different business models to achieve this objective (Shen, 2011; Su, 

2013). The main criteria to determine if the apparel firm is a “buyer” or not is whether its main 

revenue is derived from activities of apparel marketing, distributing, or retailing (Vecchi & 

Buckley, 2016). Therefore, for the purposes of this dissertation, in studying the BSR, “buyers” 

include apparel brand companies (e.g. Nike, VF, Ralph Lauren, etc.), wholesalers (e.g. numerous 
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small-medium size companies that supply to stand-alone retail shops) or retailers (Walmart, 

Macy’s, TJ Maxx, etc.) who sell apparel products to consumers.  

Due to the globalization of the apparel supply chain over the past three decades, apparel 

manufacturing has now mostly shifted to developing countries (Pipkin, 2011; Singh & Hodges, 

2011; Vecchi & Buckley, 2016).  However, major markets of apparel consumption remain in 

developed countries (Su & Gargeya, 2012; 2016). This phenomenon has led to a situation where 

buyers (typically from developed countries) have control over the major consumption markets 

(again, typically in developed countries) and are the ones who initiate most of the activities in the 

apparel supply chain (Singh & Hodges, 2011).  

In addition to having control over the consumption markets, buyers are generally 

considered more powerful than suppliers because of the nature of the role they play in an apparel 

BSR. There are two causes for this power imbalance. First, as Castelli and Brun’s (2010) study 

pointed out, in the apparel supply chain, the main business activities of firms in Level 6 can be 

attributed to apparel marketing, and those of firms involved in Level 5 activities can be attributed 

to apparel manufacturing. This simple classification of activities in these two levels often leads 

both buyers and suppliers to view manufacturing as an ancillary activity to marketing (Castelli & 

Brun, 2010), and, in turn, generally giving buyers the advantage in the power structure (Huo et 

al., 2019). Secondly, from a socioeconomic status perspective, because suppliers are primarily 

from developing countries, they are more likely to identify with a lower social and economic 

status when compared with buyers, thereby placing them in a submissive position relative to the 

buyer (Castelli & Brun, 2010; Gardetti & Torres, 2017; Pipkin, 2011). 
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Suppliers  

Apparel supply firms in Level 5 mainly employ two business models to engage in apparel 

manufacturing activities. The most common model is the Original Equipment Manufacturer 

(OEM) model, in which the supplier has in-house manufacturing facilities and arranges for the 

raw materials (Ha-Brookshire, 2017). The other model is where the supplier does not directly 

own the manufacturing facilities, but adapts a Cut, Manufacturing and Trim (CMT) model, 

whereby it divides up the major processes in apparel production to independent contractors (Ha-

Brookshire, 2017). Whichever business model an apparel manufacturer chooses to adopt, it is 

classified as a supplier if it sells the finished apparel product to apparel buying companies 

identified in the apparel supply chain Level 6. 

As briefly discussed in Chapter I, the majority of the world’s apparel production 

companies are in developing countries (WTO, 2019). Common to other labor-intensive product 

supply chains such as toys and electronics, apparel suppliers in developing countries face 

tremendous challenges in securing purchase orders, guidance in product development, and 

gaining financial support from buyers in developed countries (Gibbon et al., 2008; Pipkin, 2011). 

As will be discussed in greater detail later in this chapter, according to the social exchange 

theory framework and power-dependency theory (Emerson, 1962), this dependency of suppliers 

on buyers’ resources and expertise forces the former to comply with the latter’s use of power and 

to experience structural power imbalances in the BSR. As such, apparel suppliers are generally in 

a less powerful position than their respective buyers. 

The Buyer-Supplier Relationship 

Due to intensified competition in industries brought about by the rapid globalization of 

the world economy, research in the field of SCM has increasingly emphasized how buying and 
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supplying firms in a supply chain can achieve growth through collaborative relationships (Adams 

et al., 2012; Huo et al., 2019; Terpend et al., 2008). Given the intense competition in the apparel 

industry, this calls for a proactively managed BSR through an in-depth understanding of its 

dynamics.  

Although BSRs between two firms can be studied using a variety of theories and 

theoretical constructs, research has shown that relationship satisfaction is especially important 

because the perception of being satisfied in a BSR is the motivating factor for being part of a 

BSR (Benton & Maloni, 2005; Brito & Miguel, 2017; Essig & Amann, 2009; Leonidou et al., 

2008; Schiele et al., 2015). Caniels et al. (2018) and Whipple, Lynch, and Nyaga (2010) argue 

that satisfaction with a BSR results in the parties seeking to maintain the BSR, and to make it 

long-term oriented and collaborative, rather than transactional. Both are crucial characteristics of 

a strong BSR. 

Previous studies argued that BSRs in the apparel industry are more complicated and 

challenging compared to BSRs in other industrial contexts (Bair & Gereffi, 2003; Cho et al., 

2015; Gereffi, 1999; Shen, 2011; Singh & Hodges, 2011; Su & Gargeya, 2016). These 

complications and challenges are manifested in three ways. First, the apparel industry is 

extremely fragmented, with thousands of suppliers and buyers in almost every market, prompting 

firms to focus on their own interests, resulting in little interest in forging a long-term 

collaborative relationship (Handley & Benton, 2012a; Huo et al., 2019; Wang et al., 2016).  

Second, globalization and international trade have greatly impacted interactions and 

transactions between buyers and suppliers, such that a significant percentage of BSRs involve 

parties representing different nations and cultures (Handfield & Bechtel, 2002; Pipkin, 2011). 

Opportunistic behaviors that only consider short-term benefits in a BSR are common (Handley & 
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Benton, 2012; Huo et al., 2019), making it extremely difficult for those parties in the BSR that 

might want to focus on building competitiveness and improving performance not only as stand-

alone entities, but also as part of the supply chain that they participate in (Adams et al, 2012; 

Frohlich & Westbrook, 2001; Morgan & Hunt, 1994).  

Third, buyer power is typically dominant over that of the supplier in apparel BSRs 

(Ashby et al., 2017; Cho et al., 2015). Several studies have pointed out that such power 

imbalance in relationship interactions ultimately contributes to relationship vulnerability (Huo et 

al., 2017; Huo et al., 2019; Maloni & Benton, 2000; Terpend & Ashenbaum, 2012).  

Findings of existing studies suggest that the impact of relationship interactions on the 

concept of relationship satisfaction is crucial (Benton & Maloni, 2005; Meena & Sarmah, 2012). 

When other factors are equal, the nature of the interactions affects satisfaction with the 

relationship. Most scholars argue that buyer satisfaction is a crucial factor that leads to buyer 

trust and commitment to the supplier, and therefore results in a long-term BSR (Anderson & 

Narus, 1984; Han et al., 1993; Morgan & Hunt, 1994). Yet, these studies have largely focused on 

customer (buyer) satisfaction (Terawatanavong et al., 2007; Whipple et al., 2010) rather than 

supplier satisfaction. The justification for an emphasis on buyer perspective-driven studies is that 

buyers hold most of the power in pursuing a long-term relationship. However, some scholars 

argue that supplier satisfaction is just as important (Essig & Amann, 2009; Geyskens & 

Steenkamp, 2000; Meena & Sarmah, 2012; Schiele et al., 2015). A deeper understanding and 

exploration of supplier satisfaction can shed light on how to move towards a more collaborative 

BSR. Findings of this dissertation therefore contribute to an understanding of the BSR in several 

ways.  
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First, in terms of research perspective, there are few studies that consider the supplier’s 

perspective. The BSR is a two-actor (dyadic) relationship, and insufficient knowledge about one 

side of the dyad will seriously hinder the overall understanding of BSR interactions, and could 

potentially negatively impact relationship decision-making. Flynn et al. (2018) pointed out that 

BSR studies commonly face the dilemma of whether to study the relationship from a monadic, 

dyadic or polyadic perspective. This dilemma will continue to exist until studies like the present 

one offer insight into the supplier perspective. Second, considering that, as a construct, 

satisfaction is comprised of multiple factors, a one-dimensional treatment of it cannot adequately 

explain the complex BSR dynamics and interactions. Third, the extant literature does not offer 

examination of the influence of buyer power on supplier satisfaction, which ultimately impacts 

the success and competitiveness of both relationship parties. 

In summary, the dynamics of power structure, use of power, and satisfaction in a BSR are 

factors that are crucial to building a collaborative BSR and ultimately have a significant impact 

on supply chain performance (Benton & Maloni, 2005; Chae et al., 2017; Corsten et al., 2011; 

Essig & Amann, 2009; Huo et al., 2019). However, the inter-relationships between these three 

factors, and how they collectively impact supply chain performance, have not been examined 

thus far in the literature. Moreover, little is known about such impact from the supplier’s 

perspective. The dissertation provides further understanding of these important factors. 

Social Exchange Theory (SET) 

Social exchange theory (SET) is a social behavioral theory that describes relational 

exchange behavior and concerns interpersonal relations as well as group functioning (Blau, 

1960; Emerson, 1976; Homans, 1958; Thibault & Kelley, 1959). According to Homans (1958), 

the most important assumption of SET is that all social interaction between people is an 
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exchange of resources. Homans (1958) views social exchange behavior as driven by personal 

needs, and that the motivation to engage in exchange is inherent in human beings. An 

individual’s need to exchange may be tangible (money, materials, etc.) or intangible 

(companionship, pleasure, etc.). Thus, the exchange must have costs (to exchange with others) 

and rewards (from exchange with others). Thus, SET is a broad theory that is applicable to most 

social relational exchange phenomena. For this reason, SET is used as a comprehensive and 

inclusive theoretical framework that is highly adaptive to a variety of research contexts in 

business relations research. Because the dissertation is focused on the BSR in apparel supply 

chain management, SET is a suitable framework, in as much as the theoretical underpinnings of 

SET address research questions concerning the business-to-business relationship exchange 

(Lambe et al., 2001). 

Commercial organizations must be involved in different exchange relationships as part of 

their daily operations. Academic studies on the BSR therefore focus on the constructs of 

“exchange” and “relationship.” Exchanges between two commercial organizations that are 

represented by their employees are inter-organization exchanges, and through such exchanges 

they establish a BSR (Reiman & Ketchen, 2017; Terpend & Krause, 2015). However, the 

relationship also reflects other person-to-person social relationships, primarily because 

organizations are represented by people (Corsten, et al., 2011; Huo et al., 2019). Social 

relationship theories such as SET apply in inter-organizational settings, including the BSR 

(Corsten et al., 2011; Huo et al., 2019; Mael & Ashforth, 1992). Therefore, SET is a useful 

theoretical paradigm for the investigation of the BSR in the apparel industry. The next section 

provides an explanation of how SET was employed to examine the BSR in the dissertation. 



 

28 

 

Theoretical Framework 

In comparison with other major social behavioral theories, SET has a relatively short 

history. It is an interdisciplinary theory encompassing views from sociology, psychology, and 

social psychology (Cook et al., 2013; Lambe et al., 2001). However, the philosophical 

foundations that SET was built on come from philosophers of the early 1900s (Lambe, et al., 

2001). Specifically, scholars generally agree that SET is deeply rooted in the philosophical views 

of behaviorism and utilitarianism (Cook et al., 2013; Molm, 1997).  

As seen in Figure 5, within the behaviorism view, Homans (1958) posited that the 

formation of a social relationship is driven by the actors’ desires and needs through their social 

behavior. Blau (1964) and Thibault and Kelley (1959) went beyond behaviorism to utilitarianism 

and argued that actor’s needs and desires dictate how they weigh potential costs and rewards 

from the relationship, which, in turn, shapes their social behavior (see Figure 5). Finally, 

Emerson (1976) proposed the structural functionalism view of SET, wherein the medium of an 

exchange can be more than behavior, costs, and rewards. Emerson (1976) argued that social 

relationship theories such as power, satisfaction, and trust can be integrated into the SET 

framework and studied as mediums of social exchange (see Figure 5). 
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Figure 5. Origins of The Framework of Social Exchange Theory 

 

It is important to note that SET is not a single theory, rather it is a paradigm to study 

social behavior within exchange relationships (Emerson, 1976). Thus, the various research and 

the four major works that define SET as a relationship research paradigm are summarized here. 

First, in Social Behavior as Exchange (1958), Homans posited that social behavior is driven by 

relationship actors’ desire and needs to exchange (see Figure 5). Based on the process of 

exchange, Homans (1958) argued that the exchange must possess characteristics of equality 

(exchange parties need to feel they are being treated equally by others), expectancy (exchange 

parties receive the rewards as they expected) and distributive justice (the relationship influences 

that exchange actors exercise must be considered fair).  

In Exchange and Power (1964), Blau further advances Homans’ (1958) theoretical work 

by proposing that although exchange is driven by behavior, one relationship actor’s power to 
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determine costs and rewards in an exchange also influences the other actor’s behavior. Blau 

theorized that the rewards in social exchange can be classified into two categories: (1) intrinsic 

rewards such as happiness, social identification, gratitude, etc., and (2) extrinsic rewards such as 

money, merchandise, sponsorship, submission from others etc. Exchange parties seek such 

rewards by engaging in social exchange. 

Blau (1964) also concluded that there are four guiding principles of social exchange. The 

first is the rationality of the exchange. An individual will only exchange when there is a positive 

correlation between cost and reward. Second, the exchange must be mutually beneficial. The 

third is the marginal utility of exchange. If one party expects more rewards for a certain 

behavior, the less value this type of behavior has to the other party. The fourth and final principle 

is imbalance. Social relationships are associated with instability and imbalance. Blau’s (1964) 

extrinsic and intrinsic rewards and exchange principles explain that relationship actors are 

motivated by rewards, but also bound by their principles when constantly seeking higher rewards 

(profit). 

Thibaut and Kelly further delineated exchange behavior in their book Social Psychology 

of Groups (1959). They were more inclined toward utilitarianism in theorizing SET. That is, the 

authors’ focus on cost minimization and reward maximization relative to small groups and 

dyadic relationships. According to the authors, SET has less relevance for large groups, hence 

personal interdependency and power become less influential. Recently, sociologists have argued 

that Thibaut and Kelley’s (1959) theory narrows SET’s overarching framework such that it is 

more practical in its application to social behavioral research (Cook et al., 2006; Cook, et al., 

2013). For instance, some BSR studies have indicated that the cost-reward model is both 

straightforward in predicting social behavior and an overwhelming factor in social exchange 
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relationship decisions (Cropanzano & Mitchell, 2005; Lambe, et al, 2001). Thibaut and Kelley’s 

(1959) theoretical contribution is therefore very suitable for research in business settings where 

relationships are mostly dyadic and interpersonal (e.g. a BSR), and in the examination of 

organizational behavior across a variety of institutions. 

The final work to be discussed was done by Emerson, who integrated these three 

conceptual schemes and cemented the term in his paper Social Exchange Theory (1976). 

Emerson (1976) based on Homans (1958), Thibaut and Kelley (1959), and Blau (1964), 

suggested that SET can effectively be used to study exchange behavior in social groups where 

actors have unequal power. Emerson (1976) posited that SET is a theoretical framework that 

other behavioral theories can be integrated with to form a philosophical school of thought called 

Social Structural Functionalism. The underlying premise of Social Structural Functionalism is 

that SET can be used as a platform to connect other theories pertaining to social relationships 

(e.g., theory of social power bases, power-dependency theory, commitment-trust theories, etc.) 

together to form an integrated theoretical paradigm. Based on Emerson’s (1976) structural 

functionalism view of SET, this dissertation integrated the SET framework to specifically 

investigate supplier satisfaction with the BSR, with buyer power as the medium of buyer-

supplier exchange. 

Since Emerson’s (1976) work, SET has been an important framework for understanding, 

predicting, and explaining behavior in social exchange, even beyond the sociology and social 

psychology literatures (Cook et al., 2006). Therefore, the adoption of SET in the dissertation is 

both relevant and appropriate. For the purposes of this dissertation, the philosophical roots of 

SET in behaviorism and utilitarianism offer several empirical advantages in terms of BSR 

research. First, SET is a very comprehensive theory that applies to the BSR in a dyadic, inter-
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organizational setting. The behavior of relationship actors and resource utilization (cost and 

reward) can both be captured by SET (Cook et al., 2006; Cook et al., 2013; Emerson, 1976; 

Molm, 1991; 1997).  

Second, from the view of Social Structural Functionalism, SET can be a theoretical 

framework for incorporating other smaller theories, such as power and resource dependency, to 

form a more focused conceptual lens. In this way, the combined theoretical approach can better 

serve the study, with broad, inclusive theoretical boundaries, yet focused on the relationship 

phenomenon. For example, Cho et al. (2015) examined the effects of BSR satisfaction on mutual 

trust in the apparel retail business context. SET was selected as the theoretical framework 

because of its ability to describe relationship characteristics of trust and long-term orientation in 

the retailer-supplier relationship. The authors argue that SET was useful for explaining intentions 

regarding economic outcome (reward) and the social outcomes of satisfaction and collaboration 

(Cho et al., 2015). 

In summary, in addition to the cost minimization and reward maximization assumptions, 

adopting Emerson’s (1976) Social Structural Functionalist view in the dissertation enables the 

integration of theories of power-dependency and satisfaction, which broadens the conceptual lens 

through which the BSR can be studied. The next section offers discussion of SET in 

investigation of the BSR per the SCM literature.  

SET and the BSR 

Although SET is useful for studying relationships that include more than two parties 

(Emerson, 1976), the theoretical framework suggested by Emerson (1962) and Blau (1964) also 

attempted to develop SET for application within the broadest context possible. However, both 

Emerson (1962; 1964) and Blau (1964) noted the limited ability of SET if applied beyond close 



 

33 

 

relationships or small groups. Blau (1964) was particularly concerned that the extrinsic factors in 

bigger groups were more complicated than dyadic or small group relationships, in that mutual 

dependency among large group members is not as obvious as it is in dyadic relations and small 

groups.  

SET theoretical intentions as set forth by Homans (1958) and Thibault and Kelley (1959) 

offered some reservations for using SET in situations other than dyadic relationships. Their 

primary concern was that in multi-actor relationships or groups, the relationship is no longer 

simply inter-personal or inter-organizational, and this results in the inter-dependency becoming 

less relevant and influential (Emerson, 1976; Molm, 1991). Thus, the application of SET as a 

conceptual lens is used most often in studies of dyadic business relationships such as that of the 

buyer-supplier. Hence, the use of SET to examine the BSR in this dissertation.  

SET is preferable when studying dyadic BSR topics because of its ability to depict the 

exchange of resources in a relational context (Cropanzano & Mitchell, 2005). Lambe et al. 

(2001) argued that relational exchange is long-term oriented, and therefore the short-term reward 

of a single actor could be negative. However, Lambe et al. (2001) also pointed out that the short-

term negative reward received by one actor is not necessarily negative, but simply takes a 

nontangible form, which cultivates a higher reward over the long term. Indeed, studies have 

shown that in a dyadic relationship, both the costs and the rewards expected by relationship 

actors may be psychological as well as economic (Anderson & Narus, 1990; Chaudhry & Hodge, 

2012; Cho et al., 2015; Lee & Ha-Brookshire, 2017). Moreover, some suggest that psychological 

rewards and benefits are better felt in a dyadic relationship than when more than two parties of 

actors are involved (Cook et al., 2006; Cook et al., 2013; Molm, 1997).  
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In one of the early studies on business relational exchange applying SET, Anderson and 

Narus (1990) proposed that the SET model was a good fit for understanding relationship 

dynamics between long-term cooperating firms. Anderson and Narus’ (1990) application of SET 

further established the niche of relational marketing as the BSR, helping the topic to later emerge 

in the SCM field. Since then, BSR studies published in the business literature primarily refer to 

the working relationship between corporations as “a manufacturer and an industrial distributor - 

a firm that resells products and provides attendant services to other firms for use in the 

production of those firms’ goods and/ or services” (Anderson and Narus, 1990, p. 62). Finally, 

the Anderson and Narus (1990) study is seminal not only because it pioneered the BSR topic, but 

it set a precedent for separating the “managing” of the BSR (interaction) from the “perception 

and satisfaction” (evaluation) of it.  

Specific to the apparel industry, Chaudhry and Hodge (2012) studied postponement 

strategy through the SET paradigm. Postponement strategy is a logistic arrangement wherein the 

supplier ships relatively small quantities directly to the buyer’s retail locations, instead of 

shipping bulk shipments to the buyer’s centralized warehouse or distribution center. In this way, 

buyers can “postpone” the purchase order until there is clear demand from a single retail 

location. The implementation of the postponement strategy, which is highly dependent on the 

supplier’s cooperation, demands a high degree of collaboration between buyer and supplier. 

Chaudhry and Hodge (2012) argued that apparel supply chain relationships need to be structured 

in ways that encourage and increase levels of buyer-supplier cooperation. This structure is 

crucial in the apparel industry, as lack of cooperation between the buyer and supplier could 

easily lead to the demise of their businesses. Thus, more thorough understanding of the BSR in 

the apparel context is important from both buyer and supplier perspectives. 



 

35 

 

Cho et al. (2015) examined the effects of economic and social satisfaction on trust-

credibility and trust-benevolence between small-to-medium enterprise apparel retailers and their 

suppliers. A long-term orientation between small apparel retailers and their suppliers was found 

to mediate relationship satisfaction and trust between them. The authors posited that SET helps 

to explain the intentions for economic outcome (reward) as well as social outcomes of 

satisfaction and collaboration. 

Lee and Ha-Brookshire (2017) used the SET framework to investigate the ethical climate 

among fashion retail companies, the impact of job attitude on employee turnover intention, and 

perceived organizational sustainability performance. In their study, SET was used to explain the 

exchange relationship between employees and the organization. With SET, the authors were able 

to assume employees were getting both tangible (financial) and non-tangible (gratitude and trust) 

rewards via the company’s ethical climate, and in doing so, concluded that positive job attitude 

increased the company’s sustainability performance. 

In summary, SET provides an important theoretical foundation to study dyadic social 

relationships such as BSRs. The complexity of the apparel supply chain provides a rich context 

for studying BSRs using the SET paradigm. Because BSRs are the conceptual focus of this 

dissertation, SET is one of the most suitable theoretical frameworks, as it helps explain the 

dynamics of dyadic relational exchanges. Few studies, especially in the apparel supply chain 

field, have adopted the propositions of SET to examine and investigate issues of BSRs. Thus, the 

dissertation offers theoretical as well as practical contributions to the literature. 

Power in the Buyer-Supplier Relationship 

Power is a medium of social exchange (Emerson, 1962; 1976). In social exchanges, how 

power is determined and used is crucial to relationship formation and outcome (Cook et al., 
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2006). In inter-personal and inter-organizational exchanges, power is the ability of one actor 

(either a person or an organization) to influence and subordinate another (Emerson, 1962; Hunt 

& Nevin, 1974). As power is a fixture in social relations (exchanges), Blau (1964) and Emerson 

(1976) both asserted that there is a clear association between power and exchange. Thus, as a 

goal of this dissertation was to examine the power dynamics of apparel BSRs, it is imperative to 

analyze power as part of social exchanges that occur between apparel buyers and suppliers. 

Much like SET has dual roots in behaviorism and utilitarianism, power in social 

relationships such as BSRs can be attributed to the power-dependence structure (Emerson, 1962; 

Thibault & Kelley, 1959) or the power behavior in relationships (French & Raven, 1959). These 

two major dimensions in social power – behavioral and structural power, are the two most 

dominant views of power found in the SCM literature (Huo, et al., 2019). Indeed, both Chen et 

al. (2016) and Huo et al. (2019) summarized that in the SCM and BSR contexts, the power 

structure attributes of the supply chain are reflected in levels of dependence between actors in the 

relationship. 

Power-dependency theory argues that the power of a relationship actor is a function of 

the dependency of the other actor in the social exchange they both engage in (Emerson, 1962; 

Molm, 1991). To add to this view, the theory of power bases argues that the actors’ structural 

power in a relationship is based on how they use their different bases of power (Chae et al., 

2017; French & Raven, 1959; Terpend & Krause, 2015). In the following sections, both power 

theories are discussed and research gaps relative to the respective power theories are identified. 

Structural Power (SP) 

Emerson (1962) posited that in all social relations, social power is an inherent property of 

the relationship and not an attribute of the actor. Broadly speaking, “actor” or “actors” in 
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Emerson’s (1962) statement refer to social relationship participants, “either a person or a group,” 

and for the purposes of this dissertation, actors in a BSR can be “person-person, group-person or 

group-group relation” (p. 32). In the context of this dissertation, the power – dependency 

continuum of the BSR is such that when the supplier is more dependent on the buyer, the 

supplier is the less powerful actor in the BSR. The power – dependency relationship is illustrated 

in Figure 6. 

Figure 6. Power - Dependency Structure in a BSR 

 

 

In Emerson’s (1962) view of power and dependency in social relationships, one person is 

not “powerful” except when specified that he or she is powerful “over whom.” The use of words 

such as “power, influence, dominance and submission, status and authority” (Emerson, 1962, p. 

31) to describe what one relationship actor has over another actor(s) is the “power structure” in 

the social relationship. For example, in social relationship X that consists of actors A, B and C, A 

is more powerful than B and B is more powerful than C. This power ranking order (A>B>C and 

subsets A>B, B>C, A>C) is what Emerson (1962) defined as a power structure in a social 
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relationship. Related to the context of this dissertation, where power = P, buyer = b and supplier 

= s, and based on the power-dependency model proposed by Emerson (1962), all possible power 

structures of a dyadic BSR can be expressed in the following two equations: 

𝑃  (𝑃 > 𝑃 ) 

or 

𝑃 (𝑃 > 𝑃 ) 

As Emerson (1962) stated, the social power of relationship actors is the product of their 

social relationships. Along the power continuum, in a dyadic BSR, the level of power that one 

actor has is framed by the level of dependency of the other actor. That is, the buyer’s power is 

determined by how dependent the supplier is. As discussed in Chapter I, the apparel industry is 

characterized by low entry barriers and the apparel market is extremely fragmented, therefore the 

supplier is highly dependent on the buyers’ orders to keep its production plant running. A halt in 

the supplier’s production can cause serious damage to its business, both financially and 

operationally. This is because much of the costs are fixed costs or overhead, and suppliers must 

bear these costs even when there is no production. Furthermore, a halt in production often forces 

workers to have unpaid holidays and lowers employee morale.  

Emerson (1962) proposed that “The dependence of actor A upon actor B is (1) directly 

proportional to A’s motivational investment in goals mediated by B, and (2) inversely 

proportional to the availability of these goals to A outside the A-B relation.” (p. 32). The power 

structure of the BSR therefore can also be expressed as a dependency structure. Where 

dependency= D,  

when  

𝑃 >  𝑃   



 

39 

 

then  

𝐷 > 𝐷  

In conjunction with the power structure in a BSR, the power-dependency in a BSR can be 

represented by two sets of equations: 

𝑃 =  𝐷  

And 

𝑃 = 𝐷  

In other words, structural power in a social relationship is the power that “resides 

implicitly in the other’s dependency” (Emerson, 1962, p. 32). However, as seen by 𝑃 = 𝐷  

and 𝑃 = 𝐷 , power and dependency are mutual between buyers and suppliers. Therefore, as 

Huo et al. (2019) suggested, the concept of buyer structural power is used interchangeably with 

supplier dependency (𝑃 =  𝐷 ) in this dissertation. Social relationship studies in structural 

power-dependency often emphasize that a powerful actor in the relationship (the buyer in this 

case) is leading the relationship outcomes and defining the relationship characteristics (Cook et 

al., 2006; Cook et al., 2013; Molm & Cook, 1995). The weaker actor’s dependency and 

endorsement of the more powerful actor is a cause of power structural imbalance (Brito & 

Miguel, 2017; Huo, et al., 2017; Huo et al., 2019). In as much as 𝑃 = 𝐷  and 𝑃 = 𝐷 , 

further study of dependency in the BSR is necessary.  

Huo et al. (2019) studied the impact of structural power (dependency) on power use and 

opportunism among supply chain partners. They argued that power structure is a significant force 

affecting the use of power (behavioral power) and can lead to changes in BSR qualities, such as 

opportunism on the part of both buyer and supplier. As a result, this asymmetry in power 

structure is reflected in the imbalance of power and dependency in a BSR (Huo et al. 2019; 
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Zhang & Huo, 2013). Table 3 summarizes structural power and/or dependency themed studies in 

SCM. It is clear that the relationship between structural power and behavioral power is an under-

explored topic of research. 

Table 3. Summary of Structural Power Studies in SCM 

Studies Findings Research Gaps Identified 

Brito and 
Miguel 
(2017) 

Buyer’s exploitative use of power over the 
supplier under power asymmetry is 
detrimental to BSR quality. 

No specific types of power use 
by buyers were examined 
regarding supplier tolerance of 
power.  

Carr et al. 
(2008) 

Supplier dependency is positively related to 
supplier participation and performance. 

Buyer’s behavioral power was 
not included in the model. 
Evidence in the SCM literature 
shows that power use in 
assessing performance is likely 
more significant than structural 
power or dependency. 

Chen et al. 
(2016) 

Structural power is different from coercive 
and expert power. The use of power is 
contingent upon the actor’s dependency on 
the other actor. Motivation to share 
knowledge is negatively impacted by 
coercive power but positively impacted by 
expert power. 

The impact of structural power 
on coercive and expert power 
was not examined. 

Cox (2004) Buyers should consider achieving an equal 
power distribution in the BSR when making 
supplier selection. Supply chain value 
appropriation reflects power distribution in a 
BSR, thus an equal distribution of power is 
more likely to gain appropriate return. 

Validity and reliability of 
value appropriation construct 
was not empirically tested to 
guide future research. 

Crook et al. 
(2017) 

The authors theorize power nonuse under 
different BSR power structures: power 
asymmetry and mutual dependency. 

The study was theoretical with 
no empirical data to test the 
construct of power nonuse and 
exchange diffusion theory 
relative to the BSR. 

Gulati and 
Sytch 
(2007) 

Dependency asymmetry negatively impacts 
firm performance in a BSR. However, 
interdependency positively impacts firm 
performance. 

Sources of dependency and 
how they impact dependency 
asymmetry were not examined.  

He et al. 
(2013) 

Power structure, power use and knowledge 
acquisition are negatively related. 

Supply chain performance was 
treated as a unidimensional 
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Knowledge acquisition negatively impacts 
supply chain performance. 

construct which is deemed 
inadequate by other studies. 

Huo et al. 
(2019) 

Structural power is likely to transform into 
use of coercive and non-coercive power. The 
use of coercive and non-coercive power 
increases the likelihood of opportunistic 
behavior in BSRs.  

BSR power structure was 
assumed to be balanced, while 
in many contexts they are not. 

Kalaitzi et 
al. (2018) 

To reduce dependency and thereby balance 
supply chain power structure, buyers need to 
use a buffering strategy in product supply 
and a bridging strategy in adjusting the BSR 
transaction mechanism. 

Buffering and bridging 
strategies increase BSR 
collaboration. Relationship 
between collaboration and 
dependency was not examined.  

Nyaga et al 
(2013) 

The perception of power use and the 
prevailing relationship quality in the BSR 
affect behavioral and operational outcomes 
in the context of power asymmetry. 

The degree of power 
asymmetry was not considered 
when testing the relationship 
between power use and 
behavioral outcomes. 

Terpend and 
Krause 
(2015) 

Competitive incentive is positively related to 
supplier performance with regard to 
delivery, quality, innovation and flexibility 
but not related to cost. Cooperative incentive 
significantly reduces cost when buyer and 
supplier mutual dependency is high. 

Further studies needed on 
relationship between 
competitive and cooperative 
incentives using reward-
mediated power under power 
imbalances 

Wang et al. 
(2016) 

Power asymmetry in the BSR when the 
buyer is the more powerful actor negatively 
affects long-term collaboration in the BSR. 

Both buyer’s and supplier’s 
behavioral power was not 
considered when testing the 
impact of asymmetric power 
structure on collaboration. 

Zhang and 
Huo (2013) 

The study found that the relationship 
between dependency and trust is 
insignificant. Mutual trust between buyer 
and supplier positively impacts supply chain 
integration and financial performance. 

Dependency, trust, supply 
chain performance were 
treated as unidimensional 
constructs while found to be 
multidimensional in other 
studies. 

   
Behavioral Power (BP) 

French and Raven (1959) argued that power behavior in social relationships is 

“pervasive, complex, and often disguised in our society” (p. 151). To address this complexity, 

they theorized that five different dimensions, or bases, comprise the social power construct. 
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These bases are reward power, coercive power, legitimate power, referent power and expert 

power (see Figure 7). The following paragraphs discuss each in detail. 

Social Power Bases 

In this dissertation, the theory of Social Power Bases (French & Raven, 1959) was used 

as a lens to examine different types of power, as it is a theoretical construct that explains the use 

of power in social relationships. French and Raven (1959) posited that social relationship 

participants inherently have five social power bases (coercive, reward, legitimate, referent, and 

expert power) that they can use to influence each other.  

Coercive power is one party’s use of threat to gain compliance from another party in a 

relationship. For example, a buyer can threaten to cease future orders if the supplier does not 

comply with his or her demands (Benton & Maloni, 2005). Coercive power comes from one 

relationship party’s ability to threaten the other party and make the other party conform, if 

regular relationship influence fails to do so (French & Raven, 1959).  

Reward power is defined “as power whose basis is the ability to reward” (p. 156). The 

power in this social relationship comes when one party is able to reward what is unilaterally 

perceived as a good behavior by the other party. In the SET framework, reward power is 

established through the rewards that are given to the other party. At the same time, reward power 

also induces relationship and resource dependency (Casciaro & Piskorski, 2005). Various 

scholars have argued that resource dependency theory is therefore an inherent component of the 

broader SET framework (Cook & Whitmeyer, 1992; Hillman et al., 2009).  

It has been argued that coercive power is actually similar to reward power in the way that 

it also creates a relationship dependency, but not from rewards, rather, from punishment (Ireland 

& Webb, 2007; Provan & Gassenheimer, 1994; Spekman, 1979; Yeung, et al., 2009; Zhao, et al., 
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2008). French and Raven (1959) posited a similar effect in their theoretical framework. 

However, when looking at relationship results (performance in a BSR context), the distinction 

between using reward versus coercive power in the short term will be similar, but in the long 

term, reward power is superior because it can develop the behavioral dependency of the other 

party (Caniels et al., 2018; Huo, et al., 2019). The anticipation of coercive power (i.e. 

punishment) by the weaker party in the relationship would drive away that party’s relationship 

dependency and ultimately have a negative impact on relationship performance (Benton & 

Maloni, 2005; Brown et al., 1995; Leonidou et al., 2008; Ramaseshan, Yip, & Pae, 2006).  

Legitimate power can be gained from an existing social or contractual framework that is 

mutually agreed upon before two parties enter the BSR (Brito & Miguel, 2017). French and 

Raven (1959) attributed legitimate power to three sources. The first is the cultural values that 

place one party’s power over another. As an example, the customer in a relationship is given 

priority, and this legitimate power arises from cultural norms, in that the supplier in the 

relationship gives the buyer power due to a cultural value. Nyaga et al. (2013) posit that this 

cultural source of legitimate power gives the buyer an advantage in the BSR by default, and that, 

as a result, buyers are inherently considered to be more powerful. The supplier’s weaker position 

can easily harm its level of motivation in most BSR contexts (Nyaga, et al., 2013; Terpend et al., 

2011; Zhao et al., 2008).  

Another source of legitimate power is the social structure in which the relationship 

parties currently reside. French and Raven (1959) posited that people in upper levels of the social 

hierarchy hold authority over those in the lower levels. Villena et al. (2011) argued that 

differentials in social hierarchy status is a source of legitimate power, which can come from an 

economic capital or social capital divide. In the BSR context, legitimate power is not naturally 
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tilted to the buyer, but could happen to both sides depending on which one of the parties has 

better organizational resources and personal social capital (Caniels et al., 2018). Legitimate 

power therefore carries an element of social class discrimination, in as much as the party from a 

lower organizational, social and/or economic background is less powerful (Carey et al., 2011; 

Krause et al., 2007).  

Legitimate power can also come from designation by an agent that one of the relationship 

parties accepts (French & Raven, 1959). This scenario is commonly demonstrated in BSR 

interactions when one of the employees representing either the buying or selling organization has 

a higher rank than his or her relationship counterpart. The one with the higher organizational 

rank will tend to be dominant in relationship interactions (Gaski & Nevin, 1985; Zhang et al., 

2003). 

Referent power is the power that comes from the relationship parties’ mutual 

identification (French & Raven, 1959). The concept of identification comes from a feeling of 

oneness with each other, or a desire for such a feeling (Corsten et al., 2011; Mael & Ashforth, 

1992). In a dyadic relationship, the party that has technical expertise or commands authority in 

the relationship is the one that holds referent power.  

Expert power is defined as one actor’s extent of knowledge and expertise over the other 

actor (French & Raven, 1959). Expert power in the BSR context pertains to the buyer’s 

knowledge regarding the product that he or she is acquiring from the supplier (Zhao et al., 2008). 

Expert power is attributed to one another within the relationship. The level of expert power is 

assigned not to an absolute expertness standard, but in relation to one’s own degree of 

expertness. Some argue that expert power and referent power are the only power bases that 

relationship parties can actively grow through their own endeavors and are therefore less 
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dependent on external social factors (Nyaga, et al., 2013; Terpend & Ashenbaum, 2012; Yeung, 

et al., 2008). In other words, these are the two types of power that weaker relationship parties can 

build on to mitigate power imbalances in an exchange relationship.  

The last power basis, informational power, was also proposed by French and Raven 

(1959). However, they posited that information power can be classified as expert power, and in 

many contexts, informational power does not have enough strength to be treated as a separate 

power base. Therefore, studies in SCM rarely employ the informational power base.  

Reward-Mediated, Coercive-Mediated, and Non-Mediated Power 

French and Raven (1959) argued that the five power bases can be classified into two 

groups according to their behavioral characteristics: mediated powers (coercive, legitimate, and 

reward) and non-mediated powers (referent and expert) (see Figure 7). Benton and Maloni 

(2005) argued that mediated powers should be further separated into a coercive-mediated power 

group (coercive and legitimate power) and a reward-mediated power group (reward power) (see 

shading differences in Figure 7). Benton and Maloni (2005) demonstrated that there are 

differences in reward-mediated power and coercive-mediated power in terms of impacting the 

BSR and in terms of supplier satisfaction. It is important to note that Benton and Maloni’s (2005) 

grouping of the five power bases also helps with model parsimony, as the five power bases are 

grouped as three variables (three constructs). According to Kline (2016), model parsimony 

should be one of the top priorities in empirical modeling, hence the grouping of the five power 

bases can also be seen as three variables (Benton & Maloni, 2005; Chae et al., 2017).  
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Figure 7. Social Power Bases 

 

Source: French and Raven (1959) 

Although Zhao et al. (2008) was not the first study to look at the impact of social power 

bases on the BSR and supply chain performance, it was one of earliest to advocate that social 

power bases serve the growing need of supply chain integration, especially between the various 

dyadic BSRs that often exist in one long supply chain. Their study illustrated that the different 

combinations of the five power bases affect the construct of supply chain integration, which is 

increasingly seen as vital to overall supply chain competitiveness. Zhao et al.’s (2008) findings 

suggest that the management of buyer power to achieve higher performance means that the 

different power bases might be significant in one context but not significant in another. Likewise, 

there could be more than one aspect of the relationship that a single power base is affecting at a 

time.  

Leonidou et al. (2008) posited that the buyer’s coercive power increases conflict in the 

BSR and reduces supplier satisfaction, and that non-coercive power bases can achieve reduced 

levels of conflict. Leonidou et al. (2008) showed that relationship conflict does not have a 
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significant impact on relationship satisfaction, even considering the buyer’s coercive power. As a 

result, levels of trust and commitment among suppliers were not affected when conflict played a 

mediating role. This is perhaps because the supplier can tolerate the buyer’s use of coercive 

power when conflict is present, and therefore the buyer’s use of appropriate coercive power 

might be expected. A summary of pertinent literature on behavioral power is presented in Table 

4. 

Table 4. Summary of Behavioral Power Studies in SCM 

Studies Findings Research Gaps Identified 
Benton and 
Maloni 
(2005) 

Expert and referent power have a significant 
positive impact on BSR quality and 
performance. Coercive and legitimate power 
have a significant negative impact on 
relationship quality. Reward power has a 
weak relationship with quality and 
performance. BSR quality has a positive 
impact on supplier satisfaction. Supply chain 
performance has no significant relationship 
with supplier satisfaction. 

Supplier satisfaction can be 
examined as a multi-
dimensional construct. 

Brown et al. 
(1995) 

Supplier mediated power use is positively 
related to buyer instrumental commitment but 
negatively related to normative commitment. 
Supplier non-mediated power is negatively 
related to instrumental commitment and 
positively related to normative commitment. 

Instrumental and normative 
commitment’s impact on 
BSR satisfaction in 
framework of SET can be 
further examined. 

Chae et al. 
(2017) 

Buyer reward power is positively related to 
supplier relationship commitment while 
coercive power is negatively related to 
relationship commitment. The study also 
found that non-mediated power has no 
significance on relationship commitment. 

Further studies on how 
relationship commitment 
and power bases interact 
under an imbalanced power 
structure are necessary. 

Handley and 
Benton 
(2012) 

Mediated power has less negative effect on 
BSR quality when the buyer is more 
dependent on the supplier. 

The study did not separate 
coercive-mediated power 
and reward-mediated power 
effects on relationship 
quality. 

Huo et al. 
(2016) 

Expert power and coercive power have a 
positive influence on information sharing. 

Expert and coercive power 
were examined without 
focus on either buyer or 
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Information sharing and firm performance are 
positively related. 

supplier use of power bases. 
The different power sources 
could yield different results, 
as shown in other studies. 

Huo et al. 
(2017) 

Different configurations of expert, referent, 
legitimate, reward and coercive power in 
interlocking power dyads have different 
effects on supply chain performance. 

Supplier’s use of power in 
interlocking power dyads 
can be further examined 
with other constructs in the 
BSR. 

Leonidou et 
al. (2008) 

Coercive power increases conflict in a BSR 
and reduces satisfaction. Non-coercive power 
leads to lower levels of conflict. Conflict 
negatively impacts trust. Satisfaction and trust 
were found to be positively related. Trust and 
commitment were also found to be positively 
related. 

The relationships between 
structural power, trust, and 
commitment could be 
examined further based on 
the findings. 

Nyaga et al. 
(2013) 

Both non-mediated and mediated power 
significantly affect collaborative and adaptive 
behaviors. 

No distinction is made 
between reward-mediated 
and coercive-mediated 
power impact. 

Pulles et al. 
(2014) 

Buyer’s use of reward power has a significant 
and positive effect on supplier’s allocation of 
both physical and innovation resources. 
Buyer’s use of coercive power has a negative 
impact on supplier’s goodwill and use of 
reward power has a positive impact on 
goodwill. 

Power structure needs to be 
included when examining 
supplier’s allocation of 
physical and innovation 
resources. 

Reimann et 
al. (2016) 

During buyer-supplier negotiations, it is more 
effective for suppliers to use reward power 
than coercive power. Buyers’ use of coercive 
power is more effective than reward power. 

Power structure of the BSR 
is not included in the model. 

Reimann et 
al. (2017) 

Multimarket contact is positively related to 
supplier’s use of coercive, legitimate and 
reward power. Multimarket contact is 
negatively related to buyer’s use of coercive 
and legitimate power, but positively related to 
reward power. 

The relationship of 
multimarket contact as a 
construct with supply chain 
performance can be tested. 

Terpend and 
Ashenbaum 
(2012) 

Coercive power negatively impacts supplier 
quality and innovation. Referent power 
positively impacts all dimensions of supplier 
performance. Legitimate power positively 
impacts delivery, cost and flexibility. Supplier 
network size is found to be a significant 
moderator of power-performance 
relationships. 

BSR power structure needs 
to be further examined 
through social network 
theory. 



 

49 

 

Wang et al. 
(2015) 

When the BSR is facing environmental 
uncertainty and legal vulnerability, the 
buyer’s coercive power is positively related to 
opportunism while the buyer’s non-coercive 
power is negatively related to opportunism. 

Limited power bases were 
tested in relation to 
opportunism and structural 
power was not considered. 

Yeung et al. 
(2009) 

Trust is positively related to supplier 
integration. Power has no significant impact 
on supplier integration. Trust and internal 
integration and supplier integration are 
positively related. 

The construct of supply 
chain or supplier integration 
needs further validation.  

Zhao et al. 
(2008) 

Expert, referent, legitimate and reward power 
all positively impact normative relationship 
commitment. Coercive power negatively 
impacts normative relationship commitment 
but positively impacts instrumental 
relationship commitment. Reward power 
positively impacts instrumental relationship 
commitment. Normative relationship 
commitment is positively related to supply 
chain integration. 

Potential to extend the 
theory on normative and 
instrumental relationship 
commitment with 
relationship satisfaction.  

In summary, it is important to note that when examining an inter-organizational 

relationship such as a BSR, much like the social interaction between individuals, power plays a 

crucial role (Cox, 2001). However, the power in a BSR is not split evenly between the two 

parties, therefore, the differential in power dimensions is a constant factor. As recent empirical 

studies indicate, the supplier is usually the weaker party in the dyadic BSR (Brito & Miguel, 

2017; Chae et al., 2017; Huo et al., 2017). The limited extant literature on supplier actions and 

reactions to buyer manipulation of social power in apparel BSRs makes for unexplored territory. 

Furthermore, given the imbalanced power structure that is typical of apparel BSRs, a more 

balanced power distribution in the BSR is important for both buying and supplying firms 

(Caniels et al., 2018). For example, in the highly competitive apparel supplier market, it is very 

common for a buyer to use his or her structurally advantageous power position in the BSR to 

force the supplier to accept unfair payment and delivery terms. Through this dissertation, 
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investigating the relationships between power structure and the use of power in the BSR helps to 

fill the gaps in knowledge. 

Satisfaction in the Buyer-Supplier Relationship 

Although power is a medium of social exchange (Cook et al., 2006; Emerson, 1962; 

Thibault & Kelley, 1959), satisfaction is one of the most important social exchange outcomes 

that relationship actors expect in a social relationship (Cook et al., 2006; Molm, 1991). 

Satisfaction is seen as part of social relationship formation in SET (see Figure 3, page 14). In the 

context of a social relationship, Molm (1991) argued that satisfaction is a relationship actor’s 

affective response to a cognitive evaluation. Hence, Lazarus (1982) pointed out that different 

participants’ affective and cognitive responses to the same event or person can diverge. Lazarus’ 

(1982) theoretical predictions of affective and cognitive processes align with the empirical 

results of Molm’s (1991) study, which proposed that affective satisfaction and cognitive 

satisfaction can be treated differently. 

In the SCM literature, Benton and Maloni (2005) defined supply chain relationship 

satisfaction as “the feeling of equity with the relationship no matter what power imbalance 

exists” (p. 5). Although Benton and Maloni (2005) did not specifically apply SET in their study, 

this definition clearly aligns with the proposition that an equality of exchange must be felt by all 

relationship actors (Blau, 1962; Emerson, 1976; Homans, 1958). Thus, satisfaction is part of the 

relationship formation framework proposed by SET, as depicted in Figure 3 (page 16). 

Previous studies have established that satisfaction is an important factor in shaping BSR 

relationship quality (Benton & Maloni, 2005; Essig & Amann; Meena & Sarmah, 2012). 

Furthermore, SCM studies have generally agreed that satisfaction with the relationship is a 

significant factor that can impact the overall performance of the supply chain (Benton & Maloni, 
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2005; Cannon & Homburg, 2001; Essig & Amann, 2009; Meena & Sarmah, 2012). These studies 

provide strong foundation and justification for one of the primary aims of this dissertation, which 

was to examine the relationships between satisfaction with the BSR and supply chain 

performance.  

Although relationship satisfaction is vital to the BSR, there are at least two research gaps 

regarding satisfaction in the BSR literature that need to be addressed. First, there are only a few 

studies on the satisfaction construct in the BSR literature, yet it has been argued that keeping 

supply chain partners satisfied must be treated as a strategic priority by the focal firm (Caniels et 

al., 2018). Second, understanding the perspectives of relationship satisfaction from both buyers 

and suppliers is a prerequisite to further improving a firm’s own competitiveness, as well as 

improving collective supply chain performance. However, in the extant literature, most BSR-

related satisfaction studies are from the buyer’s perspective, or from both perspectives when the 

focal firm is assumed to be in both roles of buyer and supplier (Dickson & Zhang, 2004; Lacoste 

& Blois, 2015; Pulles et al., 2016; Terpend & Ashenbaum, 2012).  

The reason that more studies are from the buyer-based perspective could be due to the 

fact that product supply chains are typically constructed on a global basis and aimed at best 

serving the needs of the end market consumers (Gereffi, 1999; Pippin, 2011). However, the 

buyer-driven supply chain landscape does not mean that only the buyer’s perspective on BSR 

satisfaction is important. Moreover, according to SET, all attributes in the exchange relationship 

affect the relationship actor’s motivation and evaluation of the relationship (Blau, 1960; Lambe 

et al., 2001; Thibaut & Kelley, 1959). Therefore, the goal of the dissertation in studying 

satisfaction with the BSR from the perspective of suppliers is designed to help to address these 

gaps. 
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Affective and Cognitive Satisfaction 

According to the literature, satisfaction, or supplier satisfaction, is a complex, multi-

dimensional construct when viewed in the context of the BSR relational exchange (Molm, 1991). 

Stauss and Neuhaus’ (1997) study sheds light on the dimensions of satisfaction, in that they 

argued that evaluation and measurement of satisfaction have not been accurately capturing 

customers’ true levels of satisfaction. Consequently, several early studies (Christodoulides & 

Michaelidou, 2010; Helgesen, 2006) showed that when the customer satisfaction level remained 

high, the customer loyalty level dropped. Interestingly, it seems that these two factors should be 

positively related. In order to address this problem, the authors employed the qualitative 

satisfaction model (QSM) to measure customer satisfaction across multiple dimensions. They 

tested their assumptions quantitatively by hypothesizing that different emotional, cognitive, and 

intentional components influence re-purchase behavior among consumers. Therefore, Stauss and 

Neuhaus (1997) empirically expanded research into satisfaction as a multidimensional construct. 

Specifically, according to Molm’s (1991) study, satisfaction in a social exchange 

relationship is comprised of both cognitive and affective dimensions. Satisfaction of the 

relationship actors with the overall relationship is based more on affective response than 

cognitive process, which weighs costs and benefits (Molm, 1991). Based on Molm’s (1991) 

theory of affect and satisfaction in social exchange, affective satisfaction in this dissertation 

refers to the overall satisfaction of the relationship actor with the BSR. Evaluation of satisfaction 

with different aspects of the BSR is referred to as cognitive satisfaction. 

Buyer vs. Supplier Satisfaction 

The majority of BSR studies on satisfaction posit satisfaction as a cognitive process. 

Cognitive evaluation of satisfaction is usually studied as a single dimensional construct, which 
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does not comprehensively address satisfaction in a BSR. Recognizing the importance of 

cognitive satisfaction among suppliers, Essig and Amann (2009) asserted that the cognitive 

process of supplier satisfaction is to be actively managed in a successful BSR. They suggested 

that supplier satisfaction is a highly complex construct that needs to first be measured using an 

index, which will then facilitate further research on supplier satisfaction. Based on data collected 

by surveying suppliers, they developed the Supplier Satisfaction Index (SSI), which is comprised 

of three levels. Each level consists of different measurement factors. In the Strategic Level (or 

Level One), the factor of cooperation intensity between buyers and suppliers is measured. In the 

Operative Level (Level Two), factors of order and billing/delivery are measured. In the 

Accompany Level (Level Three), factors of communication, conflict management, and a general 

view are measured. Essig and Amann (2009) indicated that further studies on supplier 

satisfaction, such as Meena and Sarmah (2012) and this dissertation, can adapt the SSI levels or 

items as they fit the specific research context. 

Studies by Meena and Sarmah (2012) and Pulles et al. (2016) indicated that suppliers can 

be satisfied with the overall BSR but dissatisfied with the buyer, especially in terms of its daily 

operations, such as coordination policy and payment terms. Moreover, evidence of the 

multidimensionality of satisfaction is strong in multiple studies, which found a disparity in terms 

of satisfaction among relationship actors’ perceptions (Caniels et al., 2018; Cho et al., 2015; 

Leonidou et al., 2008). Furthermore, the findings of these studies, alongside Huo et al. (2019), 

suggest that the treatment of satisfaction as a cognitive evaluation, as is the case in the majority 

of the studies, is inadequate, indicating that cognitive and affective satisfaction should be treated 

separately.  
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Empirical findings also suggest that BSR satisfaction is impacted differently depending 

on actions or behavior from the opposite relationship party and under different relational 

exchange conditions (Benton & Maloni, 2005; Dickson & Zhang, 2004; Huo et al., 2017; Pulles 

et al., 2016). In the apparel supply chain context, Molm’s (1991) view of satisfaction as a 

culmination of the affective result of the cognitive evaluation of the relationship, as well as Essig 

and Amann’s (2009) view of satisfaction as a cumulation of positive evaluations of relationship 

outcomes, are both tenable. Many studies investigate cognitive satisfaction with the BSR 

(Benton & Maloni, 2005; Brito & Miguel, 2017; Essig & Amann, 2009; Fawcett, Watson & 

Magnan, 2012; Meena & Sarmah, 2012). Although there are existing measurements used to 

examine the supplier satisfaction construct in the SCM literature (Benton & Maloni, 2005; Essig 

& Amann, 2009; Meena & Sarmah, 2012), they were developed to address the construct either in 

a highly specific context (e.g. automobile, Benton & Maloni, 2005), or to apply in the broadest 

context (e.g. all industries, Essig & Amann, 2009). Thus, there is a need to study affective and 

cognitive satisfaction simultaneously within the apparel SCM context, per this dissertation. 

In summary, the importance of satisfaction in a relationship, especially one that is high 

quality, has long been established. Earlier studies argued that buyer satisfaction is a crucial factor 

that leads to buyer trust and commitment of the supplier and therefore results in a long-term 

buyer-supplier relationship (Anderson & Narus, 1984; Han et al., 1993). Yet, a recent study by 

Caniels et al. (2018) argued that supplier satisfaction is equally important and has strategic value 

to the buying firm. By expanding the supplier satisfaction dimension in terms of cognitive and 

affective satisfaction, the results of the dissertation add to the literature on BSRs, while offering 

practical implications for supply chain managers.  
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Supply Chain Performance 

Product supply chain activities include the movement and transformation of raw 

materials to finished goods by different dyads of buyers and suppliers within the overall supply 

chain (Krause et al., 2001; Terpend & Ashenbaum, 2012). The goal of SCM is to efficiently 

manage this flow at all stages to achieve competitiveness in the market for all parties 

(Gunasekaran, Patel & McGaughey, 2004; Terpend & Krause, 2015; Terpend et al., 2008).  

A key indicator of a competitive supply chain dyad is a high level of supply chain 

performance (Gunasekaran et al., 2004). Supply chain performance is broadly defined by SCM 

scholars as how well a firm’s supply chain activities function to achieve the objective of 

satisfying customer demands (Beamon, 1999; Krause et al., 2001; Watts et al., 1992). Krause et 

al. (2001) argued that supply chain performance is of strategic importance for a firm and its 

partners, thus the monitoring of supply chain performance is necessary for both buyers and 

suppliers. There are currently two different approaches taken to measure supply chain 

performance.  

Chen and Paulraj (2004) and Gunasekaran et al. (2004) argued that supply chain 

performance is an umbrella term that includes the measuring of supply chain performance at 

strategic, tactical, operational, and financial levels of activities. However, Krause et al. (2001) 

and Terpend and Ashenbaum (2012) posited that supply chain performance measures should be 

made primarily at the operational level of activities. This is because operational activities 

represent the interactions of supply chain partners and are the core concern of SCM, while 

strategic, tactical, or financial performances are more of a single firm’s managerial concerns 

(Terpend & Ashenbaum, 2012). The aim of this dissertation was to study the interrelations of 

power, satisfaction, and supply chain performance within the SET framework. Operational 
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activities in the BSR were therefore the most relevant concern to the scope of study (Terpend & 

Krause, 2015). As a result, the concept and measurement of supply chain performance in this 

dissertation focused on the operational level (hereafter referred to as “supply chain 

performance”).  

Terpend and Krause (2015) posited that, with the objective of satisfying customer 

demands, supply chain performance should consist of at least five dimensions: product quality, 

cost, delivery, innovation, and flexibility (see Figure 8). As briefly discussed in Chapter I, 

studies have found that for firms that want to improve these five dimensions of supply chain 

performance, a collaborative, long-term oriented BSR is vital (Cannon & Homburg, 2001; Dyer, 

1996; Terpend & Krause, 2015; Terpend et al., 2008). This is because each buyer and supplier 

dyad in the multi-level supply chain are partners that are handling and managing the 

manufacture, flow, and control of products (Bozarth et al., 1998; Larson & Halldorsson, 2002; 

Monczka et al., 1998). Evidence from the literature has thus indicated that BSR quality, 

including satisfaction, is the key to better supply chain performance (Benton & Maloni, 2005; 

Huo et al., 2017; Huo et al., 2019).  
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Figure 8. Supply Chain Performance Measurement Dimensions 

 

Satisfaction and Supply Chain Performance 

As discussed earlier, relationship satisfaction is crucial to building a collaborative BSR 

and, in turn, impacts supply chain performance (Benton & Maloni, 2005; Chae et al., 2017; Essig 

& Amann, 2009). Findings of prior studies indicate that a collaborative and long-term orientation 

by both parties in a BSR results in a high performing relationship (Benton & Maloni, 2005; 

Yeung et al., 2009). However, the inter-relationships between power, satisfaction, and 

performance have yet to be fully examined in the SCM literature. Also, from the extant literature, 

little is known about the impact of satisfaction on supply chain performance from the supplier’s 

perspective.  
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Although relationship performance is a deciding factor in the decision to continue with a 

BSR, Liu et al. (2012) argued that a high level of commitment by both buyer and supplier can 

even tolerate a drawback in performance measures in the short term. Findings in the literature 

mostly agree that supply chain integration is a highly desirable outcome of managing a BSR. 

Yeung et al. (2009) claimed that a collaborative supply chain is a process of integrating the 

relationship parties’ resources and achieving a synergy that is greater than the simple sum of the 

capital and human resources of the two parties. 

Studies have shown that relationship satisfaction is especially important for supply chain 

performance, largely because the perception of being satisfied in a BSR is the driving factor for 

staying in and contributing to a competitive BSR (Benton & Maloni, 2005; Brito & Miguel, 

2017; Essig & Amann, 2009; Leonidou et al., 2008; Meena & Sarmah, 2012; Schiele et al., 

2015). Indeed, Whipple et al. (2010) argued that satisfaction with a BSR is what drives the 

parties to maintain the BSR as long-term oriented and collaborative, rather than simply 

transactional. As discussed earlier, most research on BSR satisfaction has focused on the buyer’s 

perspective. The justification for buyer perspective-driven studies has been that buyers hold most 

of the initiative to pursue the kind of long-term relationship that supposedly leads to the success 

and competitiveness of a BSR. However, other scholars argue that supplier satisfaction is just as 

important to the equation (Essig & Amann, 2009; Geyskens & Steenkamp, 2000; Meena & 

Sarmah, 2012; Schiele et al., 2015).  

Benton and Maloni (2005) posited that power bases have an impact on relationship 

qualities, which, in turn, impact supplier satisfaction and supply chain performance. By studying 

interactions between a buyer and supplier, as well as their respective performance in 

transactions, the authors concluded that these power bases will affect the qualities of the BSR 
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(i.e., commitment, trust, cooperation, conflict and conflict resolution), which ultimately impact 

overall supply chain performance.  

Apparel Supply Chain Performance 

Studying supply chain performance in the apparel industry is different than in other 

industries primarily because the apparel supply chain is fast changing in terms of availability of 

product, pricing, and market competition (Su & Gargeya, 2012). Supply chains with such 

characteristics require a high performing BSR to achieve the objectives of low cost, on-time 

delivery, product availability, and flexibility (Zhao et al., 2008).  

At the same time, there are two reasons behind the fact that apparel industry BSRs have 

different characteristics compared to other industries, and therefore warrant particular study. First, 

the apparel supply chain is fragmented. Supply chain members traditionally do not view each other 

as partners and tend to look after their own interests (Su & Gargeya, 2012). The number of buyers 

and suppliers in the industry is large and available in many different countries across the globe, 

making the apparel supply chain inherently complex and difficult to manage (Su et al., 2009).  

Second, adaptability in SCM is one of the core competitive advantages of an apparel firm. In 

other words, the consumer market for apparel changes fast and requires supply chain partners 

(especially suppliers) to adapt quickly (Su & Gargeya, 2012). The changing demand in different 

apparel categories and fashion itself are characteristics that are unique to this industry (Chaudhry & 

Hodge, 2012). Some characteristics require apparel companies to manage their supply chain so well 

that they can have the right products (popular styles and colors) at the right places (store locations) 

and the right time (season).  

Given the unique challenges that exist for the apparel supply chain, buying and selling 

functions must be closely monitored to serve the strategic objectives of both supply chain 
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partners (Krause et al., 2001). That is, to better manage BSRs between suppliers (primarily 

manufactures in Level 5, see Figure 4 on page 21) and buyers (primarily distributors and retailers 

in Level 6). The five supply chain performance variables of quality, cost, delivery, flexibility, 

and innovation proposed by Terpend and Ashenbaum (2015) apply to the apparel supply chain. 

Each variable is discussed in the following paragraphs.  

Quality 

In a study of supplier selection in the apparel industry, Su and Gargeya (2016) found that 

quality is one of the top concerns when a buyer chooses a suitable supplier. However, Su (2013) 

also argued that the buyer’s requirement for quality is not simply “the more the better” (p. 154). 

A study of apparel chain retailers in the United Kingdom by Emberson and Storey (2006) 

indicated that organizational buyers have a realistic expectation of quality compared to end-

users, because they are aware of the level of product quality they will need from the supplied 

product for the product to sell easily.  

In terms of apparel supply chain quality, performance assessment comes from achieving 

the mutually agreed upon quality standard between buyer and supplier, rather than pursuing 

perfect quality. Both buyer and supplier must recognize that the level of quality is contingent 

upon the level of cost, although other variables of factory or flexibility could also come into play 

(Emberson & Storey, 2006).  

Cost 

Cost can be both a simple and complex variable in a BSR (Terpend & Ashenbaum, 

2012). Cost can be considered as product cost alone, however, in SCM, cost has to be considered 

in terms of total supply chain cost, which also includes distribution, logistics, return on assets 

(interests for working capital), and more (Gunasekaran et al., 2004). It is important for both 



 

61 

 

buyers and suppliers to minimize not only the product cost, but the overall supply chain cost for 

the product to achieve a balance of cost and supply chain performance (Terpend & Ashenbaum, 

2012).  

Choo et al. (2009) argued that while the concept of supply chain cost is comprehensive, 

and supply costs are all tangible costs (actual expenditures), there are intangible costs in the 

supply chain, the most significant being relationship cost. Relationship cost is the cost of 

establishing the current BSR. For the buyer and supplier to get to know each other and start 

working cooperatively takes a significant amount of time and resources (Choo et al., 2009). Most 

BSRs in an apparel supply chain exchange are highly specific to the corporate-level strategy, 

therefore, a BSR will incur initial costs of trial and error while the two parties explore working 

together (Choo et al., 2009). 

Delivery 

Once a supply chain results in a degree of quality that matches the cost of the product, 

delivery is the next concern. Delivery deals with the issue of getting the right product (wanted by 

the customer) at the right time (Gunasekaran, 2004). Chaudhry and Hodge (2012) found that the 

willingness to cooperate on the issue of delivery is a characteristic that sets one apparel supply 

chain apart from another. Delivery is far more than arranging the transportation of the product. 

Long-term and cooperative BSRs can adapt to a highly collaborative delivery strategy (such as 

the postponement strategy) to increase overall competitiveness of the supply chain, therefore, the 

delivery factor in supply chain performance is critical (Chaudhry & Hodge, 2012).  

Flexibility 

Flexibility in the apparel supply chain usually starts with the buyer’s planning process, 

anticipating enough buffer when unexpected circumstances arise in material purchase, 
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manufacturing, and finished goods delivery by the supplier (Cho et al., 2015; Choo et al., 2009; 

Shen, 2011). Providing each other some flexibility in their planning and operations is not just 

important to supply chain performance evaluation, but it also greatly impacts buyer satisfaction 

with the BSR (Benton & Maloni, 2005; Hassini et al., 2012; Nyaga et al., 2010). 

In some studies, flexibility is integrated into the delivery variable to evaluate whether the 

supplier can flexibly meet buyer demands (Beske & Seuring, 2014; Gunasekaran et al., 2004; 

Hassini et al., 2012). As in other product supply chains, being flexible about delivering the 

apparel product when and where the buyer wants is an important part of the evaluation of a 

supplier’s performance. However, in the study of apparel SCM and BSRs, flexibility should be 

treated separately from delivery, because it is about more than just the delivery of the product 

(Choo et al., 2009), it is about being flexible from product development through to product 

delivery. Therefore, in measuring supply chain performance, flexibility was considered in this 

dissertation.  

Innovation 

Innovation is a driving factor of growth in the apparel industry and is necessary to 

multiple aspects of the apparel supply chain in order to sustain such growth (Ashby et al., 2017; 

Castelli & Brun, 2010). Innovation is not limited to product innovation, there is also innovation 

in quality, cost, delivery, and flexibility (Castelli & Brun, 2010; Lin, Wang & Yu, 2010). More 

recent studies also suggest that innovation in all supply chain performance variables should take 

sustainability into consideration (Ashby et al., 2017; Vecchi & Buckley, 2016). Because 

innovation in terms of improving the BSR and supply chain performance is impactful, innovation 

in supply chain performance was considered in this dissertation. 
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Conceptual Model 

The purpose of this dissertation was twofold: (1) to investigate supplier satisfaction with 

the BSR in relation to buyer power, and (2) to examine how supplier satisfaction with the BSR 

impacts supply chain performance. Based on the earlier discussion of the SET framework and 

structural and behavioral power, cognitive and affective satisfaction, as well as supply chain 

performance, a conceptual framework was developed to guide the study (see Figure 9). 

Relationships between constructs are depicted in the conceptual model as hypotheses (H1-H7). 

Each hypothesis and its rationale are discussed in detail following the explanation of the figure. 

Figure 9. Conceptual Model 

 

Based on the extant literature, the model proposes that the buyer’s structural power (i.e., 

power bestowed on the buyer by the dependency of the supplier) will affect the buyer’s use of 

power (power behavior). It was hypothesized that the use of reward-mediated, coercive-

mediated, and non-mediated power will impact the cognitive and affective satisfaction of the 

supplier. It was hypothesized that the supplier’s satisfaction, impacted by buyer’s use of power, 
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in turn, will impact supply chain performance. It was also hypothesized that a relationship exists 

between buyer structural power and supplier satisfaction. 

Hypotheses Development 

Based on the conceptual framework, several hypotheses were developed. 

Relationship Between Buyer Structural Power and Buyer Behavioral Power 

In the SET framework, relationship actors engage in relational exchanges because they 

expect to be compensated (benefits) for their input (costs) (Blau, 1964; Huo et al., 2019; Pulles et 

al., 2014). Likewise, the power-dependency theory explains that the focal actor in a dyadic BSR 

is more powerful when the other actor’s relationship outcomes are more dependent on the focal 

actor than vice versa (Cook et al., 2006; Emerson, 1962; Huo et al., 2019; Zhang & Huo, 2013). 

In the context of this dissertation, the power structure of a BSR in the apparel supply chain is 

such that the power of the buyer over the supplier is greater than the dependency of the buyer on 

the supplier (𝑃 > 𝐷 ). 

Emerson (1962) and Hunt and Nevin (1974) proposed that the power-dependency 

structure in a social relationship determines the relationship actors’ fundamental structure of 

power, and that the construct of structural power further guides the subsequent use of power in 

their relational exchange. Findings of recent studies indicate that there is a significant 

relationship between structural power and relationship actors’ use of power (Brito & Miguel, 

2017; Huo et al., 2019; Zhang & Huo, 2013). These studies established the power behavior (uses 

of power) by relationship actors according to French and Raven’s (1959) theory of social power 

bases. 

Benton and Maloni (2005) and Nyaga et al. (2010) argued that the five power bases 

should be grouped into three different constructs. Benton and Maloni (2005) argued that the first 
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construct, Reward-Mediated Power (RMP), consists of only reward power, which is one actor’s 

power to reward the other actor. The second construct, Coercive-Mediated Power (CMP) 

consists of coercive and legitimate power, which are power behaviors of a punitive nature. The 

third construct, Non-Mediated Power (NMP) consists of expert and referent power, which 

includes the more powerful actor’s knowledge and reputation compared to that of the other, less 

powerful actor. The use of reward power is mediated from one actor to another, which is 

contingent upon the level of dependency on the reward (Brito & Miguel, 2017; Huo et al., 2019). 

Based on evidence from the literature, as seen in Figure 10, it is hypothesized that the more 

structural power the buyer has, the less reward-mediated power the supplier will experience from 

the buyer.  

H1a: The level of buyer structural power is negatively related to buyer use of reward mediated 

power. 

Coercive-Mediated Power (coercive and legitimate power) is the opposite of Reward-

Mediated Power. Because coercive and legitimate power are given by contractual and legal 

frameworks which are extrinsic to the relationship, actors rely on them when their structural 

power level is low (Brito & Miguel, 2017; Huo et al., 2017). Therefore, as seen in Figure 10, it is 

hypothesized that the less structural power the buyer has, the more the supplier will experience 

Coercive-Mediated Power from the buyer. 

H1b: The level of buyer structural power is negatively related to buyer use of coercive-mediated 

power. 

A buyer’s non-mediated power (expert and referent power) is endorsed by the supplier 

when the expertise and reference power of the buyer is needed in the exchange process (Benton 

& Maloni, 2005; Nyaga et al., 2010). This endorsement of power by the supplier is especially 
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strong when the supplier’s dependency on the buyer is high (Benton & Maloni, 2005; Huo et al., 

2019; Nyaga et al., 2010). Moreover, buyer structural power equals supplier dependency on the 

buyer (𝑃 = 𝐷 ) (Cook et al., 2006; Emerson, 1962; Hunt & Nevin, 1974). As indicated in 

Figure 10, it is hypothesized that the higher the level of buyer structural power, the more the 

supplier will experience expert and referent power by the buyer. 

H1c: The level of buyer structural power is positively related to buyer use of non-mediated 

power. 

Figure 10. Buyer Structural Power and Buyer Reward-Mediated, Coercive-Mediated and 

Non-Mediated Power 

 

Relationship Between Buyer Reward-Mediated Power and Supplier Cognitive and 

Affective Satisfaction 

Studies by Maloni and Benton (2000) and Benton and Maloni (2005) both asserted that 

reward power is used by the more powerful actor to induce the less powerful actor into achieving 

better relationship performance. Most studies have found that reward-mediated power is a 

positive reinforcement of the relational exchange between buyers and suppliers (e.g. Chen et al., 

2016; Reimann et al., 2017; Terpend & Ashenbaum, 2012; Zhao et al., 2008). However, Chae et 
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al. (2017) argued that although reward power is often used by buyers to motivate suppliers to 

achieve a better outcome, any external social power could significantly impact the supplier’s 

cognitive evaluation of the BSR. As discussed in previous sections of this chapter, the level of a 

supplier’s satisfaction is an important part of that supplier’s evaluation of BSR outcomes 

(Benton & Maloni, 2005; Essig & Amann, 2009; Meena & Sarmah, 2012). In the SET 

framework, the relationship actor’s cognitive evaluation of satisfaction more favorably evaluates 

benefits given by the other actor because this generally means they have achieved better 

exchange outcomes (Molm, 1997). Therefore, as seen in Figure 11, it was hypothesized that 

buyer use of reward-mediated power is positively related to supplier cognitive satisfaction in the 

BSR. 

H2a: Buyer use of reward-mediated power is positively related to supplier cognitive satisfaction 

with the BSR.  

As discussed in Chapter I, Geyskens and Steenkamp (2000) as well as Geyskens, 

Steenkamp and Kumar (1999) pointed out that relationship satisfaction relative to the BSR is not 

a unitary construct. Along with the supplier’s cognitive satisfaction, which is based on a 

“weighted” evaluation of various relationship outcomes (Essig & Amman, 2009), Geyskens and 

Steenkamp (2000) posited that, based on a global appraisal of the relationship, social satisfaction 

can be achieved with no reference to any particular outcomes. Liu et al. (2009) argued that in a 

relational exchange, the potential of a higher reward prompts actors to achieve the objectives 

more efficiently, and the overall satisfaction with the relationship is higher, even if it is through 

mediated power exercised by the more powerful actor in the BSR. Based on the extant literature, 

as indicated in Figure 11, it was hypothesized that buyer use of reward-mediated power is 

positively related to supplier affective satisfaction with the BSR. 
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H2b: Buyer use of reward-mediated power is positively related to supplier affective satisfaction 

with the BSR. 

Figure 11. Buyer Reward-Mediated Power and Supplier Cognitive and Affective 

Satisfaction 

 

Relationship Between Buyer Coercive-Mediated Power and Supplier Cognitive and 

Affective Satisfaction 

Theoretical and empirical studies on the topic agree that the use of Coercive-Mediated 

Power (coercive and legitimate power) is detrimental to social relational exchanges (Blau, 1964; 

Emerson, 1976; Nyaga et al., 2013; Pulles et al., 2014; Thibaut & Kelley, 1959; Zhao et al., 

2008). Under the reward-punishment mechanism of the SET framework, the less powerful actor 

in the BSR is in constant fear of punishing actions from the more powerful actor (Nyaga et al., 

2013). The uncertainty and fear of the potential punishment felt by the less powerful actor, in this 

case the supplier, is likely to have a negative effect on his or her perception of the BSR (Pulles et 

al., 2014).  

Coercive-mediated power is at the discretion of the more powerful actor and can be 

specifically designed to punish non-compliance of the less powerful actor (Handley & Benton, 
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2012b). This potential use of coercive-mediated power likely damages the less powerful actor’s 

evaluation and overall feeling about the relationship (Cook et al., 2006; Cook et al., 2013; Molm, 

1997). Therefore, as indicated in Figure 12, it was hypothesized that buyer use of coercive-

mediated power is negatively related to supplier cognitive and affective satisfaction with the 

BSR. 

H3a: Buyer use of coercive-mediated power is negatively related to supplier cognitive 

satisfaction with the BSR. 

H3b: Buyer use of coercive-mediated power is negatively related to supplier affective 

satisfaction with the BSR.  

Figure 12. Buyer Coercive-Mediated Power and Supplier Cognitive and Affective 

Satisfaction 

 

Relationship Between Buyer Non-Mediated Power and Supplier Cognitive and Affective 

Satisfaction 

Compared to both Reward-Mediated and Coercive-Mediated Power, Non-Mediated 

Power (expert and referent power) is not applied directly from one relationship actor to another 

(Reimann & Ketchen, 2017). On the contrary, Non-Mediated Power is where the less powerful 
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actor actively complies with the more powerful actor’s direction based on the expertise and 

reference power of the more powerful actor (Nyaga et al., 2013; Reimann & Ketchen, 2017). 

Corsten et al. (2011) argued that once the less powerful actor perceives the more powerful actor 

to possess non-mediated power of expert and referent authority, the less powerful actor is 

inclined to comply with the directions given by the more powerful actor. 

Handley and Benton’s (2012b) study suggested that the use of Non-Mediated Power is 

preferred over the use of Mediated Power. Some studies have even argued that Non-Mediated 

Power is more constructive to BSRs than even Reward-Mediated Power because compliance 

with Non-Mediated Power is largely voluntarily by the less powerful supplier (Chae et al., 2017; 

Huo et al., 2019; Nyaga et al., 2013; Pulles et al., 2014; Zhao et al., 2008). 

Based on evidence from the literature that non-mediated power has a positive influence 

on the perception of the BSR by the less powerful actor, as indicated in Figure 13, it was 

hypothesized that the buyer’s use of non-mediated power is positively related to the supplier’s 

cognitive and affective satisfaction with the BSR. 

H4a: Buyer use of non-mediated power is positively related to supplier cognitive satisfaction 

with the BSR. 

H4b: Buyer use of non-mediated power is positively related to supplier affective satisfaction 

with the BSR. 
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Figure 13. Buyer Non-Mediated Power and Supplier Cognitive and Affective Satisfaction 

 

Relationship Between Supplier Cognitive and Affective Satisfaction with Supply Chain 

Performance 

A product supply chain’s performance is heavily influenced by the quality of the BSR 

(Huo et al., 2017). Both structural power-dependency and actor power behavior affect the 

continued engagement in and collaboration of the BSR (Huo et al., 2017; Huo et al., 2019; 

Terpend & Krause, 2015). Studies including Benton and Maloni (2005) and Zhao et al. (2008) 

have found that BSR qualities (such as commitment, trust, cooperation) perceived by both buyer 

and supplier can significantly impact supply chain performance. Satisfaction among the 

relationship actors in a BSR is a highly desirable relationship quality in social exchange (Cook et 

al., 2006; Molm, 1997).  

A BSR with a satisfied buyer and supplier encourages both to deliver better-than-

expected performance in expectation of getting rewards, such as long-term contracts, financial 

incentives, etc. from each other (Leuschner et al., 2013; Terpend & Krause, 2015). Likewise, 

Essig and Amman (2009) point out that carefully evaluated relationship satisfaction drives 

suppliers to improve a specific area of their performance.  
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Following the theoretical inference that satisfied relationship actors expend effort to 

outperform expectations of the BSR (Benton & Maloni, 2005), as indicated in Figure 14, it was 

hypothesized that supplier cognitive and affective satisfaction with the BSR is positively related 

to supply chain performance as experienced by the supplier. 

H5: Supplier cognitive satisfaction is positively related to supply chain performance. 

H6: Supplier affective satisfaction is positively related to supply chain performance. 

Figure 14. Supplier Cognitive and Affective Satisfaction and Supply Chain Performance 

 

Relationship Between Buyer Structural Power and Supplier Cognitive and Affective 

Satisfaction 

As discussed earlier, structural power is determined at the formation stage of the 

relationship (Cook et al., 2006). Power imbalance is determined by the relationship actor that is 

more dependent than the other (Emerson, 1962). Relationship actors usually are aware of their 

dependency level relative to the other actors when deciding to engage in the social exchange. 

This pre-determined power imbalance generally makes relationship actors more tolerant to 
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structural power use by the more powerful actor (Cook et al., 2006; Hunt & Levin, 1974; Molm, 

1997).  

Buyers that use their structural power to force suppliers to comply with their requests is 

damaging to the quality of the BSR (Reiman & Ketchen, 2017). As pointed out by Caniels et al. 

(2018), considering the supplier knowingly enters the relationship in a less powerful position, it 

is hard to infer whether the buyer’s use of structural power will have a positive or negative 

impact on the supplier’s cognitive and affective satisfaction. This is the case even considering 

that affective satisfaction is less about evaluating relationship outcomes, but rather is based on 

the relationship actor’s general perception of being satisfied (Essig & Amann, 2009; Molm, 

1997). Knowing that one is less powerful in a social relationship from the beginning, the less 

powerful actor is also likely prepared to endure the structural power imposed by the more 

powerful actor (Cook et al., 2013; Huo et al., 2019; Nyaga et al., 2013; Terpend & Krause, 

2015). Therefore, as indicated in Figure 15, it was hypothesized that there is a significant 

relationship between buyer structural power and supplier cognitive and affective satisfaction. 

H7a: There is a significant relationship between buyer use of structural power and 

supplier cognitive satisfaction. 

H7b: There is a significant relationship between buyer use of structural power and 

supplier affective satisfaction. 
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Figure 15. Buyer Structural Power and Supplier Cognitive and Affective Satisfaction 

 

Summary 

This chapter explained the apparel supply chain as the study’s context. A review of the 

literature pertinent to supplier satisfaction, buyer power, and supply chain performance was then 

provided. The theoretical framework of Social Exchange Theory was also discussed. The 

conceptual model was explained, and hypotheses were presented. The next chapter provides a 

discussion of the research design and methodology employed in the dissertation. 
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CHAPTER III: METHODOLOGY  

As mentioned previously, the twofold purpose of this dissertation was: (1) to investigate 

supplier satisfaction with the BSR in relation to buyer power, and (2) to examine how supplier 

satisfaction with the BSR impacts supply chain performance. Two research objectives were 

developed to address the purpose: 

1. To investigate the relationships between the dimensions of supplier satisfaction and 

specific types of buyer power. 

2. To investigate the role of supplier satisfaction in overall supply chain performance. 

In this chapter, the methodology of the dissertation is presented in the following sections: 

(1) Instrument Development; (2) Data Collection Procedures; (3) Statistical Analysis; and, (4) 

Summary.  

Instrument Development 

As discussed in Chapter I, a qualitative study was conducted to identify factors important 

to supplier satisfaction relative to buyer power. The results of the qualitative study helped to 

identify factors that impact both affective and cognitive supplier satisfaction dimensions with the 

BSR.  

A structured questionnaire was developed based on the findings of the qualitative study 

and the extant literature. The questionnaire is comprised of the following variables: buyer 

structural power (i.e., supplier dependency), buyer reward-mediated power (reward power), 

buyer coercive-mediated power (coercive and legitimate power), buyer non-mediated power (i.e. 

expert and referent power), supplier cognitive satisfaction, supplier affective satisfaction, and 

supply chain performance (see Appendix A for questionnaire). 
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The major constructs investigated in the dissertation are summarized in Table 5 (page 

80). All constructs investigated (i.e., buyer structural power, buyer behavioral power, supplier 

affective satisfaction, supplier cognitive satisfaction, and supply chain performance) are 

measured using a seven-point, Likert-type scale measuring participants’ degree of agreement 

with each statement. The scales range from “strongly disagree” (1) to “strongly agree” (7) for all 

items. The following sections outline each of the constructs. 

Buyer Structural Power 

Buyer structural power (supplier dependency) is manifested in the level of the supplier’s 

dependency on the buyer (Huo et al., 2019; Pulles et al., 2014), as discussed in Chapter II. Thus, 

buyer structural power is measured as a single dimension employing four items (e.g., “Our firm 

as an apparel supplier is strongly dependent on our major buyer”) adopted from Huo et al. (2019) 

(see Table 5, page 82). This scale was originally developed by Kumar et al. (1995) and adopted 

by two major studies: Ryu et al. (2007) and Huo et al. (2019). Ryu et al. (2007) and Huo et al. 

(2019) both reported an acceptable scale reliability (α > 0.80). 

Buyer Behavioral Power 

As discussed in Chapter II, behavioral power (Emerson 1976; Molm, 1991) refers to the 

five types (coercive, reward, referent, legitimate, and expert) of social power bases theorized by 

French and Raven (1959). According to French and Raven (1959), each of the five bases can be 

treated as separate dimensions within the behavioral power construct. Chae et al.’s (2017) scale 

of behavioral power consists of nineteen items that are adopted for the present study. Of these 

nineteen items, four capture reward power (e.g., “Our major buyer often rewards us, in order to 

get our company to go along with its wishes”), four capture coercive power (e.g., “Our major 

buyer often hints that it will take certain actions that will reduce our profits if we do not go along 



 

77 

 

with its requests”), four capture expert power (e.g., “Our major buyer’s business expertise makes 

it likely to suggest the proper thing to do”), three capture referent power (e.g., “We really admire 

the way our major buyer runs its business, so we try to follow its lead”), and four capture 

legitimate power (e.g., “It is our duty to do as our major customer requests”) (see Table 5).  

The power bases measurement scale adopted, and as shown in Table 5, was initially 

developed by Brown et al. (1995). Since then, it has been repeatedly tested in the SCM literature, 

where high levels of reliability were found with the same items in Chae et al. (2017) (all α > 

0.75), Huo et al. (2017) (all α> 0.81) and Terpend and Ashenbaum (2012) (all α > 0.79). As 

discussed in Chapter II, the constructs of the five social bases were combined into groups of 

reward-mediated power (reward power base), coercive-mediated power (coercive and legitimate 

power bases) and non-mediated power (expert and reference power bases), as suggested by 

Benton and Maloni (2005) and Chae et al. (2017), and for the sake of model parsimony. 

Affective Satisfaction 

Based on the literature review in Chapter II (cf., Caniels et al., 2018; Gassenheimer & 

Ramsey, 1994), affective satisfaction among apparel suppliers is based on overall social 

relationship satisfaction, not relationship outcomes. As Cannon and Perreault (1999), Huttinger 

et al. (2012), and Caniels et al. (2018) all pointed out, structural power imbalances (dependency 

asymmetry) could impact affective satisfaction without referencing specific relationship 

outcomes, like cognitive satisfaction.  

Based on the arguments made by previous studies, the measurement of overall 

satisfaction with the BSR should focus on the supplier’s overall relationship satisfaction that is 

not attached to a specific aspect of relationship interaction (Caniels et al., 2018). Therefore, the 

affective satisfaction construct measurement used in the present study was adopted from Caniels 
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et al. (2018) (see Table 5) and consists of five items (e.g., “Our firm is very satisfied with the 

overall relationship with our major buyer” and “Generally, our firm is very pleased to have our 

major buyer as our business partner”). This construct measurement was originally developed by 

Cannon and Perreault (1999), and the items were further improved by Huttinger et al. (2012), 

resulting in high reliability (α = 0.92). Caniels et al.’s (2018) study achieved similar reliability 

(α= 0.90) using the same affective satisfaction construct measurement. 

Cognitive Satisfaction 

There is a wide range of measurement scales available in the literature to assess cognitive 

satisfaction focused on BSR outcomes (e.g., Benton & Maloni, 2005; Essig & Amann, 2009; 

Meena & Sarmah, 2012; Schiele et al., 2015). As discussed in the previous chapters, among 

them, Essig and Amann’s (2009) measurement scale is the most comprehensive measurement of 

supplier cognitive satisfaction.  

Based on the review of literature, a total of five items from each of the five factors (order 

procedure, delivery, cooperation intensity, communication, and conflict management) of the 

Supplier Satisfaction Index scale proposed by Essig and Amann (2009) were adopted for the 

present study: order process (e.g., “Our firm is satisfied with the order time schedule of our most 

important buyer”), delivery process (e.g., “ Our firm is satisfied with the delivery requirements 

of our most important buyer”), communication (e.g., “Our firm is satisfied with the availability 

of direct contact from our most important buyer”), conflict management (e.g., “Our firm is 

satisfied with the quality of problem reaction from our most important buyer) and intensity of 

cooperation (e.g., “Our firm is satisfied with our level of intensity in product design and 

development cooperation with our most important buyer”) (see Table 5). The Essig and Amann’s 
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(2009) supplier satisfaction measurement scale was adopted by Meena and Sarmah (2012), 

which showed an acceptable level of reliability (α > 0.78). 

Supply Chain Performance  

A five-item scale measuring supply chain performance was adapted from Huo et al. 

(2017) and Terpend and Krause (2015) (see Table 5). Terpend and Krause’s (2015) scale 

captures supply chain performance measurements for quality and cost (e.g., “We can conform to 

our major buyer’s quality specifications”). Huo et al.’s (2017) scale captures supply chain 

performance measurements for delivery, innovation, and flexibility (e.g., “We can quickly 

respond to changes in our major buyer’s demand”). In both studies, this measurement of supply 

chain performance has shown acceptable levels of reliability and validity. 
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Table 5. Sources of Scales 

Construct Conceptualizatio
n 

Items Source 

Buyer 
structural 
power 

Supplier’s level of 
dependency on the 
buyer and the 
BSR. 

BSP1: It would be difficult for us to replace 
sales and profits generated from our major 
buyer. 

Huo et 
al. (2019) 

  BSP2: It would be difficult for us to replace 
sales and profits realized from our major buyer 
with another buyer. 

 

  BSP3: The total switch cost to another 
comparable buyer would be prohibitive for our 
firm. 

 

  BSP4: Our firm is strongly dependent on our 
long-term relationship with our major buyer. 

 

Buyer 
behavioral 
power 

Reward power – 
Reward-mediated 
power. 

RP1: Our major buyer often rewards us, in 
order to get our company to go along with its 
wishes 

Chae et 
al. (2017) 

  RP2: If we do not do what our major buyer 
asks, we will not receive very good treatment 
from it. 

 

  RP3: We feel that, by going along with our 
major buyer, we will be favored by it on some 
other occasions. 

 

  RP4: By going along with our major buyer’s 
requests, we have avoided some of the 
problems that other suppliers face. 

 

 Coercive power – 
Coercive-mediated 
power. 

CP1: Our major buyer often hints that it will 
take certain actions that will reduce our profits 
if we do not go along with its requests. 

Chae et 
al. (2017) 

  CP2: Our major buyer will somehow get back 
at us if they discover that we did not do as they 
asked. 

 

  CP3: Our major buyer might withdraw certain 
orders from us if we do not go along with its 
request. 
CP4: If we do not agree to its suggestions, our 
major buyer could make things difficult for us. 

 

 Legitimate power 
– Coercive-
mediated power. 

 

LP1: We have an obligation to do what our 
major buyer wants, even though it isn’t a part of 
the contract. 
LP2: It is our duty to do as our major buyer 
requests. 

Chae et 
al. (2017) 
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LP3: Since he/she is our major buyer, we accept 
our major buyer’s recommendations. 
LP4: Our major buyer has the right to expect us 
to go along with its requests. 

 Expert power – 
Non-mediated 
power. 

EP1: Our major buyer’s business expertise 
makes it likely to suggest the proper thing to do. 
EP2: The people in our major buyer’s company 
know what they are doing. 

Chae et 
al. (2017) 

  EP3: We usually get good advice from our 
major buyer. 

 

  EP4: Our major buyer has specially trained 
people who really know what has to be done. 

 

 Referent power – 
Non-mediated 
power. 

RFP1: We really admire the way our major 
buyer runs its business, so we try to follow its 
lead. 
RFP2: We generally want to operate our 
company in a way that is very similar to the 
way we think our buyer would. 
RFP3: Our company does what our major buyer 
wants because we have very similar feelings 
about the way a business should be run 

Chae et 
al. (2017) 

Supplier 
affective 
satisfactio
n 

Supplier’s 
satisfaction with 
the overall BSR 
without reference 
to any specific 
relationship 
outcomes. 

 

SAS1: Our firm is very satisfied with the 
overall relationship with our major buyer. 
SAS2: On the whole, our firm is completely 
happy with our major buyer. 
SAS3: Generally, our firm is very pleased to 
have our major buyer as our business partner. 
SAS4: If we had to do it all over again, we 
would still choose to have this buyer as our 
major buyer. 
SAS5: Our firm does not regret the decision to 
do business with this buyer. 

Caniels 
et al. 
(2018) 

Supplier 
cognitive 
satisfactio
n 

Supplier’s 
satisfaction 
through evaluation 
of order process, 
delivery process, 
communication, 
conflict 
management and 
intensity of 
cooperation. 

SCS1: Our firm is satisfied with the ordering 
procedure of our major buyer. 
SCS2: Our firm is satisfied with the delivery 
requirements of our major buyer. 
SCS3: Our firm is satisfied with the 
effectiveness of communication with our major 
buyer. 
SCS4: Our firm is satisfied with the way 
conflicts are resolved with our major buyer. 
SCS5: Our firm is satisfied with our level of 
intensity in product design and development 
cooperation with our major buyer. 

Essig and 
Amann 
(2009) 
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Supply 
chain 
performan
ce 

Supply chain 
performance 
measured in terms 
of quality, cost, 
delivery, 
innovation and 
flexibility  

SCP1: We always conform to our major buyer’s 
quality specification. 
SCP2: We can provide our major buyer with 
competitive low total cost.  
SCP3: We have an outstanding on-time delivery 
record with our major buyer. 
SCP4: We can quickly introduce new products 
to our major buyer. 
SCP5: We can quickly respond to changes in 
our major buyer’s demand. 

Huo et 
al. 
(2017), 
Terpend 
and 
Krause 
(2015)  

Demographic Information 

Demographic information was collected in terms of (1) gender, (2) years of experience in 

the apparel industry, (3) current position in the company, (4) company size in sales and company 

size in number of employees, (5) type of buyers the respondent works with, (6) which 

geographical region the company focuses on, (7) how many major buyers the company has, and 

(8) the market segments of the company’s products. 

Data Collection Procedures 

Pretesting the Instrument 

The instrument was based on measures used in previous empirical studies (Caniels et al., 

2018; Chae et al., 2017; Essig & Amann, 2009; Huo et al., 2019; Terpend & Krause, 2015). 

However, the current study was conducted in a different cultural and industrial context, 

therefore, prior to the distribution of the 45-item, 9-construct survey instrument to the targeted 

population of apparel professionals, a pretest of the survey was performed following procedures 

recommended by Zhao et al. (2008).  

First, the researcher translated the survey from English to Chinese and then it was back-

translated from Chinese to English by an experienced apparel industry professional who is also 

bilingual in English and Chinese. After assessing the linguistic and cultural equivalencies of the 
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translation (Chidlow et al., 2014), 10 participants who participated in the earlier qualitative study 

on supplier satisfaction were given the Chinese version of the survey to complete. They were 

asked to evaluate the clarity of items and instructions, including wording, question content, 

sequence, form and layout, and difficulty in understanding. Based on the responses, minor 

adjustments and editorial changes in the Chinese language version of the survey were made. 

Second, the online version of the survey was then created in Qualtrics and distributed 

electronically to 92 senior apparel industry executives (representing 92 different apparel supply 

firms) attending an annual event held in October 2020 by a trade organization in Guangzhou, 

China. A total of 69 out of the 92 surveys distributed were completed. Respondents were asked 

about the comprehensibility of the survey language and whether the language fits into the apparel 

industry context (Corsten et al., 2011). Positive feedback was received from this pretest group of 

respondents about the quality and relevance of the survey. Therefore, the study moved to the 

main data collection phase. 

Main Study Data Collection 

As discussed in Chapter II, the conceptual focus of this study was the relationship 

between apparel buyers and suppliers (see Figure 4, page 21). The targeted sample of this 

research therefore included apparel manufacturing firms as defined by the China National 

Garment Association (CNGA), which are firms that are “engaged wholly or partly in the 

businesses of designing and/or manufacturing all types of garments including but not limited to 

menswear, womenswear, children’s wear, feather down, and leather wear” (CNGA, 2020, 

Introduction section, para. 3).   

Data collection was conducted from November 2020 to January 2021. Because this was 

during the COVID-19 pandemic, data were collected virtually via the social media app WeChat. 
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Local chapters of CNGA and various other apparel professional associations at the city level 

were approached and firm member contact details were requested. These associations either 

provided a published member directory with contact details or arranged for their organizational 

secretaries or communication liaisons to facilitate my initial contact with their members. Based 

on the contact details provided by the associations, apparel firms were contacted, and the firm 

representative’s WeChat ID or WeChat Group ID were requested. Apparel suppliers were 

contacted in Guangzhou, Dongguan, Foshan, Hangzhou, Hong Kong, Nanjing, Quanzhou, 

Shanghai, Xiamen, and other Chinese cities with active apparel industry representation. 

The procedure that was followed ensured that each response represented a single, unique 

company and thus the unit of analysis was the firm (supplier) rather than individual professionals 

(Benton & Maloni, 2005). Respondents were asked if they were associated with an apparel 

supply firm, and if they interact with buyers on a regular basis (merchandisers, sales managers, 

general managers, marketing managers, partner, owner etc.) on behalf of the firm before sending 

them the Qualtrics survey link. If he or she was not a suitable person to complete the survey on 

behalf of the firm, the person was asked to forward the survey to a relevant colleague (Teddlie & 

Fu, 2007). A small gratuity of RMB10 (approximate USD1.45) was sent to each respondent who 

completed the survey in the form of WeChat Red Packet (an electronic payment function 

integrated in the WeChat App).  

Statistical Analysis 

After data were collected using Qualtrics the dataset was downloaded for statistical analysis. 

Data cleaning and manual examination of data entries were performed as suggested by Hair et al. 

(2015). Ineligible responses were removed to arrive at an adjusted sample size. Descriptive analyses 

were run on data related to the demographic questions pertaining to participating firm profiles and 
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respondent BSR experiences. Characteristics of the sample were delineated. Data cleaning and 

screening using visual, manual, and statistical methods were carried out to determine anomalies and 

outliers in the dataset. After arriving at the final sample size for statistical analysis, a non-response 

bias analysis was also performed. Structural equation analysis using Mplus version 8 (Muthén & 

Muthén, 2017) was employed. Mplus uses a full information maximum likelihood estimation for 

hypothesis testing, measurement, and structural model parameters.  

Measurement Model 

Considering the overall objectives of the study to test inter-relationships and the need to 

accommodate measurement error in the instrument developed, as will be discussed in full in 

Chapter IV, the multivariate technique of structural equation modeling (SEM) was employed. In 

addition to the ability of SEM to account for measurement error in the instrument and allow for 

separate relationships among each set of dependent variables, SEM also “provides the 

appropriate and most efficient estimate technique for a series of separate multiple regression 

equations estimated simultaneously” (Hair et al., 2015, p. 19). The ability to estimate multiple 

relationships at the same time, while controlling for type I error, is another added benefit of SEM 

(Kline, 2016).  

Hair et al. (2015) suggested that before assessing the other psychometric properties, an 

acceptable level of goodness-of-fit for the measurement model should be confirmed through 

confirmatory factor analysis (CFA). Hair et al. (2015) suggested three indices to determine 

model fit. The first index is the 𝜒  statistic. Because 𝜒  is the result of comparing the estimated 

covariance matrix (the observed covariance matrix) with the implied covariance matrix, an 

insignificant 𝜒  is preferred. However, as Schumacker and Lomax (2004) pointed out, 𝜒 seldom 

shows insignificant results due to large sample sizes (greater than 100) in empirical studies. In 
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this case, normed-𝜒 ( 𝜒 /degree of freedom) should be used because it is less sensitive to sample 

size. If the value of  𝜒 / degree of freedom < 5 then the model should be accepted (Schumacker 

& Lomax, 2004). Hair et al. (2015) further suggested that researchers should also look at the 

Tucker Lewis Index (TLI) and Comparative Fit Index (CFI), and that both statistics should have 

a value greater than 0.9. TLI and CFI values greater than 0.9 indicate that additional model 

specification would not significantly improve the model fit. The constructs were assessed for 

psychometric properties. 

 The first psychometric property assessed was the internal consistency of the set of scales or 

test item reliability. A Cronbach’s alpha coefficient of greater than 0.7 indicates good reliability and 

less than 0.6 should not be accepted (Hair et al., 2015). The second property tested was the 

composite reliability (CR) of each construct. CR value is calculated based on indicator loadings and 

error variances from the standardized solution (Kline, 2016). A CR value greater than 0.70 would 

indicate that it is a reliable measurement of the latent construct as an element of the structural model 

(Bagozzi & Yi, 1988). 

 The third property checked was convergent validity. Convergent validity is achieved if items 

in a measurement construct share a high proportion of variance in common (Hair et al., 2015). 

Convergent validity, as suggested by Hair et al. (2015), should be checked against two values. The 

first value considered is the factor loading. Standardized loading estimates should be significant and 

at least 0.5 or higher, with an ideal value of 0.7 or higher. The second value checked was the average 

variance extracted (AVE). AVE is “calculated as the mean variance extracted for the items loading 

on a construct and is a summary indicator of convergence” (Hair et al., 2015, p. 619). As a rule of 

thumb, AVE should be greater than or equal to 0.5 (Hair et al., 2015). 



 

87 

 

 The final property addressed was discriminant validity. Discriminant validity “is the extent to 

which a construct is truly distinct from another construct” (Hair et al., 2015, p. 619). Hair et al. 

(2015) suggested that discriminant validity can be assessed in two ways in a CFA model. First, the 

correlation between any two-constructs in the model can be specified as equal to one. If the fit of the 

two-construct model is significantly different from that of the one-construct model, then 

discriminant validity is confirmed. A second, more conservative test is that the AVE of each of the 

latent constructs should be higher than the highest squared correlation with any other latent 

construct. As discussed in Chapter IV, when the model satisfies these two tests, discriminant validity 

was ascertained. 

Structural Model 

 Because the model is recursive (i.e., all paths between constructs proceed only from the 

predictor construct to the dependent construct, therefore, a recursive model does not contain arrows 

going both ways), model identification will be achieved (Kline, 2016). As will be discussed in detail 

in Chapter IV, after the measurement model was validated in the CFA, the model was fitted with 

structural models.  

According to Hair et al. (2015) and Kline (2016), there are two aims in structural models. 

Structural models assess the model’s goodness-of-fit and indicate whether to accept the model, or if 

an alternate model should be further tested for fit indexes. A chi-square test of significance should 

show insignificance, although significant results often appear. In this case, as discussed in the 

measurement model section above, Schumacker and Lomax’s (2004) normed-𝜒  ( 𝜒 /degree of 

freedom) was used because it is less sensitive to sample size. The Chi-square result was considered 

jointly with the Comparative Fit Index (CFI, greater than 0.9 indicates satisfactory fit), and root 

mean square error of approximation (RMSEA, less than 0.8 indicates good fit). As explained in the 
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next chapter, the hypotheses (H1 – H7) were tested using path analysis in the structural parameter 

estimates, or the beta weight of the relationships, which is the expression of the construct 

associations and their p – values (significance). 

Summary 

This chapter presented the research methodology that was used to achieve the study’s 

two-fold purpose and research objectives. A discussion of instrument development, the sample 

and data collection strategy was provided, and statistical approaches to analysis were delineated. 

The next chapter presents the results of the study including description of sample and responses, 

data cleaning and screening procedures, measurement model, structural equation model analysis, 

and hypothesis testing.
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CHAPTER IV: RESULTS 

This chapter includes the following sections: (1) Description of Sample and Responses; 

(2) Measurement Model Analysis; (3) Structural Model Analysis; and (4) Summary. 

The first section gives a detailed description of the sample characteristics and responses, 

as well as data cleaning procedures. The second section reports the measurement model analysis 

results. The third section reports the structural model analysis and hypothesis testing results (a 

thorough discussion of the study results is presented in Chapter V). The fourth section 

summarizes the chapter.  

Description of Sample and Responses 

Response Rate 

The Qualtrics survey link was distributed to 1313 potential respondents. After sending 

the initial survey link and two subsequent follow-ups to respondents, a total of 419 responses 

were recorded in Qualtrics, yielding a gross response rate of 31.9%. A total of 93 out of 419 

(22.2%) responses were ineligible for further analysis. The reasons for ineligibilities included: 

(1) 16 firms’ (3.8% of 419 responded) main businesses was non-apparel related, (2) 23 

respondents (5.5% of 419 responded) had little to no interactions or experiences with buyers, (3) 

15 respondents (3.6% of 419 responded) were receptionists and not allowed to forward survey to 

other suitable colleagues, (4) 9 respondents (2.2% of 419 responded) rejected the informed 

consent or did not proceed beyond the informed consent page, (5) 26 responses (6.1% of 419 

responses) were incomplete and (6) 4 responses (1.0% of 419 responses) were from the same 

firm. Detailed information about the main sample data collection results and response rates are 

presented in Table 6. 
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Table 6. Response Rate for the Survey 

  Count 
Total survey distributed   1313 
Total survey responses recorded   419 

Gross response rate: 31.9%   
Less ineligible responses:     93 

Main businesses were non-apparel related   16 
Respondents did not have experiences with buyers   23 
Receptionists not allowed to refer survey to suitable colleagues   15 
Informed consent rejected 9 
Incomplete responses   26 
Duplicate responses from the same firm 4 

Adjusted sample size: 326   

Adjusted response rate: 24.8%   

After removing incomplete and duplicate (more than one representative from the same 

firm) responses, the sample consisted of 326 useable surveys (adjusted response rate = 24.8%) to 

be used for further statistical analysis. The adjusted response rate can be considered very good 

compared to prior BSR studies, considering that the population of firm managers and senior 

leadership have extremely busy schedules and their time is highly valuable (Chae et al., 2017; 

Huo et al., 2017; Huo et al., 2019). 

Characteristics of the Sample 

Geographic Areas 

The use of purposive sampling from local apparel trade organizations in various Chinese 

cities made the survey sample representative of the apparel supply firm population in China, 

which is important in BSR research (Huo et al., 2019; Zhao et al., 2008). All of the cities with a 

vibrant apparel industry and different industrial clusters that specialize in certain types of apparel 

(e.g., knitwear, woolens, lingerie, dresses etc.) were represented. Some of the cities specialize in 

supply chain services like trading, logistics, and financing (i.e., Hong Kong, Shenzhen), or as 
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headquarters for apparel suppliers (i.e., Guangzhou, Shanghai). The Chinese cities with the most 

respondents included in the sample were: Guangzhou (27.3%; n = 89), Foshan (13.5%; n = 44), 

Dongguan (12.0%; n = 39), Shenzhen (10.7%; n = 35), Hong Kong (8.6%; n = 28), Shanghai 

(8.0%; n = 26), Hangzhou (5.8%; n = 19), and Suzhou (4.9%; n = 16). The geographical 

distribution of the sample and main apparel industry clusters of the cities are presented in Table 

7. 

Table 7. Geographic Areas of the Firms in the Survey Sample 

City, Province Frequency Percentage Main Apparel Industry Clusters 

Guangzhou, Guangdong 89 27.3% 
Center of the Chinese apparel industry, 
permanent location for Canton Fair, 
production, trade, and marketing 

Foshan, Guangdong 44 13.5% Knitwear, jeans, suits 

Dongguan, Guangdong 39 12.0% 
Woolen wear, wholesale, knitwear, 
children’s garments 

Shenzhen, Guangdong 35 10.7% 
E-commerce, cross-border e-commerce, 
branding, export logistics 

Hong Kong 28 8.6% 
Trading, sourcing agencies, financing, 
export and supply chain services 

Shanghai 26 8.0% 

Headquarters of many Chinese apparel 
brands, Asian headquarters for 
international brands, home of China 
International Textile and Clothing Fair, 
export, insurance, and financing 

Hangzhou, Zhejiang 19 5.8% 
Silk production, suits, dresses, E-
commerce, small-batch order production 

Suzhou, Jiangsu 16 4.9% Ladies clothing, men’s shirts and suits 

Wuxi, Jiangsu 9 2.7% Cotton twill garments, jeans 

Quanzhou, Fujian 7 2.1% Sportswear, shoes, casualwear 

Ningbo, Zhejiang 5 1.5% Shirts, suits, sneakers 

Shantou, Guangdong 5 1.5% Lingerie, underwear, pajamas 

Nantong, Jiangsu 4 1.2% 
Nightgowns, wedding dresses, 
workwear, uniforms 

Total 326 100%  
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The participating firms’ locations reflect the basic geographical distribution and level of 

apparel industry activities in China. The high percentage of participating firms from Guangzhou, 

Foshan, Dongguan, Shenzhen, and Hong Kong was expected, as both MIIT (2015) and CNGA 

(2021) pointed out that the Pearl River Delta (PRD) region (of which these cities are a part) have 

the most small-to-medium sized apparel enterprises (SMEs). The large number of apparel SMEs 

in the PRD region best reflects the low-entry barriers, dynamic BSR interactions, and intense 

competition characteristic of the Chinese apparel industry (Wu et al., 2021).  

Shanghai, Hangzhou, Suzhou, Wuxi, and Ningbo were also not surprising in making up 

the other significant portion of the participating firms, as the textile and apparel industry has a 

long history in the Yangtze River Delta (YRD) region of the country. However, the YRD region 

has a smaller number of firms compared to the PRD region, as large-scale firms are more 

dominant around the YRD region. 

Respondent Profiles 

Table 8 summarizes the profiles of the respondents, including titles and length of industry 

experience. Among the participants in the sample (n=326), 52.2% were male (n=170) and 47.9% 

were female (n=156). Although in most countries, the main labor force comprising the apparel 

industry are women (Watchravesringkan et al., 2013), the survey sample’s more balanced gender 

distribution (52.2%: 47.9%) reflected that men are disproportionately represented in management 

roles (Hodges et al., 2010). However, such distribution also suggests that women in China’s 

apparel industry have better opportunities and potential to advance to middle to senior 

management levels.  

The sample was comprised of respondents from various levels of management. To be 

specific, 7.7% (n=25) participants held positions in junior management (assistant manager / 
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supervisor / merchandiser), 38.2% (n = 125) held middle management positions (manager / 

director / regional chief), 27.5% (n = 90) held senior management positions (vice president / 

executive director / general manager), and 26.6 % (n = 86) held top management or board of 

director (owner / co-owner / partner / CEO) positions. According to Zhao et al. (2008), the 

composition of respondents from various management levels helps to improve the overall quality 

of the dataset. 

Respondents were apparel industry professionals with strong industry experience. Most 

participants, 35.3% (n=115) had over 10 years of experience and 30.1% (n=98) had between 5 to 

10 years of experience. Respondents with 3 to 4 and 1 to 2 years of experience accounted for 

24.8% (n= 81) and 9.8% (n=32) respectively. It can be concluded from this information that the 

respondents in the sample have adequate knowledge to answer the survey items. 

Table 8. Respondent Profiles 

  Frequency Percentage 

Gender Male 170 52.2% 
 Female 156 47.8% 

 Total 326 100% 
Experiences 1-2 years 32 9.8% 

 3-4 years 81 24.8% 
 5-10 years 98 30.1% 
 >10 years 115 35.3% 

 Total 326 100% 

Position 
Junior management (assistant manager/supervisor/ 
merchandiser) 

25 7.7% 

 Middle management (manager/director/regional chief) 125 38.2% 

 
Senior management (vice president /executive 
director/general manager) 

90 27.5% 

 Top management (owner/co-owner/partner/CEO) 86 26.6% 
 Total 326 100% 
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Table 9 provides a summary of firm size, major types of buyers handled, primary 

geographical market (sales area), and main apparel products of the respondent firms. In terms of 

firm characteristics, small firms, or those with less than 200 employees, accounted for 53.7% 

(n=175) of the sample. Medium firms with between 200 to 500 employees accounted for 26.4% 

(n=86) of the sample. Large and extra-large sized firms, with between 500-1000 to more than 

1000 employees accounted for 8.9% (n=29) and 11.0% (n=36) respectively. The range of 

representation by small to large sized firms reflects the fragmentation of the apparel supply 

market as reported by the Ministry of Industry and Information Technology of China (2015). 

Table 9. Firm Size, Types of Buyers, Sales Area, and Main Products of the Respondents 

  Frequency Percentage 
Firm size < 200 employees (small) 175 53.7% 

 200-500 employees (medium) 86 26.4% 
 500-1000 employees (large) 29 8.9% 
 >1000 employees (extra-large) 36 11.0% 
 Total 326 100% 

Types of buyers Trading companies 137 42.0% 
 Wholesalers 66 20.0% 
 Retailers 61 18.7% 
 Brand marketers 62 19.0% 
 Total 326 100% 

Sales area China (domestic) 219 67.2% 
 North America 57 17.5% 
 Europe 21 6.4% 
 Africa 5 1.5% 
 Asia (excluding China) 24 7.4% 
 Total 326 100% 

Product Women’s 154 47.2% 
 Men’s 119 36.5% 
 Children’s 37 11.4% 
 Other 16 4.9% 
 Total 326 100% 

Although it is common that one supplier will work both directly and indirectly with 

multiple buyers, respondents indicated that their most predominant buyer types are trading 
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companies 42.0% (n=137) and wholesalers 20.0% (n=66), both of which are considered to be 

intermediate buyers. The sample revealed that direct buyers comprised of retailers 18.7% (n=61) 

and brand marketers 19.0% (n=62) were less common than intermediate buyers.  

For geographical markets, 67.2% (n=219) of the participants included China as their 

primary market, while 17.5% (n=57) indicated that their primary market was North America. 

Other primary markets indicated by respondents included Europe (6.4%, n=21), Africa (1.5%, 

n=5) and other Asian countries (7.4%, n=24). Notably, the large percentage of respondents that 

included the Chinese domestic market as their primary market suggests that the Chinese apparel 

industry has moved away from being mainly export-oriented, which characterized the industry of 

the early 2000s (Gereffi & Lee, 2005). Product-wise, 47.2% (n=154) of participants claimed 

their main product line was women’s clothing, 36.5% (n=119) men’s clothing, and 11.4% (n=37) 

children’s clothing. Others (4.9%, n=16) included special purpose apparel, such as ethnic 

clothing, cosplay, wedding dress, costume, wetsuits, and bullet proof vests. 

Data Cleaning and Screening 

DeSimone et al. (2015) pointed out that survey respondents differ in their levels of 

attention and effort when responding to items, therefore there could be large differences in 

quality among responses. These differences could lead to a distorted statistical analysis and 

results (Kline, 2016). Thus, per Hair et al. (2015) data cleaning and screening procedures were 

performed on the sample (N = 326) to ensure the quality of subsequent analyses and SEM 

procedures. A summary of the data cleaning and screening results is presented in Table 10. 
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Table 10. Data Cleaning and Screening Results 

 Count 
Adjusted sample size 326 
Responses excluded for statistical analysis:  

Uniform value responses 24 
Respondents in less than 3 years of BSR experiences or in junior 
      management position  

57 

Outlier responses (D2 > 70) 27 

Final sample for analysis 218 

Visual and Manual Examination of Data 

Following Hair et al.’s (2015) suggestion, a manual examination of each response was 

performed. First, responses with missing data were excluded from the dataset before arriving at 

the adjusted respondent number of 326. As incomplete responses were already dropped, the 

treatment for missing data no longer needed to be applied at the data screening stage (Hair et al., 

2015).  

Secondly, responses with uniform value on all items were identified. These responses 

were clearly made without reading or thinking about the items, and such responses should be 

considered inappropriate to include in the analysis (DeSimone et al., 2015). A total of 24 

responses with uniform values (e.g., all items were 3, 4, 5, 6 or 7) were identified. As the 

probability for a respondent to select a single value for all items is extremely low, they were 

deemed invalid and therefore were dropped for further analysis (Hair et al., 2015). 

Thirdly, some prior business relationship studies have pointed out that participants with 

lesser experience or in junior positions may not recognize some important facets of relationship 

interactions (Corsten et al., 2011; Leonidou et al., 2008; Wu et al., 2021). Based on the 

suggestions of these studies, and to improve the quality of the data, responses from participants 
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with less than 3 years of experience or in junior management positions (n=57) were also 

excluded from subsequent statistical analysis. 

Outliers and Mahalanobis Distance 

According to Hair et al. (2015), outliers are responses with a unique combination of 

characteristics identifiable as distinctly different from other responses. The presence of outliers 

in the data could present significant challenges in subsequent statistical analysis, making the 

results difficult to interpret (Kline, 2016). Hair et al. (2015) argued that outliers could result from 

procedural error in the data collection stage, an extraordinary event the respondent experienced, 

and responses that are unique in their combination of values across the variables. Regarding data 

quality, Hair et al. (2015) recommended that outliers should be dropped unless one is confident 

of the influence that these outliers may have on the results.  

Because of the multivariate nature of the research model, Mahalanobis distance (D2) 

analysis was used to detect outliers in the dataset. Mahalanobis distance evaluates the position of 

each response compared with the center of all observations on a set of variables. Hair et al. 

(2015) argued that this technique is best suited for examining a complete variate, such as the 

independent variables in structural regression models or variables in confirmatory factor analysis 

in this study. Following procedures recommended by Hair et al. (2015), the D2 value for each 

response was obtained using SPSS version 27. The results showed that D2 values of the 

responses ranged from 22.15 to 101.53. Thus, following the suggestions of Hair et al. (2015), 

using the Chi-square test of significance of D2 values, 27 responses with D2 > 70 were identified 

as significant outliers in the dataset (p ≤ 0.001), and subsequently removed. 
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Non-Response Bias 

Of the 218 eligible responses in the final dataset, 65 eligible responses were completed 

within 7 days after the first sending of the survey link. A follow-up call or text message was sent 

to all apparel company representatives who had not yet responded to the first sending of the 

survey link. After the second contact, the survey link was sent again to participants via WeChat. 

The follow-up resulted in 45 eligible responses. Additional third and fourth follow-ups were 

conducted after thirty days, and 49 and 59 eligible responses were recorded respectively. The 

overall use of WeChat as the main data collection tool was found to be an effective way to 

recruit participants in China because of its popularity in the country (Euromonitor, 2020).  

As pointed out by Wilson (1999), non-responses bias could potentially skew the results in 

business relationship research, therefore a test of non-response bias in the cleaned dataset was 

performed. The objective of the non-response bias analysis is to determine whether those 

participants that responded after each subsequent follow-up were significantly different due to 

factors external to the research (Clottey & Grawe, 2014). Therefore, the dataset was split into 

four groups according to the responses recorded during the initial, second, third, or fourth 

follow-up. Multivariate Analysis of Variance (MANOVA) was conducted on the responses of 

the four groups for every research construct to test if there was a significant difference among the 

first, second, third, and fourth group in each factor. The MANOVA results of the test are 

presented in Table 11. For each construct, all test statistics were not significant at p < 0.05. Each 

item in the constructs were further tested by MANOVA and no significant differences were 

found in the items among the four groups. The results indicated that non-response bias did not 

pose a problem in the data. 
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Table 11. MANOVA Test Results for Non-Response Bias 

Construct 

Test Statistics 

Pillai’s 
Trace 

Wilks’ 
Lambda 

Hotelling’s 
Trace 

Roy’s 
Largest 

Root 

F 
Ratio 

p-
Value 

Buyer Structural Power 0.04 0.961 0.041 0.022 0.716 0.736 
Reward-Mediated Power 0.028 0.972 0.029 0.024 0.506 0.912 
Coercive-Mediated Power 0.079 0.923 0.081 0.044 0.702 0.852 
Non-Mediated Power 0.123 0.882 0.129 0.071 1.276 0.184 
Supplier Affective 
Satisfaction 

0.107 0.896 0.113 0.076 1.561 0.079 

Supplier Cognitive 
Satisfaction 

0.034 0.966 0.034 0.021 0.481 0.950 

Supply Chain 
Performance 

0.065 0.936 0.067 0.048 1.172 0.300 

All Variables 0.476 0.929 0.569 0.055 0.727 0.807 

       
Measurement Model Analysis 

As discussed in Chapter II, based on the literature reviewed, previous studies often treat 

RP as Reward-Mediated Power, collapse the constructs CP/LP into Coercive-Mediated Power, 

and collapse EP/RFP into Non-Mediated Power (per Chae et al., 2017). Therefore, the model 

was analyzed as a seven-construct measurement model consisting of: (1) buyer structural power 

(BSP), (2) reward-mediated power (RMP), (3) coercive-mediated power (CMP), (4) non-

mediated power (NMP), (5) supplier affective satisfaction (SAS), (6) supplier cognitive 

satisfaction (SCS), and (7) supply chain performance (SCP). Following Hair et al.’s, (2015) 

recommendation, in preparation for confirmatory factor analysis (CFA), an exploratory factor 

analysis (EFA) was performed to confirm uni-dimensionality, and constructs’ Cronbach’s alphas 

(internal reliability). A Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin (KMO) measure of sampling adequacy and 

Bartlett’s test of sphericity were performed. Hair et al. (2015) suggested that Cronbach’s α 

values should be greater than 0.7, which shows a high level of internal consistency among items 
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in measuring the latent construct. As will be discussed later, Cronbach’s α values ranged from 

0.743 to 0.881, and therefore demonstrated high internal consistency among items.  

KMO Measure and Bartlett’s Test of Sphericity 

The KMO model test is intended to arrive at an index for indicating the proportion of 

variance in the items that may be common variance. The KMO index value therefore tests 

whether the sampled data adequately measure the latent constructs that the measurement model 

sets out to measure. Cerny and Kaiser (1977) stated that the KMO statistic ranges from 0 to 1 

and needs to be greater than 0.5 to perform a robust factor analysis. More recent studies suggest 

a more rigorous standard for the KMO statistic, ranging from 0.6 to 0.95 to indicate sampling 

adequacy (Hooper et al., 2008; Hu & Bentler, 1999; Huo et al., 2019). 

Bartlett’s test of sphericity examines whether a correlation matrix is significantly 

different from the identity matrix (Bartlett, 1950). In other words, Bartlett’s test is a hypothesis 

testing the null hypothesis that the correlation matrix is an identity matrix significantly different 

and uncorrelated to the variables in the population correlation matrix. A significant Bartlett’s test 

result indicates that variables in the correlation matrix are suitable for factor analysis. As shown 

in Table 12, the KMO statistics for each construct ranged from 0.772 to 0.918, and the Bartlett’s 

test of sphericity for all of them were significant, therefore conditions for further confirmatory 

factor analysis were met. 
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Table 12. KMO Test and Bartlett's Test of Sphericity Results 

Construct 
KMO Measure 

of Sampling 
Adequacy 

Bartlett’s Test of 
Sphericity Approx. 

Chi-Square (df) 
Sig. 

Buyer Structural Power (BSP) 0.772 240.458 (6) 0.000 
Reward-Mediated Power (RMP) 0.776 208.040 (8) 0.000 
Coercive-Mediated Power (CMP) 0.918 927.056 (28) 0.000 
Non-Mediated Power (NMP) 0.854 538.398 (21) 0.000 
Supplier Affective Satisfaction (SAS) 0.805 427.586 (10) 0.000 
Supplier Cognitive Satisfaction (SCS) 0.823 462.188 (10) 0.000 
Supply Chain Performance (SCP) 0.828 331.724 (10) 0.000 

Note. N=218 

Confirmatory Factor Analysis 

The measurement model was further tested as part of Structural Equation Modeling 

analysis using Mplus 8.0 (Muthén & Muthén, 2017). Because the measurement model is 

recursive and fully identifiable, full information maximum likelihood estimation (MLE) was 

applied to estimate the model parameters (Kline, 2016). As the measurement model is a latent 

construct model, SEM with the MLE method can statistically test the goodness-of-fit for the 

confirmatory factor solution.  

The measurement model’s global fit represents the extent to which specified indicators 

measure the hypothesized constructs (Kline, 2016). According to Kline (2016), three types of fit 

statistics should be assessed by the CFA: absolute fit, incremental fit, and parsimonious fit. 

Absolute fit measures assess the overall structural and measurement model fit simultaneously 

with global fit of the data to the model. Incremental fit measures compare the research model to 

another known model in the data. Parsimonious fit measures take the complexity of the model 

into account and therefore are adjusted for the number of relationships hypothesized in the model 

(Kline, 2016). According to the literature, multiple measures of fit are recommended while 
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reporting the results of CFA and SEM. However, even multiple acceptable levels of overall 

goodness-of-fit do not indicate that all constructs will meet the fit requirements for the 

measurement model. Therefore, additional statistics and parameters in the model need to be 

further interpreted to make additional statistical inferences to identify potential problems that 

affect overall goodness-of-fit. The five-measurement model fit statistics recommended by Kline 

(2016) are presented in Table 13. 

Table 13. Measurement Model Goodness of Fit Summary 

Fit type Fit Measure Fit Guideline 
Criteria 

Proposed 
Model 

Acceptance 

Absolute fit Chi-square p>0.05 P<0.001 No 
 Normed Chi-square (χ2/degree of 

freedom) 
2-5 2.85 Yes 

 Standardized root mean square 
residual (SRMR) 

<0.08 0.074 Yes 

Incremental fit Comparative fit index (CFI) >0.90 0.83 No 
Parsimonious fit Root mean square error of 

approximation (RMSEA) 
<0.08 0.072 Yes 

Note. Source: Hu, L., and Bentler, P.M. (1999). Cutoff criteria for fit indexes in 

covariance structure analysis: Conventional criteria versus new alternatives. Structural Equation 

Modeling, 6(1), 1-55. 

As presented in Table 13, the absolute fit measure of Chi-square is significant (χ2=1127, 

df=392, p<0.001). A significant Chi-square means that the intrinsic data pattern does not fit the 

hypothesized research model (Hair et al., 2015; Hu & Bentler, 1999). However, Chi-square is a 

measure that is extremely sensitive to sample size (Hooper et al., 2008). Because the sample size 

of the data collected is relatively large (n=218), a significant Chi-square is somewhat inevitable 

in this study (Kline, 2016). Therefore, it can be misleading to make a judgment simply based on 

the Chi-square test of model fit. To address the sample size sensitivity of the Chi-square test, 
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scholars have argued that the Normed Chi-square test of model fit (Chi-square / degree of 

freedom) is a more a suitable measure when making decisions about SEM model fit. The normed 

Chi-square was 2.85 (1127/392), which is well below the suggested cutoff of 5 (Hooper et al., 

2008; Hu & Bentler, 1999). The standardized root mean square (SRMR) of 0.074 is also smaller 

than the recommended cutoff point of 0.08, which also indicates acceptable model fit (Hu & 

Bentler, 1999). The comparative fit index (CFI) at 0.83 does not meet the good fit criteria of 0.9, 

but the root mean square error of approximation (RMSEA) of 0.072 is within the limit of 0.08 

(Hu & Bentler, 1999). Based on the fit statistics, it can be concluded that the measurement model 

meets overall levels of acceptable fit. 

Evaluating the Parameter Estimates 

Proceeding to the factor analysis stage, unstandardized factor loadings, z-statistics, p-

values, and completely standardized factor loadings were evaluated for each research construct 

in the measurement model. Results are presented in Table 14. Four items were used to measure 

buyer structural power, with observed standardized factor loadings ranging from 0.665 to 0.811.  

For the measure of reward-mediated power, four items of reward power were used (factor 

loadings ranged from 0.610 to 0.730). For the measure of coercive-mediated power, eight items 

were used, including four items of coercive power (factor loadings ranged from 0.681 to 0.785) 

and four items of legitimate power (factor loadings ranged from 0.630 to 0.673). For non-

mediated power, seven items were used, including four items of expert power (factor loadings 

ranged from 0.476 to 0.626) and three items of referent power (factor loadings ranged from 

0.472 to 0.615). Supplier affective satisfaction was measured using five items, with observed 

factor loadings ranging from 0.659 to 0.731. Supplier cognitive satisfaction was measured using 
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five items, with observed factor loadings ranging from 0.612 to 0.734. Supply chain performance 

was measured using five items with observed factor loadings ranging from 0.500 to 0.725.  

Table 14. Results of the Measurement Model: Factor Loading, Z-statistics 

Construct  
Unstandardized 
Factor Loading 

z-statistics 
Completely Standardized 

Factor Loading (λ) 

Buyer Structural 
Power 

BSP1 1.000  0.768 
BSP2 1.035 14.237 0.811 
BSP3 0.794 11.885 0.695 
BSP4 0.737 11.317 0.665 

Reward-Mediated 
Power 

RP1 1.000  0.627 
RP2 0.967 8.436 0.629 
RP3 1.029 8.913 0.730 
RP4 1.260 8.172 0.610 

Coercive-
Mediated Power 

CP1 1.000  0.681 
CP2 1.079 11.997 0.735 
CP3 1.145 12.323 0.785 
CP4 1.105 12.274 0.765 
LP1 1.098 10.994 0.673 
LP2 0.969 10.171 0.630 
LP3 1.039 10.446 0.660 
LP4 0.997 10.086 0.634 

Non-Mediated 
Power 

EP1 1.000  0.476 
EP2 1.288 7.194 0.563 
EP3 1.364 7.628 0.626 
EP4 1.307 7.282 0.582 

RFP1 1.182 6.904 0.515 
RFP2 1.206 6.503 0.472 
RFP3 1.511 7.678 0.615 

Supplier 
Affective 
Satisfaction 

SAS1 1.000  0.709 
SAS2 1.187 12.766 0.731 
SAS3 0.996 11.619 0.675 
SAS4 0.913 11.429 0.659 
SAS5 0.907 11.635 0.673 

Supplier 
Cognitive 
Satisfaction 

SCS1 1.000  0.632 
SCS2 1.009 9.846 0.612 
SCS3 1.187 11.742 0.734 
SCS4 1.099 10.573 0.678 
SCS5 1.052 10.514 0.663 

Supply Chain 
Performance 

SCP1 1.000  0.714 
SCP2 1.070 12.244 0.725 
SCP3 0.903 11.368 0.678 
SCP4 0.788 9.442 0.548 
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SCP5 0.694 8.654 0.500 

Note. 1. λ (Lambda): Completely Standardized Factor Loading Value. First λ path was set 

to 1, therefore, no z-values are given.  

2. All factor loadings were significant at p < 0.001. 

The diagram of the measurement model with latent constructs and indicator variables for 

unstandardized parameter estimates is shown in Figure 16. The path diagram of the measurement 

model for the completely standardized solution is shown in Figure 17. Each estimated parameter 

is assessed by its p-value to ascertain its statistical significance. All of the p-values of all the path 

parameter estimates are smaller than 0.05 and therefore are all statistically significant (p <0.05). 

As seen in Figure 16 and Figure 17, the inter-factor correlations for Buyer Structural Power, 

Reward-Mediated Power, Coercive-Mediated Power, Non-Mediated Power, Supplier Affective 

Satisfaction, Supplier Cognitive Satisfaction, and Supply Chain Performance are all significantly 

correlated at p < 0.05.  
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Figure 16. Measurement Model with Unstandardized Parameter Estimates 

 

 Note. All parameter estimates (factor loadings, inter-factor correlations) are 

statistically significant at p <0.05. N = 218. 
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Figure 17. Measurement Model with Standardized Parameter Estimates 

 

Note. All parameter estimates (factor loadings, inter-factor correlations) are statistically 

significant at p < 0.05. N = 218 
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In sum, the CFA results of the multi-item scales in the measurement model (Table 15) 

showed that the indicators for each construct were statistically significant, with factor loadings 

greater than 0.5 except items EP1 and RFP2), which are satisfactory for measuring the research 

constructs (Hair et al., 2015; Kline, 2016; Raykov & Marcoulides, 2006). 

Psychometric Properties 

Reliability 

As shown in Table 15, the measurement model’s psychometric properties were obtained 

and assessed for the measurement items’ reliability and validity. Because the current constructs 

are composite traits, the consistency of the measurement scales must be tested to determine 

whether the simultaneous error of all observed variables is correctly loading on the underlying 

latent constructs. Thus, reliability analysis was performed for all of the constructs using 

composite reliability (CR) to determine if the multiple-item scales were reliable. The composite 

reliability coefficients for the research constructs ranged from 0.745 to 0.883, which indicated 

that the measurement scales demonstrated high composite reliability (greater than 0.7) in 

measuring the underlying constructs (Kline, 2016).  
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Table 15. Measurement Reliability and Validity 

Construct 
Standardized 

Factor Loadings 
(λ) 

Composite 
Reliability 

(CR) 

Cronbach’s 
α 

Average Variance 
Extracted (AVE) 

Buyer Structural 
Power 

  0.827 0.828 0.545 
BSP1 0.768 
BSP2 0.811 
BSP3 0.695 
BSP4 0.665 

Reward-Mediated 
Power (Reward 
Power) 

  0.745 0.743 0.423 
RP1 0.627 
RP2 0.629 
RP3 0.730 
RP4 0.610 

Coercive-
Mediated Power 

  0.883 0.881 0.486 
CP1 0.681    
CP2 0.735 
CP3 0.783 
CP4 0.765 
LP1 0.673   
LP2 0.630 
LP3 0.660 
LP4 0.634 

Non-Mediated 
Power 

 0.753 0.804 0.406 
EP1 0.476    
EP2 0.563 
EP3 0.626 
EP4 0.582 

RFP1 0.515   
RFP2 0.472 
RFP3 0.615 

Supplier 
Affective 
Satisfaction 

  0.819 0.823 0.476 
SAS1 0.709 
SAS2 0.731 
SAS3 0.675 
SAS4 0.659 
SAS5 0.673 

Supplier 
Cognitive 
Satisfaction 

  0.798 0.806 0.442 
SCS1 0.632 
SCS2 0.612 
SCS3 0.734 
SCS4 0.678 
SCS5 0.663 
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Supply Chain 
Performance 

  0.870 0.777 0.409 
SCP1 0.714 
SCP2 0.725 
SCP3 0.678 
SCP4 0.548 
SCP5 0.500 

Note. 

aComposite Factor Reliability (CR) = 
( )

( ) ө
 

bAverage Variance Extracted Values (AVE) = 
( )

( ) ө
 

cλ (Lambda): Completely Standardized Factor Loading Value 

dө (Theta-Delta): Indicator error variances 

eCronbach's alpha (α) = 
̅

( ) ̅
 

fN: Number of items 

g𝐶̅: Average inter-item covariance among the items. 

h𝑉: Average variance. 

Validity 

After establishing instrument reliability, three measures of convergent validity were 

employed. Per Hair et al. (2015), convergent validity describes the degree to which two measures 

of the same concepts are correlated. Therefore, assessing convergent validity is designed to 

examine whether the measurement items exhibit a high level of correlation when measuring the 

latent constructs. Following the suggestions of Hair et al. (2015) and Kline (2016), three 

statistics were obtained step by step from the CFA to measure convergent validity: (1) factor 

loading; (2) composite reliability (CR); and (3) average variance extracted (AVE). Factor 

loadings generated from the CFA were used to manually compute CR and AVE.  
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Factor loadings of measurement items ranged from 0.472 to 0.811, and most were above 

the threshold of 0.5 suggested by Hair et al. (2015) (except RFP02 and EP01). Hair et al. (2015) 

recommended a CR threshold of 0.7 for high internal consistency of the measurement model. CR 

was calculated manually to test the internal consistency between latent variables and ranged 

between 0.745 to 0.883, indicating high internal consistency for the constructs (see notes in 

Table 15). Therefore, with the measures of factor loading and CR, convergent validity was 

established for the measurement model.  

To further assess convergent validity and determine how much variance was explained by 

the instrument, Fornell and Larcker’s (1981) recommended AVE of greater than 0.5 indicated 

that variance measured by the instrument was greater than the instrument’s measurement error. 

As seen in Table 15, AVEs for the measurement model ranged between 0.406 and 0.545. 

Although there are AVE values lower than 0.5 among the constructs, Fornell et al. (1990) and 

Hulland (1999) argued that AVEs as low as 0.2 may be acceptable, provided the square root of 

the individual construct’s AVE is greater than any of the construct’s correlations. Hulland (1999) 

argued that when the square root value of the AVE is greater than correlation coefficients with 

other constructs, it is reasonable to conclude the construct’s convergent validity (Cronin et al., 

2000). The statistics of square root of the AVE values are presented in Table 16. The square root 

AVEs ranged between 0.64 to 0.74. As shown in Table 16, none of the correlation coefficients 

were greater than the corresponding square root AVE value.  
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Table 16. Correlation Matrix for All Latent Constructs 

Constructs Mean SD Correlations 
 BSP RMP CMP NMP SAS SCS SCP 
BSP 5.18 0.28 0.74       
RMP 5.40 0.80 0.23** 0.65      
CMP 5.37 0.80 0.27** 0.33** 0.69     
NMP 5.60 0.60 0.17** 0.34** 0.26** 0.64    
SAS 5.68 0.85 0.12* 0.25** 0.15** 0.41** 0.69   
SCS 5.58 0.83 0.11* 0.23** 0.12* 0.31** 0.58** 0.67 
SCP 5.74 0.86 0.13* 0.27** 0.18** 0.38** 0.42** 0.43** 0.64 

Note: The bold diagonal values are the square root of the average variance extracted for 

each construct.  

*z-value (two-tailed) =1.96 (p<0.05), **z=2.58(p<0.01).  

The last psychometric property of discriminant validity assesses if the measurement items 

distinctively measured the underlying latent constructs. Discriminant validity is demonstrated by 

the confidence interval of 2 standard errors around the correlation between each pair of 

constructs in the model, as shown in Table 17. If the confidence interval does not include 1.0, 

then discriminant validity is demonstrated (Hair et al., 2015). According to results shown in 

Table 17, none of the confidence intervals include 1.0; therefore, discriminant validity was 

present among the factors in the measurement model 
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Table 17. Discriminant Validity of the Measurement Model 

Constructs Correlation Standard Error Confidence Interval 
BSP - RMP 0.23 0.057 (0.116, 0.344) 
BSP - CMP 0.27 0.055 (0.160, 0.380) 
BSP - NMP 0.17 0.064 (0.042, 0.298) 
BSP - SCP 0.13 0.025 (0.030, 0.230) 
RMP - SAS 0.25 0.072 (0.106, 0.394) 
RMP - SCS 0.23 0.071 (0.088, 0.372) 
RMP - SCP 0.27 0.081 (0.108, 0.432) 
RMP - CMP 0.33 0.077 (0.176, 0.484) 
RMP - NMP 0.34 0.051 (0.238, 0.442) 
CMP - SAS 0.15 0.053 (0.044, 0.256) 
CMP - SCS 0.12 0.053 (0.015, 0.227) 
CMP - SCP 0.18 0.022 (0.136, 0.224) 
CMP - NMP 0.26 0.049 (0.162, 0.358) 
NMP - SAS 0.41 0.034 (0.342, 0.478) 
NMP - SCS 0.31 0.037 (0.236, 0.384) 
NMP - SCP 0.38 0.062 (0.256, 0.504) 
SAS - SCP 0.42 0.032 (0.356, 0.484) 
SCS - SCP 0.43 0.059 (0.312, 0.548) 
BSP - SAS 0.12 0.076 (-0.030, 0.274) 
BSP - SCS 0.11 0.076 (-0.035, 0.269) 

Results of measurement model fit, reliability, and validity, in accordance with the SEM 

literature (Hair et al., 2015; Kline, 2016; Raykov & Marcoulide, 2006), were deemed sufficient 

to move on to structural regression model analysis. 

Structural Equation Model Analysis 

Structural Model 

One of the most significant advantages of structural equation modeling is its capability to 

estimate relationships in a complex latent construct model simultaneously while controlling for 

type I error (Kline, 2016). The hypothesized relationships in the research model thus can be 

tested simultaneously while α is kept at the 0.05 level. 
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 The model fit indices used to assess the measurement model were also applied to 

determine the fit of the structural model. All model fit statistics were satisfactory (see Table 18), 

except CFI (0.861), which was smaller than the recommended value of 0.90 (Hu & Bentler, 

1999). As other fit indices all indicated an adequate fit for the structural portion of the model, it 

was appropriate to then determine whether the empirical data fit the hypothesized model (Kline, 

2016). 

Table 18. Fit Evaluation of the Structural Model 

Fit Indices for the Structural Model Value Recommended Value 
Chi-square p<0.001 p>0.05 
Normed Chi-square (χ2/degree of freedom) 2.54 <5 
Standardized root mean squared residual (SRMR) 0.074 <0.08 
Comparative fit index (CFI) 0.861 >0.90 
Root mean square error of approximation (RMSEA) 0.076 <0.08 

The full latent variable path analysis model results are presented in Figure 18 along with 

the results of hypothesis testing. The path coefficients, standard error of estimates, and the 

corresponding z-values for the structural model are presented in Table 19. Standardized path 

coefficients in the path analysis of SEM are regression weights of the hypothesized relationships 

in linear regression models and can be interpreted as such (Hair et al., 2015; Kline, 2016). 

The paths of buyer structural power with reward-mediated power (γ= 0.513, z = 9.083, p 

< 0.001), coercive-mediated power (γ = 0.406, z = 7.327, p < 0.001), and non-mediated power (γ 

= 0.448, z = 7.024, p < 0.001) were all significant, with positive standard regression weights 

(Beta) and z-values greater than 3.45.  

In contrast, the path between reward-mediated power and supplier cognitive satisfaction 

(β = 0.097, z = 1.356, p > 0.05) was not significant. The path between reward-mediated power 

and supplier affective satisfaction (β = 0.099, z = 1.404, p > 0.05) was not significant either. 
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Likewise, the path between coercive-mediated power and supplier cognitive satisfaction (β = 

0.048, z = 0.909, p > 0.05) as well as supplier affective satisfaction (β = 0.074, z = 1.4, p > 0.05) 

was not significant.  

Figure 18. Structural Model with Hypotheses Testing 

 

Note. Indicator variables, correlations among exogenous variables, and disturbances have 

been omitted for notational simplicity. Coefficients from completely standardized solution. 

Solid lines indicate that the path coefficients are significant, and the hypotheses were 

supported. 

Dashed lines indicate that the path coefficients are significant but in the opposite 

direction with the hypotheses, thus, the hypotheses were not supported. Dotted lines indicate 

non-significant relationships. 

*z-value (two-tailed) =1.96 (p<0.05), ***z=3.45 (p<0.001). 

The paths of non-mediated power with supplier cognitive satisfaction (β = 0.999, z = 

29.684, p < 0.001) and with supplier affective satisfaction (β = 1.018, z = 27.376, p < 0.001) 
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were positive and significant. The paths of supply chain performance both with supplier 

cognitive satisfaction (β = 0.824, z = 25.545, p < 0.001) and supplier affective satisfaction (β = 

1.324, z = 2.221, p < 0.05) were both positive and significant. The path coefficient between 

buyer structural power and supplier cognitive satisfaction (γ = -0.148, z = 1.992, p < 0.05) and 

between buyer structural power and supplier affective satisfaction (γ = -0.182, z = 2.38, p < 0.05) 

was significant and negative. 

The tests of the hypotheses were based on the path analysis part of the structural equation 

model. In H1, buyer structural power had a significant, positive impact on reward-mediated 

power (H1a), coercive-mediated power (H1b), and non-mediated power (H1c). These results 

indicate that the buyer’s position in the BSR power structure significantly affects their use of 

power (behavioral power) with their suppliers.  

As depicted in the path analysis model, H2a, H2b, H3a, and H3b were non-significant. 

To put it another way, buyer use of reward-mediated power had no significant impact on either 

the supplier’s cognitive or affective satisfaction. Likewise, buyer use of coercive-mediated 

power did not significantly impact either the cognitive or affective satisfaction of the supplier. 

However, for H4a and H4b, non-mediated power had a significant impact on both supplier 

cognitive satisfaction as well as supplier affective satisfaction. 

The structural model further indicated that supplier cognitive satisfaction (H5) and 

supplier affective satisfaction (H6) both had a significant positive effect on supply chain 

performance. Finally, buyer structural power had a significant negative effect on both supplier 

cognitive satisfaction (H7a) and affective satisfaction (H7b).  
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Hypothesis Testing 

Testing of the hypotheses was performed on the relationships depicted in the structural 

model. Table 19 (below) and Figure 18 (above) summarize the results and estimates of the 

hypothesized relationships in the model. For H1a and H1b, beta coefficients were significant but 

positive, therefore were not supported. For H1c, H4a, H4b, H5, H6, H7a, and H7b, beta 

coefficients were statistically significant, and therefore were supported. However, beta 

coefficients were nonsignificant for H2a, H2b, H3a, and H3b, suggesting that there was not 

sufficient evidence that significant relationships exist between these constructs. Applying the 

theoretical framework of SET and considering the existing literature, detailed discussion of the 

hypotheses is provided in Chapter V. 

Table 19. Results of SEM and Hypothesis Testing 

Hypothesis 
Path 

Coefficient 
Standard 

Error (S.E.) 
Z-value 
(Sig.) 

Supported? 

1a Buyer structural power -> 
Reward-mediated power 

0.513 0.057 9.083*** No 

1b Buyer structural power -> 
Coercive-mediated power 

0.406 0.055 7.327*** No 

1c Buyer structural power -> Non-
mediated power 

0.448 0.064 7.024*** Yes 

2a Reward-mediated power -> 
Supplier cognitive satisfaction 

0.097 0.072 1.356 No 

2b Reward-mediated power -> 
Supplier affective satisfaction 

0.099 0.071 1.404 No 

3a Coercive-mediated power -> 
Supplier cognitive satisfaction 

0.048 0.053 0.909 No 

3b Coercive-mediated power -> 
Supplier affective satisfaction 

0.074 0.053 1.400 No 

4a Non-mediated power -> 
Supplier cognitive satisfaction 

0.999 0.034 29.68*** Yes 

4b Non-mediated power -> 
Supplier affective satisfaction 

1.018 0.037 27.38*** Yes 

5 Supplier cognitive satisfaction-
> Supply chain performance 

0.824 0.032 25.55*** Yes 



 

118 

 

6 Supplier affective satisfaction-> 
Supply chain performance 

1.324 0.596 2.221* Yes 

7a Buyer structural power -> 
Supplier cognitive satisfaction 

-0.148 0.076 1.992* Yes 

7b Buyer structural power -> 
Supplier affective satisfaction 

-0.182 0.076 2.38* Yes 

Note. N=218. 

*z-value (two-tailed) =1.96 (p<0.05), ***z=3.45, (p<0.001). 

Summary 

This chapter described the data collection procedures, provided an analysis of the survey 

data, including description of sample and responses, and described the measurement and 

structural model analyses. Hypothesized relationships in the structural model as proposed in 

Chapter II were tested and findings presented. In the next chapter, the hypothesis testing results 

are discussed relative to the dissertation purpose and objectives. Conclusions pertaining to 

findings are also presented. Theoretical and managerial implications of this study are discussed, 

limitations are summarized, and future research directions are provided. 
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CHAPTER V: CONCLUSIONS 

Chapter V serves as the conclusion to this dissertation and includes the following 

sections: (1) Discussion; (2) Conclusions; (3) Implications; (4) Limitations; and (5) 

Recommendations for Future Research. 

The first section provides a detailed discussion of the results relative to the proposed 

objectives. The second section presents conclusions from the study. The third section states the 

study’s implications for both academic research and industry practice. The fourth section 

discusses the study limitations, followed by recommendations for future research. 

Discussion 

The purpose of this dissertation was twofold: (1) to investigate supplier satisfaction with 

the BSR in relation to buyer power, and (2) to examine how supplier satisfaction with the BSR 

impacts supply chain performance. Specifically, the first part of purpose examined the use of 

power by the buyer and its role in supplier satisfaction with the BSR. The second part of the 

purpose addressed the impact of supplier satisfaction on supply chain performance. 

Two objectives guided the research: (1) to investigate relationships between dimensions 

of supplier satisfaction and specific types of buyer power; and (2) to investigate the role of 

supplier satisfaction in overall supply chain performance. The following paragraphs provide a 

discussion of the results of hypothesis testing relative to the two objectives as well as the 

frameworks guiding the study, Social Exchange Theory and relationship satisfaction. 

Objective 1 

To investigate the relationships between buyer structural power and different dimensions 

of power, H1(a, b, c) were tested. To investigate relationships between the dimensions of 
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supplier satisfaction and specific types of buyer power, H2(a, b), H3(a, b), and H4(a, b), and 

H7(a, b) were tested. Results are discussed and interpreted applying the theoretical framework of 

SET and relationship satisfaction, as delineated in Chapter II. 

Relationship Between Buyer Structural Power and Buyer Behavioral Power 

Hypothesis 1 proposed that buyer structural power has a significant, negative relationship 

with buyer use of reward-mediated power (H1a) and buyer use of coercive-mediated power 

(H1b), but a significant, positive relationship with non-mediated power (H1c). As shown in 

Figure 19, all three relationships were found to be significant, but only H1c was fully supported. 

H1a and H1b had positive path coefficients instead of the hypothesized negative path coefficient, 

therefore they were not supported.  

Figure 19. Buyer Structural Power and Buyer Behavioral Power 

 



 

121 

 

Note. Solid line represents significant relationship and hypothesis supported. Dashed 

lines represent significant relationships but hypotheses not supported. Coefficients presented are 

standardized path coefficients. (z-value; two-tailed) ***z=3.45 (p<.001). 

The H1a result shows that the path in the structural model between buyer structural 

power and reward-mediated power was significant at p < 0.001 but not negative (γ = 0.513, S.E. 

= 0.057, z-value = 9.083). Although buyer structural power has a significant relationship with 

buyer use of reward-mediated power, it is not in the same direction of the hypothesis, therefore 

H1a was not supported. This could be explained by the measurement items used to assess the 

level of structural power on the part of the buyer, in that they were determined by how dependent 

the supplier was on the buyer. A study by Huo et al. (2019) indicated that buyers tend to use 

behavioral power to influence the supplier when the supplier has a high level of dependency on 

the BSR (i.e., buyer structural power is strong). According to SET, when buyer structural power 

is strong, the buyer’s need for using behavioral power with the supplier is unnecessary (Homans, 

1958; Thibault & Kelley, 1959). Thus, it is somewhat contrary to SET that the data revealed 

statistically significant evidence to support that the level of buyer structural power was positively 

related to buyer use of reward-mediated power. From the behaviorism perspective of SET, one 

plausible explanation for the positive relationship in H1a is that the increased level of supplier 

dependency (buyer structural power) on the BSR makes the buyer give more rewards to 

incentivize the supplier to achieve the buyer’s desired results (Emerson, 1962; Homans, 1958). 

In such a case, the supplier views the buyer and the BSR exchanges positively (Blau, 1964; Cook 

et al., 2006). 

H1b stated that the level of buyer structural power is negatively related to buyer use of 

coercive-mediated power. The result of H1b indicates that the path between buyer structural 
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power and coercive-mediated power was significant at p < 0.001 but also not negative (γ = 

0.406, S.E. = 0.055, z-value = 7.327). Thus, although the relationship between the two factors 

was significant, H1b was not supported. This result is similar to H1a, and is possibly due to the 

fact that both reward and coercive power belong to the category of mediated-power (Benton & 

Maloni, 2005; Zhao et al., 2008). According to power-dependency theory, mediated power as a 

relationship behavior is based on the power-dependency structure, therefore it is possible that 

they correlate in the same direction (Emerson, 1962; Thibault & Kelley, 1959). The results of 

H1a and H1b hence exhibit similarly significant relationships.  

The findings of H1a as well as H1b also indicate that buyer use of both reward-mediated 

power and coercive-mediated power do not decrease, even when the buyer is structurally more 

powerful in the BSR. Likewise, the more powerful actor (in this case, the buyer) in an unequally 

structured relationship may take advantage of the powerful position by applying both reward and 

coercive power on the less powerful actors (the supplier) to achieve buyer objectives. This 

phenomenon can be understood through Homans’ (1958) behaviorism view of SET, which posits 

that in a dyadic social relationship, one actor’s power behavior is guided by the other actor’s 

relationship reciprocity. 

H1c stated that the level of buyer structural power is positively related to buyer use of 

non-mediated power. The results suggest that the relationship between buyer structural power 

and buyer use of non-mediated power is significant at p < 0.001 and positive (γ = 0.448, S.E. = 

0.064, z-value = 7.024). Therefore, H1c was supported. The significant and positive relationship 

in H1c is evidence that when higher supplier dependency (buyer structural power) is present, 

buyer expertise and reference credibility are also highly valued by the supplier. H1c’s significant 
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and positive relationship thus supports both the power-dependency theory (Emerson, 1962) and 

exchange behavior (Blau, 1964).  

One further interpretation for the result of H1c is that in the apparel supply chain, even 

those buyers that have a structurally advantageous position in the BSR tend to use non-mediated 

power (expert and referent power) with suppliers to achieve their desired objectives. Due to the 

highly fragmented apparel industry, buyers have the upper hand in the BSR initiative, especially 

in important product- and sourcing-related decisions (Singh & Hodges, 2011; Su, 2013). 

Therefore, buyer use of non-mediated power increases when supplier dependency on buyer 

expertise and reference credibility increases (i.e., the buyer has more structural power). As 

discussed in Chapter II, the buyer’s structural position guides their use of power in a BSR, 

therefore a more powerful position (and higher dependency of the supplier) could predetermine 

the buyer’s use of non-mediated power (expert and referent power). Although Brito and Miguel 

(2017) stated that non-mediated power might not be actively “used” by the buyer, the supplier’s 

perception of the buyer’s non-mediated power is higher when the buyer has a higher level of 

structural power. Suppliers thus could be willingly submissive to a buyer’s expertise and 

reference credibility (Carey et al., 2011; Chae et al., 2017; Zhao et al., 2008). 

Clearly, significant relationships found in H1 reflect the social exchange theory (SET) 

idea that an actor’s desires and needs to exchange (structural power position) have a significant 

influence on that exchange behavior (behavioral power) (Homans, 1958). H1a and H1b 

hypothesized that a buyer does not need to use as much reward-mediated and coercive-mediated 

power when he or she is structurally more powerful. However, the study results do not support 

these two hypotheses. One possible explanation was because of this study’s survey design. The 

survey questions were designed to be answered from the supplier’s perspective. There is the 
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possibility that suppliers still have the perception that buyers use more behavioral power when 

their level of structural power is higher. That is, when a supplier is becoming more dependent on 

their key buyers, the supplier perceives more mediated power used by their buyers due to the 

extremely competitive business environment in the apparel industry. Although the buyer may not 

actually exert more mediated behavioral power, the supplier perceives a greater level of mediated 

behavior power due to the intense competition from suppliers across the globe. 

In sum, H1a, H1b, and H1c results demonstrate that the structural power position of the 

buyer is instrumental in their use of power. Apparel suppliers are more dependent on the BSR 

than buyers and this inequality could lead to an increased use of behavioral power by the buyer, 

even when they are structurally more powerful. This finding supports recent empirical research 

which showed similar findings, specifically that the use of power could either decrease or 

increase depending on the industry context and dynamics of the underlying BSRs (Brito & 

Miguel, 2017; Chae et al., 2017; Huo et al., 2019; Terpend & Krause, 2015; Zhao et al., 2008).  

Relationship Between Buyer Reward-Mediated Power and Supplier Cognitive and 

Affective Satisfaction 

Hypothesis 2 proposed a positive, significant relationship between buyer use of reward-

mediated power and supplier cognitive satisfaction (H2a) as well as supplier affective 

satisfaction (H2b). As shown in Figure 20, neither of these relationships were found to be 

significant, suggesting that neither supplier cognitive nor affective satisfaction are affected by 

buyer use of reward-mediated power. 
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Figure 20. Buyer Reward-Mediated Power and Supplier Cognitive and Affective 

Satisfaction

 

Note. Dotted lines represent non-significant relationships and hypotheses not supported. 

Coefficients presented are standardized path coefficients. (z-value; two-tailed).  

H2a stated that buyer use of reward-mediated power is positively related to supplier 

cognitive satisfaction with the BSR. The path in the model between reward-mediated power and 

supplier cognitive satisfaction was positive but not statistically significant at p < 0.05 (β = 0.097, 

S.E. = 0.072, z-value = 1.356). Therefore, there is no evidence in the data to support the 

relationship proposed in H2a. The result did not meet the expectation that reward positively 

increases cognitive satisfaction with the relationship, as supported by previous studies (Essig & 

Amann, 2009; Geyskens & Steenkamp, 2000). However, it is understandable that buyer use of 

reward may not necessarily increase supplier satisfaction, especially when cognitive satisfaction 

can also be influenced by the relationship’s dynamics that are presented by structural power 

(Emerson, 1976; Molm, 1991). 
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H2b stated that buyer use of reward-mediated power is positively related to supplier 

affective satisfaction with the BSR. The path in the model between reward-mediated power and 

supplier affective satisfaction was found to be positive but not statistically significant at p < 0.05 

(β = 0.099, S.E. = 0.071, z-value = 1.404). Thus, there is no evidence in the data to support the 

relationship proposed in H2b. According to Essig and Amann’s (2009) study on satisfaction, the 

non-significant relationship between supplier affective satisfaction and buyer use of reward-

mediated power could have less to do with the behavioral aspect of power and more to do with 

the prevailing structural power that exists in the BSR. Another possible explanation is that, 

because the measure of the supplier affective satisfaction construct is focused on the overall 

power structure of the BSR (Molm, 1991), reward-mediated power may not be one of the 

behavioral powers that lead to increased affective satisfaction (overall measure of the BSR). 

H2a and H2b results are thus somewhat counter-intuitive according to the utilitarian view 

of SET. In a BSR, rewards given to another relationship party usually result in a certain kind of 

positive relationship reinforcement, such as satisfaction (Blau, 1964; Molm, 1991; Thibault & 

Kelley, 1959). Thus, significant and positive relationships between reward-mediated power and 

cognitive as well as affective satisfaction were expected. However, considering that apparel 

suppliers typically have a high dependency on their buyers, both cognitive (H2a) and affective 

(H2b) satisfaction may not be influenced by whether or not they are rewarded by the buyer 

(Geyskens & Steenkamp, 2000; Lee, 2001; Mael & Ashforth, 1992; Molm, 1991). This finding 

may also be due to the Reward-Mediated Power construct’s relatively low AVE value of 0.42. 

There might be other variables that were not examined in this study that could provide 

explanation of the relationship. That is, Reward-Mediated Power could be one factor impacting 

the relationship, but the effect may not be strong enough to lead to significant SCS and SAS. 
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Although the convergent validity was evidenced by the square root AVE value (see Table 16, 

page 113) (Cronin et al., 2000), both Fornell et al. (1990) and Hulland (1999) pointed out that the 

unexplained errors (1-0.4234) in the data may negatively impact the significance of the 

hypothesized relationship. 

As shown in previous studies, reward-mediated power is typically effective in 

incentivizing supplier commitment to the buyer and hence the BSR (Chae et al., 2017; Huo et al., 

2019). H2a’s non-significant relationship indicates that the supplier’s cognitive evaluation of 

satisfaction with the BSR is not improved by reward actions. Instead, it appears that other factors 

in the BSR (e.g., trust, commitment) and overall power structure influence supplier satisfaction 

more, as seen in in the results of H1 and in previous studies (Benton & Maloni, 2005; Essig & 

Amann, 2009; Meena & Sarmah, 2012). 

As discussed in Chapter II, supplier affective satisfaction is typically based on the global 

appraisal of the relationship, not just specific actions (Geyskens & Steenkamp, 2000). In H2b, 

affective satisfaction may be a reaction to multiple dimensions of the BSR rather than just a 

single type of power behavior (e.g., reward), hence the non-significance. Therefore, it is worth 

noting that reward power might not be effective when a structural power imbalance is a 

characteristic of the BSR in question. 

Relationship Between Buyer Coercive-Mediated Power and Supplier Cognitive and 

Affective Satisfaction 

Hypothesis 3 proposed that buyer use of coercive-mediated power has a significantly 

negative relationship with supplier cognitive satisfaction (H3a) and supplier affective satisfaction 

(H3b). As shown in Figure 21, neither relationship was found to be significant. The results 
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suggest that supplier cognitive and affective satisfaction are not affected by buyer use of 

coercive-mediated power. 

Figure 21. Buyer Coercive-Mediated Power and Supplier Cognitive and Affective 

Satisfaction 

 

Note. Dotted lines represent non-significant relationships and hypotheses not supported. 

Coefficients presented are standardized path coefficients. (z-value; two-tailed). 

H3a stated that buyer use of coercive-mediated power is negatively related to supplier 

cognitive satisfaction with the BSR. The path in the model between coercive-mediated power 

and supplier cognitive satisfaction was positive but not statistically significant at p < 0.05 (β = 

0.048, S.E. = 0.053, z-value = 0.909). Therefore, H3a was not supported. According to the 

reward-punishment mechanism of the SET framework, suppliers (typically the less powerful 

actor in the relationship) are likely to react negatively to the coercive power behavior of the 

buyer (Nyaga et al., 2013). However, as seen in previous studies, it is possible that the buyer’s 

use of coercive-mediated power is simply anticipated by most suppliers and hence no significant 
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relationship was found (Brito & Miguel, 2017; Huo et al., 2017; Huo et al., 2019). It is unclear 

whether this result can be interpreted as specific to the apparel industry, given that every industry 

has its own unique BSR context (Shen, 2011; Singh & Hodges, 2011; Su & Gargeya, 2016).  

H3b stated that buyer use of coercive-mediated power is negatively related to supplier 

affective satisfaction with the BSR. The path in the model between coercive-mediated power and 

supplier affective satisfaction is positive but not statistically significant at p < 0.05 (β = 0.074, 

S.E. = 0.053, z-value = 1.400). Therefore, H3b was not supported. Given the non-significant 

results of H3a, a similar result for H3b is not surprising, and particularly given that the state of 

affective satisfaction is usually less sensitive to the behavioral power used by the buyer, as 

evidenced in previous studies (Essig & Amann, 2009; Meena & Sarmah, 2012; Pulles et al., 

2014). Again, per the SET framework (Cook et al., 2013; Emerson, 1976; Molm, 1991), the 

power structure of the BSR could be a global factor resulting to overwhelm the influence of 

buyer coercive-mediated power, thereby making the latter insignificant to supplier affective 

satisfaction. 

The results of H3 in general mirror that of H2, where mediated power does not appear to 

have a significant impact on supplier relationship satisfaction. Within the SET framework, it is 

widely believed that coercive-mediated power is detrimental to social relationships like the BSR 

(Blau, 1964; Emerson, 1976; Thibault & Kelley, 1959). Empirical studies provide evidence that 

use of coercive power by the more powerful actor over the less powerful actor often leads to the 

abandonment of, or at least alienation with, the BSR (Handley & Benton, 2012b; Nyaga et al., 

2013; Pulles et al., 2014; Zhao et al., 2008). Unlike the results of previous studies (Brito & 

Miguel, 2017; Caniels et al., 2018; Huo et al., 2019), the non-significance of H3a and H3b may 

be due to the fact that the power structure in apparel BSRs is typically one in which suppliers are 
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highly dependent on buyers. Per the SET, the insignificant relationships found by H3 may also 

be the result of apparel suppliers basing their cognitive (H3a) and affective (H3b) satisfaction 

less on the buyer’s coercive power (i.e., the comparison level) and more on the alternative (i.e., 

losing the buyer’s purchase orders). 

Relationship Between Buyer Non-Mediated Power and Supplier Cognitive and 

Affective Satisfaction 

Hypothesis 4 proposed a positive, significant relationship between buyer use of non-

mediated power and supplier cognitive satisfaction (H4a), as well as supplier affective 

satisfaction (H4b). As shown in Figure 22, both relationships were found to be significant and 

positive. The results suggest that buyer use of non-mediated power has a positive and significant 

influence on supplier cognitive and affective satisfaction. 

Figure 22. Buyer Non-Mediated Power and Supplier Cognitive and Affective Satisfaction

 

Note. Solid line represents significant relationship and hypothesis supported. Coefficients 

presented are standardized path coefficients. (z-value; two-tailed) ***z=3.45 (p<0.001). 
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H4a stated that buyer use of non-mediated power is positively related to supplier 

cognitive satisfaction with the BSR. The path in the model between non-mediated power and 

supplier cognitive satisfaction is positive and statistically significant at p < 0.001 (β = 0.999, S.E. 

= 0.0034, z-value = 29.684). Based on the data, a statistically significant relationship was found 

between non-mediated power and supplier cognitive satisfaction, and therefore H4a was 

supported. The result of H4a suggests that buyer non-mediated power (expert and referent 

power) has an influence on supplier cognitive satisfaction, in contrast to both reward-mediated 

and coercive-mediated power.  

This finding is in line with the idea that one BSR actor’s non-mediated power is a more 

effective influence on the other actor than mediated power (Corsten et al., 2011; Nyaga et al., 

2013; Reimann & Ketchen, 2017). Notably, this finding is supported by Reimann and Ketchen’s 

(2017) study, in which they argued that, unlike reward-mediated and coercive-mediated power, 

buyer (the more powerful actor) non-mediated power is usually actively sought by the supplier 

(the less powerful actor). Per Thibault and Kelley (1959), expertise and reference credibility 

(non-mediated powers) are voluntarily recognized as power bases by relationship actors. Less 

powerful actors in social exchanges are usually inclined to seek approval and recognition from 

the more powerful actors (Emerson, 1976; Cook et al., 2013). 

H4b stated that buyer use of non-mediated power is positively related to supplier 

affective satisfaction with the BSR. The path in the model between non-mediated power and 

supplier affective satisfaction was positive and statistically significant at p < 0.001 (β = 1.018, 

S.E. = 0.0037, z-value = 27.376). Based on the data, a statistically significant relationship was 

found between non-mediated power and supplier affective satisfaction and therefore H4b was 

supported.  
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For H4b results, it should be noted that the standardized path coefficient (β = 1.018) was 

greater than 1, and that theoretically, standardized path coefficients should be within the range of 

-1 to 1 (Hair et al., 2015; Kline, 2016). However, in empirical studies it is possible for the 

standardized coefficient to be greater than 1 (Deegan, 1978). Per Peterson and Brown (2005), 

standardized coefficients greater than 1 can also occur when there is conceptual similarity among 

constructs in a model. Lemmens et al. (2015) also argued that standardized coefficients larger 

than 1 “… could be explained by the similarities with other criteria and are, therefore, not 

necessarily a reason for concern” (p574). Both Peterson and Brown (2005) and Lemmens et al. 

(2015) claimed that in such cases, the standardized path coefficients do not require further 

statistical treatment. Therefore, given the similarity of the affective and cognitive satisfaction 

constructs in this dissertation, it is somewhat understandable that a H4b path coefficient value 

greater than 1 was found. Grewal et al. (2004) posited that multicollinearity could be a problem 

when parameters cannot be estimated for the model and construct reliability is weak among the 

constructs in the measurement model. As shown in Chapter IV, none of these conditions apply to 

the results of this study, therefore beta coefficients greater than 1 can be interpreted like other 

standardized path coefficients. 

H4b results indicate that supplier affective satisfaction increases as the level of buyer 

non-mediated power increases. Prior studies argued that compared to both reward-mediated and 

coercive-mediated power, non-mediated power is not actively used by the buyer (Reimann & 

Ketchen, 2017). Rather, non-mediated power is established by the buyer and recognized by the 

supplier. Therefore, the results in H4a and H4b indicate that when suppliers accept and recognize 

buyer non-mediated power, their overall level of satisfaction also increases.  
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Furthermore, contrary to reward-mediated and coercive mediated power, non-mediated 

power (expert and referent power) does not need to be “used,” but instead is accumulated 

through demonstrated expertise and referent authority (Corsten et al., 2011; Nyaga et al., 2013; 

Reimann & Ketchen, 2017). The positive influence of non-mediated power on both supplier 

cognitive (H4a) and affective (H4b) satisfaction indicates that a supplier’s voluntarily 

compliance with a buyer is more constructive to the BSR than the use of reward or coercion.  

Leonidou et al. (2008) pointed out that coercive mediated power potentially increases 

conflict in a BSR, while non-coercive mediated power (expert and referent power bases 

included) tends to reduce conflict in a BSR. Under the inherent conflicting relationship situation, 

(i.e., structural power imbalance) between buyer and supplier in this study, reward-mediated and 

coercive-mediated power had little influence on both supplier cognitive and affective satisfaction 

(H2 and H3). But the results of H4 indicated that the use of non-mediated power should not be 

overlooked. Moreover, both H4a and H4b’s beta coefficients are large (0.999 and 1.018), 

indicating the effectiveness of buyer use of non-mediated power for supplier cognitive and 

affective satisfaction, despite the structural power imbalance typically inherent to the apparel 

BSR.  

Relationship Between Buyer Structural Power and Supplier Cognitive and Affective 

Satisfaction 

Hypothesis 7a and 7b, which proposed relationships between buyer structural power and 

supplier cognitive (H7a) and affective (H7b) satisfaction were supported. As shown in Figure 23, 

both relationships were significant and negative. The results suggest that when the buyer uses 

structural power, supplier cognitive and affective satisfaction are negatively affected.  
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Figure 23. Buyer Structural Power and Supplier Cognitive and Affective Satisfaction 

 

Note. Solid line represents significant relationship and hypothesis supported. Coefficients 

presented are standardized path coefficients. (z-value; two-tailed) *z-value=1.96 (p< 0.05). 

H7a proposed a significant relationship between buyer use of structural power and 

supplier cognitive satisfaction. The path in the model between buyer structural power and 

supplier cognitive satisfaction is negative and statistically significant at p < 0.05 (γ = -0.148, S.E. 

= 0.076, z-value = 1.992). Based on the data, a relationship was found between buyer structural 

power and supplier cognitive satisfaction, and thus H7a was supported. Previous studies have 

argued that the power structure of the BSR can have either a positive or negative impact on the 

supplier (Huo et al., 2019; Reiman & Ketchen, 2017). The negative relationship shown in H7a 

indicates that apparel suppliers in particular react negatively to the buyer’s use of structural 

power. This is perhaps due to the fact that apparel suppliers usually enter into a BSR not by 

choice but by buyer selection (Su, 2013; Su & Gargeya, 2016). Thus, supplier cognitive 

satisfaction is negatively impacted when the buyer uses his or her structural power to force 

suppliers into compliance. 
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Emerson’s (1962) power-dependency theory argued that high relationship dependency 

(thus less powerful) actors are more likely to compromise and react passively to relationship 

dynamics. Later studies also revealed that less powerful actors in a BSR were more tolerant to 

structural power imbalances (Cook et al, 2006; Hunt & Levin, 1974; Molm, 1991). Therefore, 

neither H7a nor H7b hypothesized the direction of the relationships between buyer structural 

power and supplier cognitive and affective satisfaction. Results of H7a and H7b clearly indicate 

that supplier satisfaction is likely to be damaged when structural power is used by the more 

powerful buyer. However, as previous studies have pointed out (Benton & Maloni, 2005; Caniels 

et al., 2018; Meena & Sarmah, 2012), cognitive satisfaction is also influenced by other factors, 

such as relationship commitment and trust. Thus, structural power could have a different impact 

if such factors were also included.  

H7b stated that there is a significant relationship between the buyer’s use of structural 

power and the supplier’s affective satisfaction. The path in the model between buyer structural 

power and supplier affective satisfaction was negative and statistically significant at p < 0.05 (γ 

= -0.182, S.E. = 0.076, z-value = 2.38). Based on the data, a significant relationship was found 

between buyer structural power and supplier affective satisfaction, and therefore H7b was 

supported. Affective satisfaction, as a global reaction of the supplier, was expected to be more 

vulnerable to buyer use of structural power than cognitive satisfaction. However, the results in 

H7b are similar to those in H7a. It is clear that apparel supplier satisfaction is more sensitive to 

buyer use of structural power than buyer behavioral power, as was found in H2 and H3. 

However, the path coefficients of H7a (-0.148) and H7b (-0.182) were relatively small 

compared to other significant betas (see Figure 21). This finding indicates that buyer non-

mediated power exerts more influence on supplier cognitive and affective satisfaction than buyer 
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structural power. When a supplier recognizes the expert and referent power of a buyer, this 

influence is positive and to greater extent than the structural power (the effect of structural power 

often is perceived as negative aspect by the supplier). Furthermore, the results are consistent with 

the view of structural power imbalances found in the existing literature, which posit that these 

imbalances are recognized and dealt with by suppliers before they enter the BSR (Caniels et al., 

2018; Huo et al., 2019; Nyaga et al., 2015). Operating under the assumption that suppliers 

recognize their structurally weak position (e.g., a high dependency on the buyer), it is 

understandable that both their cognitive and affective satisfaction are less sensitive to buyer 

structural power than buyer non-mediated power. 

Objective 2  

For study Objective 2, to investigate the role of supplier cognitive and affective 

satisfaction in overall supply chain performance, H5 and H6 were tested and supported by the 

data. Results of testing H5 and H6 are discussed in this section and interpreted applying the 

theoretical framework of SET (Blau, 1964; Emerson, 1962. 1976; Homans, 1958; Thibault & 

Kelley, 1959) and relationship satisfaction (Cook et al., 2006; Molm, 1991), as described in 

Chapter II.  

Relationship Between Supplier Cognitive and Affective Satisfaction and Supply Chain 

Performance 

Hypotheses 5 and 6 predicted that there are significant and positive relationships between 

supplier cognitive and affective satisfaction and supply chain performance. Supply chain 

performance was measured in terms of product quality, cost, delivery, flexibility, and innovation 

(Terpend & Ashenbaum, 2015; Zhao et al., 2008). Specifically, in the apparel supply chain, to 

achieve these attributes, suppliers’ efforts and dedication to the supply chain are vital (Cho et al., 
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2015; Su et al., 2009; Su & Gargeya, 2012). As shown in Figure 24, the hypothesized 

relationships were found to be significant and positive. These results suggest that supplier 

cognitive and affective satisfaction impact supply chain performance positively and significantly.  

Figure 24. Supplier Cognitive and Affective Satisfaction and Supply Chain Performance 

 

Note. Solid line represents significant relationship and hypothesis supported. Coefficients 

presented are standardized path coefficients. (z-value; two-tailed) *z-value=1.96 (p< 0.05), 

**z=2.58 (p<0.01), ***z=3.45 (p<0.001). 

H5 stated that supplier cognitive satisfaction is positively related to supply chain 

performance. The path in the model between supplier cognitive satisfaction and supply chain 

performance was positive and statistically significant at p < 0.001 (β = 0.824, S.E. = 0.0032, z-

value = 25.545). Based on the data, a statistically significant relationship was found between 

supplier cognitive satisfaction and supply chain performance. Supply chain performance is 

measured by product cost, quality, delivery, innovation, and flexibility, and all of these measures 

are largely attributable to the operations of the supplier. The literature has long pointed out that 
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suppliers with high levels of cognitive satisfaction with the BSR and the overall supply chain 

tend to perform better than those with lower satisfaction levels (Huo et al., 2017; Terpend & 

Krause, 2015). Supplier cognitive satisfaction, as a deliberate evaluation of the relationship, was 

therefore found to be a significant factor driving supply chain performance.  

Homans (1958) argued that all social exchange behavior in a relationship is governed by 

cost and reward. The results of H5 showed that, for both buyers and suppliers to achieve a high 

level of supply chain performance (reward), the key is to maintain a high level of supplier 

cognitive satisfaction (cost). Blau (1964) and Thibault and Kelley (1959) further stressed that the 

cost and reward mechanism of social exchange might not be straightforward when the 

relationship actors’ rationality and power imbalance are taken into consideration. In this study, 

an imbalanced power structure exists in the apparel buyer-supplier relationship, thereby 

supporting the idea that supplier satisfaction is essential to effective supply chain performance.  

H6 stated that supplier affective satisfaction is positively related to supply chain 

performance. The path in the model between supplier affective satisfaction and supply chain 

performance was found to be positive and statistically significant at p < 0.05 (β = 1.324, S.E. = 

0.596, z-value = 2.221). Based on the data, a statistically significant relationship was therefore 

found between supplier affective satisfaction and supply chain performance. As discussed above 

relating to H4b, a path coefficient (β = 1.324) of greater than 1 should not be a concern in this 

study and should be interpreted as other path coefficients. That is, results indicate that supplier 

affective satisfaction has a stronger influence (larger beta) on supply chain performance. This is 

possibly due to the emotional nature of affective satisfaction, which might be heavily reflected in 

actions or behavior (Molm, 1991). On the other hand, cognitive satisfaction is posited as 
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resulting from a more rational thinking process and one that directs suppliers’ actions (Benton & 

Maloni, 2005; Huo et al., 2019). 

A high performing supply chain is the desired result of both buyers and suppliers. H5 and 

H6 results indicate that maintaining a high level of both supplier cognitive and affective 

satisfaction is necessary for a high performing apparel supply chain. This is also evident in the 

literature, in that supplier satisfaction has been widely claimed to have a significant influence on 

apparel supply chain performance (Benton & Maloni, 2005; Chae et al., 2017; Essig & Amann, 

2009). Cognitive and affective satisfaction, which involves both a detailed and a general 

evaluation of the BSR by the supplier, were expected to positively correlate with supply chain 

performance, as shown in H5 and H6. A supplier’s long-term engagement and collaboration are 

important to a buyer, especially with an imbalanced structural power BSR (Huo et al., 2017; Huo 

et al., 2019; Terpend & Krause, 2015).   

The results of H5 and H6 also demonstrate that the social exchange between the buyer 

and supplier (BSR), through a higher level of supplier satisfaction, can significantly improve 

apparel supply chain performance. This supports the idea that supplier satisfaction is a highly 

desirable relationship quality that will contribute to successful relationship outcomes (Caniels et 

al., 2018; Cho et al., 2015; Cook et al., 2006; Essig & Amann, 2009; Meena & Sarmah, 2012; 

Molm, 1991). In sum, results of H5 and H6 also support the idea that satisfaction contributes to a 

high performing apparel BSR, based on the positive correlations between supplier cognitive and 

affective satisfaction and supply chain performance as found in the literature (e.g., Benton & 

Maloni, 2005; Ramaseshan et al., 2006; Schiele et al., 2015; Yeung et al., 2009).  
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Conclusions 

The purpose of this dissertation was twofold: (1) to investigate supplier satisfaction with 

the BSR in relation to buyer power, and (2) to examine how supplier satisfaction with the BSR 

impacts supply chain performance. Specifically, relationships between dimensions of supplier 

satisfaction and specific types of buyer power, and the role of supplier satisfaction in overall 

supply chain performance, were investigated. 

To summarize, a conceptual model was developed based on a review of the extant 

literature (Figure 9, see page 64). The proposed model was based on the hypotheses that buyer 

structural power and buyer behavioral power (reward-mediated, coercive-mediated, and non-

mediated power) impact supplier cognitive and affective satisfaction, which, in turn, predicts 

supply chain performance. Additionally, the model hypothesized relationships between buyer 

structural power and buyer behavioral power.  

Structural equation modeling using latent variable path analysis was used to assess the 

model and incorporated both measurement and structural considerations. In this dissertation, 

buyer structural power, buyer use of reward-mediated power, buyer use of coercive-mediated 

power, buyer use of non-mediated power, supplier cognitive satisfaction, supplier affective 

satisfaction, and supply chain performance were the latent variables, and they were represented 

by their respective manifest (observed) variables (Table 5, see page 80). Buyer structural power 

was an exogenous latent variable and all other variables (buyer use of reward-mediated power, 

buyer use of coercive-mediated power, buyer use of non-mediated power, supplier cognitive 

satisfaction, supplier affective satisfaction, and supply chain performance) were endogenous 

latent variables. 
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Empirical data using a survey methodology were gathered from apparel supply firms in 

China. A total of 1313 firms were surveyed, 326 eligible responses (response rate of 24.8%) 

were received, and 218 responses were used for data analysis. A two-stage approach to structural 

equation modeling (SEM) was used for the data analysis to investigate the model and test the 

proposed research hypotheses. The measurement model was tested using confirmatory factor 

analysis (CFA) and the structural model was tested using latent variable structural equation 

model analysis. 

The results of the study indicated significant relationships among the constructs 

investigated in the research model, except between buyer structural power, reward-mediated 

power, coercive mediated power, and supplier cognitive and affective satisfaction. The findings 

also demonstrated the importance of buyer structural power for supplier cognitive and affective 

satisfaction, and the effects of supplier affective and cognitive satisfaction on supply chain 

performance. In the highly competitive and fragmented Chinese apparel industry, based on the 

results of this study, it is reasonable to conclude that excellence in managing buyer power and 

supplier satisfaction in supply chain management is clearly a prerequisite for gaining competitive 

advantage. Specifically, several conclusions can be drawn from the study results. 

First, the results of the study show that, when the buyer is structurally more powerful, he 

or she tends to increase the use of both mediated and non-mediated power from the supplier’s 

perspective. Conversely the BSR’s power structure pre-determines the supplier’s expectations of 

the buyer’s power behavior. Therefore, when managing a BSR, an assessment of the underlying 

power structure is necessary.  

Second, buyer reward-mediated and coercive-mediated power did not have a significant 

impact on either the supplier’s cognitive satisfaction or affective satisfaction. This result 
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demonstrated that, unlike some previous studies, types of mediated power are not always 

effective in influencing relationship satisfaction (Caniels et al., 2018; Essig & Amann, 2009; 

Meena & Sarmah, 2012). The impact of mediated power on supplier satisfaction was less 

overwhelming when buyer structural power was also included in the research model. These two 

mediated types of power are nonetheless considered the active forces that shape the BSR (Benton 

& Maloni, 2005; Chae et al., 2017; Huo et al., 2019).  

Third, buyer use of non-mediated power was found to play a significant role in shaping 

supplier’s cognitive and affective satisfaction. Thus, non-mediated power should be the buyer’s 

first choice due to its positive significant relationship with supplier cognitive and affective 

satisfaction. Therefore, the results suggest that, rather than using reward or punishment with the 

supplier, which risks reducing the supplier’s level of satisfaction, buyers should build a sufficient 

level of expertise and referent credibility in the industry. As the buyer benefits from the use of 

non-mediated power (i.e., achieving the buyer’s supply chain objectives) through the supplier’s 

compliance, at the same time the buyer’s use of non-mediated power also increases supplier 

cognitive and affective satisfaction. 

Fourth, supplier cognitive and affective satisfaction were found to be important predictors 

of apparel supply chain performance. From the perspective of the buyer, the results suggest that 

maintaining a high level of supplier cognitive and affective satisfaction positively influences 

supply chain performance. A high level of supply chain performance is a common goal of the 

BSR. As supply chain performance is measured by product cost, quality, flexibility, and delivery, 

achieving a high level of supply chain performance provides competitive advantage to both 

apparel buyers and suppliers.  
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Lastly, buyer structural power possesses a great risk for negatively impacting supplier 

cognitive and affective satisfaction. Unlike behavioral power, structural power is not deployed 

directly by the buyer. Instead, buyer structural power is seen in the supplier’s dependency on the 

BSR. Buyer structural power therefore is not used purposefully by the buyer, but is inherent to 

the BSR. As this dissertation found, compared to buyer structural power, both reward-mediated 

and coercive-mediated power have no significant impact on supplier cognitive and affective 

satisfaction. On the other hand, suppliers need to realize that in order to better manage the 

influence of buyer power on their operations, they need to control their dependency on the BSR. 

A low level of supplier dependency lowers buyer structural power, which, in turn, improves 

supplier satisfaction and hence supply chain performance. 

Implications 

This dissertation makes several significant contributions to the study of power and 

satisfaction within the apparel BSR. First, the study is among the first to examine both structural 

and behavioral power in relation to cognitive and affective satisfaction in the BSR. Second, the 

study investigated satisfaction with the BSR from the supplier’s perspective, which is rare in the 

extant literature. Third, to date, few studies have collected survey data specifically from suppliers 

in the Chinese apparel industry to assess the BSR. Last, the study revealed that apparel supply 

chain performance can be improved through increased supplier satisfaction. Managing a high 

performing supply chain has become increasingly important in the global apparel industry, as 

competition is intensifying at the corporate, regional, national, and international levels.  

This dissertation sought to bridge theory and practice to investigate how apparel supply 

chain performance is linked to satisfaction with the BSR. During the process of data collection, 

respondents expressed great interest in learning the results from this dissertation. The findings 
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from this empirical study therefore have implications for both academics and industry 

practitioners, as discussed in the following sections. 

Implications for Theory and Research 

This dissertation provides several implications of theoretical relevance for the BSR 

literature. First, it is among the few extant studies to examine the relationships between buyer 

structural power (structural imbalances) and buyer behavioral power in apparel BSRs. Power 

behavior is considered one of the most significant factors shaping BSR dynamics. The power 

structure of a dyadic relationship needs to be considered in the context of BSR studies. As found 

in this study, buyer reward-mediated and coercive-mediated power did not affect supplier 

satisfaction when the buyer was structurally more powerful. Reward-mediated and coercive-

mediated power were found to have little impact on supplier cognitive and affective satisfaction, 

which provides support for the idea that the power-dependency continuum of a BSR should be 

considered when investigating behavioral power.  

The power structure of a social relationship such as the BSR pre-determines the boundary 

of relationship interactions (Emerson, 1962; 1976). As the results indicated, buyer structural 

power significantly relates to buyer use of behavioral power. Moreover, the data revealed that 

structural power can have a significant impact on supplier satisfaction while reward-mediated 

and coercive-mediated power do not, which suggests that the supplier’s satisfaction level may 

reflect the supplier’s level of dependency within the BSR (Cook et al., 2006; Huo et al., 2019; 

Molm, 1991). Emerson’s (1976) structural functionalism view of social exchange is thus suitable 

for studies that involve power-dependency theory (Emerson, 1962) and social power bases 

(French & Raven, 1959). As found in this dissertation, the power-dependency structure in a BSR 
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functions as an important factor that leads to positive supplier satisfaction and therefore desirable 

supply chain performance.  

A second implication is that the study found that buyers tend to use more reward-

mediated, coercive-mediated, and non-mediated power with suppliers, even when the buyers are 

structurally more powerful in the BSR. From the power-dependency theory perspective, the 

buyer’s use of reward-mediated power is not necessary when the supplier’s dependency on the 

BSR is high (i.e., the buyer is structurally more powerful), and thus, the use of reward is a waste 

of resources on the part of the buyer (Cook et al., 2006; Cook et al., 2013; Emerson, 1976). From 

an empirical standpoint, earlier studies posited that coercive-mediated power should be avoided, 

as it could cause significant damage to a BSR (Benton & Maloni, 2005; Brito & Miguel, 2017; 

Chae et al., 2017; Zhao et al., 2008). Hence, results of this dissertation indicated that coercive-

mediated power may not necessarily reduce supplier satisfaction, as seen by H3. Theoretical 

assumptions about the impact of coercive-mediated power on the BSR should therefore be made 

with discretion. The results also revealed that buyer use of non-mediated power should be 

preferred over the use of reward and coercive power, due to its strong and positive impact on 

supplier satisfaction.  

As a third implication, this dissertation provides new theoretical insights into the impact 

of behavioral power when satisfaction is treated as a multi-dimensional construct. The strong 

empirical evidence suggests the impact of buyer power on the two dimensions of satisfaction 

which further impact supply chain performance. As Molm (1991) had pointed out, satisfaction is 

a complex and multi-dimensional construct in the context of relational exchange. Cognitive 

satisfaction is a relationship actor’s cost and benefit evaluation of the social relationship in 

question (Molm, 1991; Stauss & Neuhaus, 1997). On the other hand, affective satisfaction is an 
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emotion or “feeling” about the social relationship (Molm, 1991). Previous studies tend to just use 

one global satisfaction construct, not separating cognitive and affective satisfaction. These 

studies that used a uni-dimensional treatment of satisfaction have shown that satisfaction (buyer 

or supplier) would be significantly impacted (either positively or negatively) by reward-mediated 

or coercive-mediated power (Benton & Maloni, 2005; Caniels et al., 2018; Chae et al., 2017; 

Huo et al., 2019). When satisfaction is treated as a multi-dimensional construct, as in the present 

study, buyer use of reward-mediated and coercive-mediated power were found to be insignificant 

for either supplier cognitive or affective satisfaction. The complex nature of relationship 

satisfaction warrants a multi-dimensional treatment in both theoretical and empirical contexts. 

Hence, the theoretical assumptions that reward leads to increased relationship satisfaction and 

coercion lead to decreased satisfaction need to be made carefully. 

Last, this dissertation provides a model for predicting supplier satisfaction and apparel 

supply chain performance based on the power dynamics of an apparel BSR. Both supplier 

cognitive and affective satisfaction were found to positively impact apparel supply chain 

performance. Supply chain performance is the key indicator of whether a supply chain is 

successfully managed (Terpend & Krause, 2015). As the BSR is a social exchange that is 

primarily cost and reward oriented, the desired reward of the BSR is achieving excellence in 

supply chain performance. Thus, the model provides a path to increase supply chain performance 

through the management of buyer power and supplier satisfaction. 

Implications for Industry Practice 

This study investigated BSRs in the Chinese apparel industry. The firms that were 

represented this study varied in size, types of buyers, sales, and product specialization. 

Participants’ firms were located across multiple Chinese cities and industry geographical 



 

147 

 

clusters. The study aimed to provide insights for Chinese industry practitioners, but as apparel 

industry-wide similarities exist among different countries, the findings are also useful for 

practitioners globally. Moreover, most of the survey data for this study was provided by high-

level company executives at the vice president/general manager/partner/CEO/owner levels, 

where strategic decisions are typically made.  

The results of this study suggest that buyer structural power is the most important factor 

affecting buyer behavioral power, supplier satisfaction, and, consequently, apparel supply chain 

performance. The first implication is that suppliers need to be aware that they must not become 

over-dependent on a particular buyer. Due to the fact that the structural power of the buyer is 

supported by the dependency of the supplier, being overly dependent on a single buyer means the 

supplier can be easily overwhelmed by buyer power. As shown in the results, when buyer 

structural power increases, supplier cognitive and affective satisfaction decreases. The results of 

this dissertation also show that a decrease in supplier satisfaction will negatively impact supply 

chain performance, which is the core competitive measure of the apparel BSR.  

Industry practitioners should therefore think about balancing the company’s resources 

among and across as many buyers as possible. A supplier focused on developing business 

relationships with a limited number of buyers may be more beneficial in the short term, however, 

as a supplier’s resources are concentrated on a certain buyer, relationship investment becomes 

greater. In turn, the supplier’s dependency on that buyer also increases. When the buyer gains 

that structural power advantage for the long term, it is likely that the supplier will be treated 

unfairly by the buyer, which leads to lower satisfaction and ultimately hinders supply chain 

performance. Industry practitioners should develop BSR strategies to avoid this situation. 
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Second, results suggest that a buyer should use both reward and coercive power with 

discretion. Results indicate that reward-mediated and coercive-mediated power have no 

significant impact on supplier cognitive and affective satisfaction. Buyer use of reward and 

coercive power may have other unknown or even negative effects on the BSR. It is therefore 

important for buyers to refrain from the use or abuse of these power bases, particularly when 

their structural power is high.  

The third implication is that non-mediated power appears to be a better choice when 

buyers want to increase their supplier’s cognitive and affective satisfaction. Non-mediated power 

represents the buyer’s expertise and reference credibility to the supplier. Buyers can increase 

their knowledge and expertise in such areas as technical details, supplier production practices, 

consumer preferences, aspects of the product, etc. to increase their non-mediated power. Because 

non-mediated power was demonstrated to have a positive influence on supplier cognitive and 

affective satisfaction, buyers can gain more influence over the supplier, without sacrificing 

desired supply chain performance. 

Based on these implications, by recognizing the structural power dynamics, actively 

managing BSR satisfaction, and implementing necessary strategic BSR planning, apparel 

industry practitioners can improve overall supply chain performance. 

Limitations 

This dissertation sought to overcome some limitations associated with previous studies 

by studying BSR satisfaction from the supplier’s perspective and considering the underlying 

BSR power structure in investigating the impact of behavioral power. Yet, every study has 

limitations. This section addresses several limitations that also represent promising opportunities 

for future research.  
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First, this dissertation focused on the apparel industry, where buyers are overwhelmingly 

more powerful than suppliers (Bair & Gereffi, 2003; Singh & Hodges, 2011; Su & Gargeya, 

2012; 2016). The power imbalance in apparel BSRs has revealed interesting results in the present 

study’s investigation of buyer power, supplier satisfaction, and supply chain performance. 

However, the BSR dynamics and power structure in other industries or product supply chains 

could be quite different than those of the apparel supply chain. Therefore, application of the 

results of this dissertation to other industry settings should be done with caution. 

Second, due to the complexity and multi-layered nature of the apparel supply chain, this 

dissertation focused on dyadic BSRs, specifically between Level 5, apparel making and Level 6, 

apparel marketing/distributing/retailing (see Figure 4, page 21) (Ashby et al., 2017). Although it 

is common in the apparel industry, it is possible that BSRs could be made of parties from other 

supply chain level(s). For example, prominent buyers, such as the global top 10 apparel firms, 

could make supplier selections at every level of the supply chain, not just Level 5 (apparel 

making). This practice makes the BSR more complex and therefore findings may not be 

applicable in such situations. 

Third, the Chinese apparel industry is a good example of how globalization makes 

apparel BSRs vulnerable to factors such as language / cultural differences with international 

buyers, changes in the macroeconomic environment, shifts in the importing countries’ trade and 

tariff policies, and other unknown influences, such as a pandemic. As the global apparel supply 

chain typically spans both developing and developed countries, buyers and suppliers are usually 

from two different cultures and therefore it is likely that they have contrasting behaviors and 

norms. However, the impact of inter-cultural factors on the BSR was outside of the scope of this 

dissertation. Furthermore, as with studies based in other industry contexts, the existence of 
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confounding variables must be acknowledged. For instance, a sudden rise in importing tariffs 

might cause the buyer to coerce the supplier to drop the prices accordingly to absorb the 

increased tariff. Therefore, factors that were not included in the study may contribute to the 

explanation of some of the relationships found (or not found) in the model. 

Finally, in the present study’s design, the construct of supply chain performance was 

measured by the participants’ perceptions of product cost, quality, delivery, flexibility, and 

innovation. Although these measurement items were adapted from empirical studies of Huo et al. 

(2017) and Terpend and Krause (2015), the data were nonetheless subjective in nature. Thus, 

measurement of supply chain performance is a limitation of the model used in this dissertation. 

Recommendations for Future Research 

Building on past theoretical and empirical research, and close collaboration with the 

Chinese apparel industry, this study investigated power, satisfaction, and supply chain 

performance concerning BSRs in apparel supply chains. With changing BSR dynamics due to 

global competition and industry development, apparel supply chain management issues offer 

many opportunities for future research. An agenda for future research is presented in the 

following paragraphs. 

First, the data were collected from apparel industry suppliers, where the BSR power 

structure typically favors the buyer. Results did not provide statistically significant support for 

relationships between the constructs of buyer reward-mediated power, buyer coercive-mediated 

power, supplier cognitive satisfaction, and supplier affective satisfaction. There was evidence 

that the underlying power structure influenced power behavior and satisfaction, therefore a future 

study that examines an industry supply chain that has a more balanced power structure, such as 

automotive or electrical appliances, would complement the generalizability of this study. 
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Second, the study design only considered dyadic BSRs for the sake of clarity and focus, 

but, in practice, a considerable percentage of BSRs involve more than two parties. Future studies 

on power, satisfaction, and other BSR factors could expand the sample to include multiple-party 

BSRs. For example, expanding the present study context from dyadic BSRs to triadic BSRs 

would allow for greater insights and discoveries of BSR dynamics across a wider supply chain 

spectrum. 

Third, the apparel industry is highly globalized, and supply chains frequently involve 

buyers and suppliers with different nationalities, cultures, business practices, languages etc. 

Future cross-cultural BSR studies are necessary and should include other factors that might 

affect power and satisfaction dynamics. Findings could help to improve the global relationships 

comprising the apparel industry. 

Fourth, different methodological approaches can be conducted to further investigate 

power and satisfaction in BSRs. As suggested by Corsten et al. (2011), an experiment could be 

designed to control the external factors and isolate participant experiences that might influence 

their responses. The case study method, focusing on only a few suppliers and/or buyers, would 

offer an in-depth understanding of perspectives on power and satisfaction dynamics in the BSR. 

The case study method provides a tool to extend survey findings and can deepen the 

understanding of the relationships in the research model from multiple perspectives both 

simultaneously and comprehensively. 

Fifth, data collection occurred from late 2020 to early 2021, which was the height of the 

initial response to the COVID-19 pandemic. During this period, the economic environment, at 

both the micro and macro levels, was turbulent and this turbulence greatly impacted the overall 

apparel supply chain. Thus, respondents’ perceptions of power dynamics and satisfaction could 



 

152 

 

have been influenced by these circumstantial factors. In the future, results of a longitudinal 

study, when compared to those of the present study, may offer insight into the economic 

environment’s impact on the BSR. 

Sixth, for the sake of model parsimony, this dissertation collapsed the five power bases of 

reward, coercive, legitimate, referent, and expert into reward-mediated, coercive-mediated, and 

non-mediated power, as has been done in recent SCM studies (e.g., Benton & Maloni, 2005; 

Chae et al., 2017; Huo et al., 2019). However, because the five power bases are conceptually 

distinct from one another, a future study designed to analyze each separately may reveal novel 

insights into the effect of power on supplier satisfaction and hence supply chain performance. 

Lastly, this study laid foundations for future studies of power-satisfaction dynamics in the 

BSR by demonstrating the importance of buyer structural power for affecting supplier 

satisfaction and ultimately apparel supply chain performance. Specifically, the results supported 

the idea that the power and satisfaction dynamics of an apparel BSR are important issues in 

managing a high performing supply chain. The importance of the study is further exhibited by its 

insight into the unique apparel industry context of structural power imbalances, low entry 

barriers, fluctuation in demand, fast changing fashion trends, and fierce competition among the 

large number of apparel suppliers operating in China. This underlying power structure permits 

the more powerful party in a BSR to be more influential in shaping relationship satisfaction. 

Therefore, each relationship party's relationship management strategy must be formulated 

accordingly. The study also provided a power–satisfaction–performance model that can serve as 

a guide for future academic studies and industry supply chain strategy development. The study 

presented a holistic view of how actively managing the BSR power structure, engaging buyer 

power behaviors, and increasing the level of supplier satisfaction can greatly improve apparel 
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supply chain performance, which is of the utmost importance for all apparel firms seeking 

competitive advantage in the global industry. 
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APPENDIX A: SURVEY QUESTIONNAIRE 

Informed Consent 
Dear Participant, 
    

As an industrial professional in the Chinese apparel industry, you are invited to 
participate in a study on apparel supply chain management, specifically on the impact of buyer 
power on supplier satisfaction and supply chain performance. The apparel industry has been in a 
dynamic global business environment and is continuously changing. China is a major player in 
the global textile and apparel production and consumption. We, researchers at the University of 
North Carolina at Greensboro, would like to make an in-depth investigation of supply chain 
management issues in the Chinese apparel industry.     
    

The survey can be completed in approximately 15 minutes. There are no known risks 
associated with participating in this study, nor are there any costs associated with your 
participation. The study is carefully designed, and your privacy will be protected because this 
survey is anonymous, and it doesn’t ask you specific or confidential information. All your 
responses will be analyzed as aggregate, not individual, responses. We would like to highlight 
that this study is for academic purposes only and not for any commercial gain.   
    

If you have any questions about this research project, please contact Huicheng (Jeff) 
Wu (h_wu3@uncg.edu). If you have questions about your rights as a participant, please contact 
the Office of Research Integrity at The University of North Carolina at Greensboro (UNCG) toll-
free at (855)-251-2351.   
    
We realize that your time is highly valuable, but the success of this important research is highly 
dependent on your response.     
    
Thank you very much in advance for your assistance and time!   
    
Sincerely, 
 
Huicheng Wu Dr. Nancy Hodges 
Doctoral Student Burlington Industries Distinguished Professor 
Dept. of Consumer, Apparel and Retail 
Studies 

Dept. of Consumer, Apparel and Retail 
Studies 

Bryan School of Business and Economics Bryan School of Business and Economics 
University of North Carolina at Greensboro University of North Carolina at Greensboro 
Greensboro, NC27402 Greensboro, NC27402 
Email: h_wu3@uncg.edu Email: nancy_hodges@uncg.edu 
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Dr. Jin Su 
Associate Professor 
Dept. of Consumer, Apparel and Retail Studies 
Bryan School of Business and Economics 
University of North Carolina at Greensboro 
Greensboro, NC27402 
j_su@uncg.edu 
 

By clicking 'Yes' below, you confirm that you are 18 or older and agree that you have 

read and fully understand the contents above and are openly willing consent to take part in this 

study.  

Yes ____ 

No  ____ 

Directions: For each of the following statements, please think about your relationship with 

your major buyer or buyers as the context. Choose one of the options ranging from 

“Strongly disagree” (1) to “Strong agree” (7) that most accurately describe your level of 

agreement or disagreement with the statement. Please answer all questions. 

You can start answering the survey now! 

Screening Question: Do you communicate and interact with apparel buyers on a regular basis? 

Yes_____ 

No_____  
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Section 1: Buyer Structural Power 
Please indicate your level of agreement or disagreement with the following statements. 

 Strongly 
disagree 

   Strongly 
agree 

1. It would be difficult for our firm to replace 
sales and profits generated from the 
relationship with our major buyer. 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

2. It would be difficult for our firm to replace 
the orders from our major buyer with another 
buyer's order to fill our production line. 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

3. The total costs to switch to another 
comparable buyer would be prohibitive for 
our firm. 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

4. Our firm as an apparel supplier is strongly 
dependent on our major buyer. 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

 
Section 2: Reward Power 
Please indicate your level of agreement or disagreement with the following statements. 

 Strongly 
disagree 

   Strongly 
agree 

5. Our major buyer often rewards us, in order to 
get our company to go along with its wishes. 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

6. If we do not do what our major buyer asks, we 
will not receive very good treatment from it. 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

7. We feel that, by going along with our major 
buyer, we will be favored by it on some other 
occasions. 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

8. By going along with our major buyer’s 
requests, we have avoided some of the 
problems that our competitors encountered. 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

 
Section 3: Coercive Power 
Please indicate your level of agreement or disagreement with the following statements. 

 Strongly 
disagree 

   Strongly 
agree 

9. Our major buyer often hints that it will take 
certain actions that will reduce our profits if 
we do not go along with its requests. 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

10. Our major buyer will somehow get back at us 
if they discover that we did not do as they 
asked. 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

11. Our major buyer might withdraw certain 
orders from us if we do not go along with its 
request. 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
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12. If we do not agree to its suggestions, our major 
buyer could make things difficult for us. 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

 
Section 4: Legitimate Power 
Please indicate your level of agreement or disagreement with the following statements. 

 Strongly 
disagree 

   Strongly 
agree 

13. We have an obligation to do what our major 
buyer wants, even though it isn’t a part of the 
contract. 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

14. It is our duty to do as our major buyer 
requests. 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

15. Since he/she is our major buyer, we accept 
our major buyer’s recommendations. 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

16. Our major buyer has the right to expect us to 
go along with its requests. 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

 
Section 5: Expert Power 
Please indicate your level of agreement or disagreement with the following statements. 

 Strongly 
disagree 

   Strongly 
agree 

17. Our major buyer’s business expertise makes 
it likely to suggest the proper thing to do. 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

18. The people in our major buyer’s company 
know what they are doing. 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

19. We usually get good advice from our major 
buyer. 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

20. Our major buyer has specially trained 
people who really know what has to be 
done. 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

 
 
Section 6: Referent Power 
Please indicate your level of agreement or disagreement with the following statements. 

 Strongly 
disagree 

   Strongly 
agree 

21. We really admire the way our major buyer 
runs its business, so we try to follow its 
lead. 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

22. We generally want to operate our company 
in a way that is very similar to the way we 
think our buyer would. 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

23. Our company does what our major buyer 
wants because we have very similar feelings 
about the way a business should be run. 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
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Section 7: Supplier Affective Satisfaction 
Please indicate your level of agreement or disagreement with the following statements. 

 Strongly 
disagree 

   Strongly 
agree 

24. Our firm is very satisfied with the overall 
relationship with our major buyer. 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

25. On the whole, our firm is completely happy 
with our major buyer. 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

26. Generally, our firm is very pleased to have 
our major buyer as our business partner. 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

27. If we had to do it all over again, we would 
still choose to have this buyer as our major 
buyer. 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

28. Our firm does not regret the decision to do 
business with this buyer. 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

 
Section 8: Supplier Cognitive Satisfaction 
Please indicate your level of agreement or disagreement with the following statements. 

 Strongly 
disagree 

   Strongly 
agree 

29. Our firm is satisfied with the ordering 
procedure of our major buyer. 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

30. Our firm is satisfied with the delivery 
requirements of our major buyer. 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

31. Our firm is satisfied with the effectiveness 
of communication with our major buyer. 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

32. Our firm is satisfied with the way conflicts 
are resolved with our major buyer. 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

33. Our firm is satisfied with our level of 
intensity in product design and development 
cooperation with our major buyer. 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

 
Section 9: Supply Chain Performance 
Please indicate your level of agreement or disagreement with the following statements. 

 Strongly 
disagree 

   Strongly 
agree 

34. We always conform to our major buyer’s 
quality specification. 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

35. We can provide our major buyer with 
competitive low total cost. 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

36. We have an outstanding on-time delivery 
record with our major buyer. 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

37. We can quickly introduce new products to 
our major buyer. 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

38. We can quickly respond to changes in our 
major buyer’s demand. 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
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Section 10: Demographics 
Please answer the following demographic questions about you. 
39. Please indicate your gender: Male______  

Female______ 

40. How many years have you been working in 
the apparel industry? 

1 – 2 years  ______ 
3 – 4 years  ______ 
5 – 10 years ______ 
More than 10 years ______ 

41. What is the approximate number of 
employees in your company? 

Less than 200     ______ 
200 – 500           ______ 
More than 500   _______ 

42. Please indicate which type of buyers you 
mainly work with? (select all that apply) 

Trading companies ______ 
Wholesalers ______ 
Retailers ______ 
Brand marketers ______ 

43. Please indicate which geographical market(s) 
your company focuses on? (select all that 
apply) 

China ______ 
North America _____ 
Europe ______ 
Latin America ______ 
Africa ______ 
Asia (excluding China) ______ 
Other ______ 
 

44. How many major buyers does your company 
has? 

1 – 5     ______ 
6 – 9   ______ 
10 – 20 ______ 
More than 20 ______ 

45. What market segment (s) do your product (s) 
mainly belong to? (select all that apply) 

Womenswear  ______ 
Menswear ______ 
Footwear ______ 
Childrenswear ______ 
Apparel Accessories ______ 

Thank you for your participation in this study! We wish you all the best in your future 
endeavors, please leave any comments you may have in the space provided. 
 
 
_______________________________________________________________________



 

177 

知情同意书 
 

亲爱的朋友： 
             您好！我们是来自美国北卡罗莱纳大学格林斯伯勒校区(University of North 
Carolina at Greensboro) 的研究人员，我们诚挚的邀请您参与此项服装采购商权力对供

应商满意度及供应链表现的问卷调查. 在经济全球化的浪潮下中国的服装产业正在经历一

个持续的转变过程，而中国作为全球服装行业生产和消费的领导者对世界服装行业有举足

轻重的影响。我们作为服装产业的研究人员，这次调查将使我们加深对服装供应链所存在

的一些问题作出深入的理解。 
             完成此份问卷只需要您少于 15 分钟。此问卷为匿名调查，对您没有任何风险和

费用。我们也不会询问任何关于您个人或公司的信息。所有对问卷的数据分析都是基于全

部人的回答而非单人个回答进行。此调查为学术性质，没有任何商业用途。 
             如果您对次项研究有任何问题，你可以联系伍慧城（电子邮件地址: 
h_wu3@uncg.edu 或微信号 jeffwu688. 您如果对您作为参与者的权利问题，也可以联系

北卡罗莱纳大学格林斯伯勒校区研究诚信办公室电话+1-855-251-2351. 
             我们知道您的时间非常宝贵，而您的参与对这次调查研究至关重要。我们再次感

谢您的参与和帮助。 
我们真诚感谢您的参与。 

 
伍慧城 博士研究生 Nancy Hodges 教授 
服装消费及零售管理系 服装消费及零售管理系 
Bryan 经济管理学院 Bryan 经济管理学院 
美国北卡罗莱纳大学 - 格林斯伯勒 美国北卡罗莱纳大学 - 格林斯伯勒 
电子邮件：h_wu3@uncg.edu 电子邮件：nancy_hodges@uncg.edu  

 
宿瑾 副教授 
服装消费及零售管理系 
Bryan 经济管理学院 
美国北卡罗莱纳大学 - 格林斯伯勒 
电子邮件：j_su@uncg.edu  

 

当您按下面“同意”选项时，您确认您已年满 18 岁并已知悉以上信息以及同意参加此次

问卷调查。 
同意______ 

不同意_____ 
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说明提示：此问卷共 10 个部分，都是关于您和您主力客户之间的采购商-供应商关系里的

权力，满意度和供应链表现作出调查。请回答所有的问题。当您回答每一条问题时，请

思考您跟您的主力客户之间的关系，并作为回答所有问题时的背景来作出回答。回答时

每条问题将提供从“强烈不同意”（1）到“强烈同意”（7）共七个选项。请根据您对

每个陈述的同意或不同意程度作出相应 (从 1 到 7) 的选择。 

请在下一页开始问卷 

筛查问题：请问您经常与客户交流互动吗？ 

是____ 

否____ 
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第一部份 
请从选择您对每条陈述的同意程度. 

 强烈不同意    强烈同意 

1.如果失去我们的主力客户，我们将很难找

到另一个能带来同样销售额和利润的新客

户。 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

2.如果我们失去主力客户的订单，我们其他客

户的订单量会不足以使我们满负荷生产。 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

3.我们难以负担重新寻找一个跟我们主力客户

一样的新客户所需要的成本。 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

4.我们作为服装行业的供应商，非常需要主力

客户的支持。 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

 
第二部分 
请从选择您对每条陈述的同意程度. 

 强烈不同意    强烈同意 

5.当我们满足主力客户的要求时，我们的主力

客户经常对我们作出奖励。 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

6.如果我们不满足主力客户的要求的话，我们

将不会得到主力客户的优待。 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

7.我们感觉到只要经常遵照主力客户要求去

做，我们会得到主力客户的优先照顾和良好

待遇。 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

8.我们只要遵照主力客户的要求去做就可以避

免其他同行供应商所面对的问题。 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

 
第三部分 
请从选择您对每条陈述的同意程度. 

 强烈不同意    强烈同意 

9.我们的主力客户经常提示我们如果不遵照他

们的要求去做的话，他们会用某些方法减低我

们的利润。 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

10.我们如果不遵照主力客户的要求去做的话

他总会找到办法对付我们。 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

11.我们如果不按照主力客户的意思办事的话

他们会撤销某些订单。 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

12.如果我们不按照主力客户的建议去做的

话，他们就会给我们出难题。 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
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第四部分 
请从选择您对每条陈述的同意程度. 

 强烈不同意    强烈同意 

13.我们有义务满足主力客户的合同以外的要

求。 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

14.我们作为供应商有责任满足主力客户的要

求。 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

15.主力客户提出的建议我们基本都接受。 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
16.我们主力客户有权利对我们作出要求。 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

 
第五部分 
请从选择您对每条陈述的同意程度. 

 强烈不同意    强烈同意 

17.我们主力客户的业务特长使他能给我们合

适的建议。 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

18.我们主力客户的员工们都有合格的业务能

力。 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

19.我们经常从主力客户那里得到很好的建

议。 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

20.我们主力客户的员工都是受过专业训练和

熟悉在什么情况下做最合适的事情。 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

 
第六部分 
请从选择您对每条陈述的同意程度. 

 强烈不同意    强烈同意 

21.我们十分佩服我们主力客户的业务运作方

法，所以我们以他为学习的榜样。 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

22.我们公司的运营模式是参照我们的主力客

户的运营模式。 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

23.我们公司业务都是按照主力客户的安排来

做，因为我们对业务的运作看法是一样的。 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
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第七部分 
请从选择您对每条陈述的同意程度. 

 强烈不同意    强烈同意 

24.我们非常满意与我们的主力客户间的关

系。 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

25.整体上来说，我们跟我们主力客户相处的

完全开心。 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

26.总体上来说，我们对我们的主力客户作为

合作伙伴感到很欣慰。 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

27.如果给我们重新选择的话，我们还是会选

择同一个主力客户。 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

28.我们对选择了现在这个主力客户的决定从

不后悔。 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

 
第八部分 
请从选择您对每条陈述的同意程度. 

 强烈不同意    强烈同意 

29.我们对我们主力客户的下订单流程和规律

满意。 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

30.我们对我们主力客户要求的交货流程和运

送方法满意。 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

31.我们对跟主力客户之间进行的日常沟通交

流感到满意。 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

32.当我们跟主力客户产生矛盾时，我们都对

达成的解决方法感到满意。 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

33.我们对与我们主力客户之间在产品设计及

开发的合作深度感到满意。 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

 
第九部分 
请从选择您对每条陈述的同意程度. 

 强烈不同意    强烈同意 

34.我们一直以来都达到我们主力客户的质量

要求。 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

35.我们能提供给我们主力客户具有竞争力的

低综合成本。 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

36. 我们对主力客户的准时交货率一直都很

好。 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

37. 我们能迅速地推出新产品并推介给我们的

主力客户。 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

38. 我们主力客户的需求如果有变的话，我们

可以迅速地作出生产调整。 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
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第十部分 
请回答以下关于调查样本的统计. 
39.您的性别是: 男性______  

女性______ 

40.请问您在服装及相关行业有多少年的工作

经验? 
1 – 2 年  ______ 
3 – 4 年  ______ 
5 – 10 年 ______ 
多于 10 年 ______ 

41.您公司的总员工人数有多少? 少于 200 人    ______ 
200 人 – 500 人           ______ 
多于 500   _______ 

42.请问您的主力客户是什么类型的客户? (可
多选) 

贸易公司 ______ 
批发商 ______ 
零售商 ______ 
品牌商 ______ 

43.请问您公司的主要市场是那些? (可多选) 中国 ______ 
北美 _____ 
欧洲 ______ 
拉丁美洲 ______ 
非洲 ______ 
亚洲(除中国外) ______ 
其它（请说明）_______ 
 

44.您公司有几个主力客户? 1 – 5     ______ 
6 – 10   ______ 
11 – 20 ______ 
多于 20 ______ 

45.您认为您公司的产品主要在那个市场层次 
跟对手竞争? (可多选) 

女装______ 
男装 ______ 
鞋 ______ 
童装 ______ 
饰品 ______ 
 

本次问卷已结束我们真诚感谢您的时间和参与。请在下面空白处留下您的意见。 
祝您工作顺利，生活愉快！ 

 
 

________________________________________________________________________
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APPENDIX B: INSTITUTIONAL REVIEW BOARD APPROVAL 

 


