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Abstract

Business relationships are a central feature of industrial networks. However, each firm in a
relationship necessarily has a different perspective simply because of the complementary
nature of the association, different firm history and different place of each partner within
multiple perspectives of the network and the different boundaries. Further, each firm will
operate with differing managerial purpose and timeline and in addition some variations in
methods of managing.

The result is that quantitative analysis of interaction within relationships requires separate
examination of each party. More precisely the two firms of a relationship cannot be
guantitatively examined by simply aggregating their separate perceptions concerning how
they operate together. Rather firms may have asymmetric perspectives of their relationship,
unless the firms work closely together and so have similar or symmetric views of their
operations.

Dyad studies of firms in business relationships are the only way to develop an understanding
of the different ways firms operate relationships by managing each other (ie cooperate) and
managing against each other (ie compete). However, there is a paucity of quantitative
empirical dyadic studies.

The literature observes that business relationships contain mixtures of cooperation and
competition. This empirical paper presents a rare quantitative and qualitative dyadic study of
the asymmetry and symmetry of perspectives of the strategic relationships of a single firm.
The study applies regression analysis to find the active constructs explaining relationship
performance by each firm. In the next part of the analysis the different forms of asymmetry
and symmetry within 13 business relationships are examined, by examining the nature of the
active constructs associated with each firm in the dyad.

The study finishes by highlighting the issue of asymmetry and so provides theoretical
implications for future studies of interaction.
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I ntroduction

Many authors have examined business relationshigsatworks (Achrol and Kotler
1999; Ford et al. 2003; Hakansson 1982). It is neskthat inter-organizational
networks have experienced an unprecedented grovitieiform of strategic
alliances, acquisitions, partnerships and collaibmra among firms (Mdller and
Svahn 2003). Moller and Svahn (2003 ), suggesptimeary goal in pursuing
business networks is to gain efficiency, growthanymity and access to resources or
a wider customer base. This is also in line with\tlew that business relationships
and networks are often a potential source of coitiyetdvantage (Wilkinson and
Young 2002). Over the years, the growing numbdowhs of inter-organizational
partnering depicts a large number of key playeitsfirms, restricting themselves to a
small number of competitive partners with completagncapabilities (Turnbull et al.
1996).

Hakansson (1982) notes, the importance of long-tersiness-to-business
relationships, as opposed to the single episod@nsaction-based relationships,
illustrating the need for more academic and emgliriesearch, on business
relationships. However, the ever-growing trend wdibess collaborations and
partnerships faces many issues when it comes todgiag” these dynamic networks
and relationships (Moller and Svahn 2003). Thesaes arise from interactions
within the relationship and across networks, wharanaging” can only be applied in
an imprecise way since more than one actor inflegioutcomes. In this paper we
focus directly on managing firms in relationshipsnposed of two firms (ie dyads);
we ignore the network except as a secondary fattecting firms and relationships.

Managing firms within industrial markets needs aderstanding beyond the
traditional marketing literature that was developadhe consumer markets. Ford et
al. (2003) indicates that, the traditional viewcohsumer marketing is not applicable
to the understanding of industrial business retetiips as:
1. It concentrates on the purchase process of a gmgthase
2. It relies on the consumer-marketing literature hviite view that buyers are
individually insignificant, passive and part ofedatively homogenous market.

Halinen (1998) makes an important theoretical ¢bation to understanding business
relationships in noting they represent two ‘codest, one. That is two firms with
different purposes interact according to their avay of ‘managing’ within a
business relationship. Each firm necessarily hffisrdnt systems, processes and
understandings regarding how to interact with aaotinm, based on past experience
and strategic intention which both follow from arfis unique identity and position
within networks. The idea of two codes was recogghigarly within business
interaction literature (Hakansson 1982), althoughfully understood. The
implication is that one can only consider a reladinp level construct where the
codes (ie signs, language, policies, procedurases)s) are equivalent. Evidently in a
heterogenous environment the natural state of dodeeselationship is difference,
which we term asymmetry.

Medlin (2003a) indicates that, since businessimiahips are formed as an outcome
of interaction between two businesses, it is likaBt firms in relationships will have
varying perspectives and expectations. Busineatigakhips are based on a



complementary resource and activity associationehah firm has a history and
different understanding of their networks, and aohefirm will operate with different
managerial purpose and mode of interaction (Me2lli®3a). The result is that firms

in a business relationship will naturally have eliéint perspectives so that the dyad is
asymmetric; unless the firms work very closely tbge and so have similar and
symmetric views of their operations.

This means each firm in a relationship must be éxadhseparately, or more
precisely, relationship or dyad constructs caneogxamined by simply aggregating
each firm’s separate perception concerning how tpeyate together (Medlin
2003a). Even to apply a weighted method of aggregatithout first checking for
equivalence is not appropriate.

Another issue in understanding business relatipsdniises from a firm’s need to
balance their interactions with a range of firmseportfolio of relationships in a
firm’s business network is a part of a firm’s ségit resources (Turnbull et al. 1996).
Each relationship has a place, yet each is inhgréifiterent, with some more
strategically critical than others.

Relationship portfolios and network connections addther dimension to
understanding relationships (Ford et al. 2003; iH8&an and Snehota 1995). The
connectedness of firms in networks makes determitiia effect and performance of
a single relationship difficult to disentangle. Wten say whether the performance of
one relationship is intrinsic to those firms, oalhe dependent on another firm
connected to that relationship? In networks of éitmere are difficulties in estimating
the direct costs and benefits from each relatigndtowever, firms can attribute a
level of performance to their individual businesktionships (cf Aulakh et al. 1996;
Holm et al. 1996; Medlin 2003b; Medlin 2006) andtallows an exploration of how
firm managerial codes may vary across a relatignshi

Dyadic studies of firms in business relationshgrmain the only way to fully develop
our understanding of the interaction between fi(Medlin 2006). The aim of this
paper is to quantitatively measure the inter-fistationship performance and
symmetry/asymmetry within the business dyads afigles organizations portfolio of
relationships, and to qualitatively examine thesérttions across the firm’s
relationship portfolio. The paper proceeds witedew of the business-to-business
relationships literature. This is followed by thealission of research methodology,
leading to the analysis of the survey results.dmctusion, the survey findings and
research implications are listed.

Literature Review

A trend to build long-term buyer-seller, manufaetuaind supplier relationships has
been commonplace for many major companies, suddeseral Motors, Xerox, Dell,
Black & Decker, to name just a few (Ganesan 199 focus of organizations has
been the pursuit of efficiency and higher economittomes through long-term
relationships (Anderson and Weitz 1989; Ganesad)129ng-term relationships
provide organizations with access to customers oequired resources (Hakansson
and Snehota 1995). However, long-term businessae$hips also lead to mutual



dependence, or interdependence (Dwyer et al. 1@ et al. 2003; Hakansson and
Snehota 1995; Morgan and Hunt 1994). Mattson ahdnkon (2006) indicate “that
industrial markets were characterised by:

1. Mutual dependence between seller and buyer

2. Often long-term dynamic relationships between seltel buyer

3. Interaction between active buyers and active settesolve the buyer's

problems, including technical problems and prodisstelopment
4. Importance of organising for interaction.”

These mutual and long-term aspects of relationdiape lead researchers naturally to
examine business networks. However, there is afszed to examine the
relationships that form a network (Easton 1992 h=af the above characteristics of
industrial markets represents an analogue conoaptd firm’s perspective within a
business relationship. Further, from a firm’s pergjve there are both costs and
benefits from relationships (Wilkinson and Youn@®2p We now consider each of
the characteristics of industrial markets fromrenfs perspective.

Mutual dependence is the outcomes of a proces®1$Son 2002) and refers to a
reliance on the other to achieve a firm’s goal (Aleeb 1995). With mutualness there
is on the one-hand a requirement of cooperatiorcantplementarity between the
firms (Dyer and Singh 1998), but there is also s tension between the firms in a
relationship as they seek profits (Medlin 2006 )cHEmter-organizational relationship
exhibits a certain level of conflict, cooperatian)laborative and self interests
simultaneously (Bengtsson and Kock 1999; Medlin@0Gung and Wilkinson

1997). This asymmetry suggests each firm in aiogiship follows a separate, but
also conjoined code.

The long-term interaction between firms leads tecHir adaptation by each firm
(Hallén et al. 1991). This long-term adaptatiordeto the formation of a network of
firms operating according to a ‘logic’ (Hakanssaw &nehota 1995). However, from
a firm’s perspective, they face a portfolio of telaships in a network. This portfolio
of relationships is a part of a firm’s strategisaarces (Turnbull et al. 1996). Each
firm in the portfolio requires different manageraativities and resource allocation,
and this suggests different prioritisation of azhlé time according to strategic
importance (Zolkiewski and Turnbull 2002). Furtheach relationship in the portfolio
will have different firms connected to the othertpand this brings an inherent
diversity to the way each relationship is managekjewski and Turnbull 2002).
Again there is likely to be an asymmetry acrosheatationship facing a firm.

The interactions between firms in a network als@s$aa specific effect at the firm
level due to the difficulties of separating thetsand benefits of each relationship.
Firms are rarely connected to a single other fimi 0 must manage a portfolio of
business relationships. Portfolio management niyurangs to the fore questions of
strategic priority and economic rewards and cadbék(ewski and Turnbull 2002).
This leads managers to analyse the business redhtps as separate entities, as there
are trade offs between the “gains from working n@osely with existing partners
against the potential gains from developing newatr@hs” (Wilkinson and Young
2002). Further, a firm must foresee whether th@&d@ns made in a particular
relationship will provide the expected outcomesr@dF2002; Hakansson 1982;
Turnbull and Valla 1986). However, this will befittilt for firms due to the inherent



nature of diversity in the business network. Theplexity of interactions across
many firms makes it difficult to estimate the direosts and benefits gained from
each relationship. However, these difficulties witt stop managers from attributing
profits/expenses against each partner and so dgastliategic intent, along with a
variation in the way each relationship in the paitfis managed. These differences
in strategic importance will lead to a natural asygiry in the way firms manage their
relationships.

The organization of interaction within businesstieinships from a firm’s perspective
takes an interesting turn, for all interactionaif (Ford and Hakansson 2006). The
idea of joint interaction refers to the ways astaavo firms cooperate on basis of
complementarity of resources and/or access to cust The single firm must
cooperate to achieve profit. There is no altermeeftor a single firm, but to cooperate
to some degree (Hakansson and Snehota 1989).nfkiadtion between firms is
based on the complementarity in either resources@ess to customers, and
noteworthy is the asymmetry across the relationskie differences are an important
part of how value is created. Each firm bringsféedent perspective and network
connections which are the driver of value creatuithin that relationship.

The distinction between firms in business relatiops suggests the examination of
firms according to the complementary nature oftr@teships. The problems of
managing a portfolio of firms within limited resaess, including time, suggest that
any study of the complementarity of firms in redaghips must also account for
strategic intent across the portfolio. However,dhantitative study of
complementarity and interaction across a relatignisinot easy, because of the
issues in measuring dyad level constructs.

Methodological Issueswith Dyad Analysis of Inter-organizational Constructs

The idea of two codes (Halinen 1998) has imporitaptications for quantitative
analysis of a business relationship. The joiningaaf firms within business
relationships, which results from the opposing endperative nature of business
relationships, means that each party has diffggergpectives. The recent comparison
of dyad data by Anderson, et al. (2006) shows atl@inhneither party to a

relationship has the same perspective. ThereasagHistory of such results
(Gundlach and Cadotte 1994; Heide and John 199 dod Reve 1982; Kim 2000).
We should not expect exactly similar perspectiveess a dyad; asymmetry is more
natural.

The idea of two codes in business relationshipswaaalysis of dyads must first
proceed from the single firm, and then move todyed level. For example,

Anderson and Narus (1990) and Barnes, et al. (2008¢rtake analysis of buyers and
suppliers independently of the other firm in thadyThese researchers require a
dyadic theory to move to a relationship level asslyAlternate approaches that
consider generating dyad level constructs by agdi@gof indicators from each side
of the relationship provide an average of two pectipes, effectively averaging two
different points of view generated by differentwetk positions and different codes.

This problem also exists when a weighting schenapjdied to arrive at a measure of
the dyad level construct (Medlin 2003a), withoustfichecking for equivalence and



closeness of perspective. This problem is appanehe theoretical conclusions
drawn by Anderson, et al. (2006) as they rely amstr@ining the measure-specific
factor loadings for the responses of four respotsdgam two firms to be equal
(pp-34-35). Comparison of measurement specifiditg@ationship level constructs in
this study relies on a theoretically non-existesristruct. One can further say that
provided the firms are small in size and that g#spondent chosen is the most
appropriate for the study that the issues of usimgmed indicators in regression
analysis is also not a concern.

Evidently examining dyads quantitatively is diffittEach firm comes to the business
relationship with a different purpose and may hawkfferent way of interacting to
achieve the strategic intent. This means modedidgad quantitatively requires a
dependent variable that encompasses the behavibothofirms, yet leaves each firm
free to pursue its own goals and way of acting (Weahd Rao 2004). To undertake
analysis of dyads requires two steps. First, tredimust be grouped according to
their different codes. Second, the dyad part offaysis, involves a comparison of
firms in dyads according to the way each relatignghcomposed of different pairs

of codes. This technique of analysis requires &déent variable that is at a
relationship level and preferably measures perfocegMedlin 2003Db).

Theoretical Framework

Inter-organizational relationships are found inieas complex forms (Ford et al.,
2002). Each inter-organizational relationship exhih certain level of conflict,
cooperation, collaborative and self interests siamdously (Bengtsson and Kock
1999; Medlin 2006; Young and Wilkinson 1997). Firam®perate simultaneously to
gain and expand economical benefits and resountele they “compete over the
means to do this and over the division of rewardsrasources” (Wilkinson and
Wiley 2000).

The complementary nature of business relationshiisn a firm’s portfolio can be
analysed according to the nature of interdependédganizations are interdependent
for sales, supplies, information, technology, depeient and access to other
companies in the surrounding network (Turnbulllef@96). Given the strategic
purposes of relationship portfolios and the intpefelency between firms we can see
that relationship must be composed of the follovsingstrategic imperatives (see
table 1). This schema is derived from two dimensidrhe first is a recognition of
business relationships as a means to access &timerces or customers (Hakansson
and Snehota 1995). The second is the geographicenaitthe market; whether local
or distant, which will influence the ease of intgran between the firms.

Table 1. Strategy focus
Resource dependency on the other firms
Stable suppliers with agreed terms and condition
Niche suppliers
Entry to local market
Entry to other market
Other contingent factors in each dyadic relasiop
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Necessarily, each firm in a dyad has complemerdizagegies to the partner firm.
Thus relationships are likely to be composed ofspai firms pursuing
complementary, but different, strategies. For eXamgmne firm will provide a

technical resource according to agreed termsr@gesty 2), and the other firm will be
dependent of continuing supply of that resourcatfi@tegy 1). In addition, we can see
combinations of strategies even by the one firm relationship. For example, the
supplying firm in the above example may also besping a strategy of entering a
local market (ie strategy 4), in addition to pramgla technical resource. However, in
all cases there will be a natural complementafitsti@tegies across the dyad so that
joint action occurs.

The firm and dyad framework applied in this stuslypased on an empirical model
that explains relationship performance. The cowrstraxplaining relationship
performance allow grouping of the firm managementesses according to whether
the code is substantially self or cooperative gde{Medlin 2003b; Medlin et al.
2005). The relationship performance construct aagteach firm’s understanding of
the joint performance of the two firms relativeetgpectations, allowing an analysis of
different behaviours of firms in relationships (Miag2003).

Since interaction takes place between at leasfitms, each firm may have its own
perspective and expectations of outcomes fromrtegadction. Similarly, each firm
involved in a relationship may have its set of gaald self and/or collective interests,
different from the other firm (Medlin 2006). Thanbaction between two firms
involves the use of each firm’s resources, withaime of achieving economic goals
or profits. These economic outcomes are explaiodxta firm’s self-interest,
resulting in long-term collaboration between then. Thus even though a joint
venture may involve inter-related activities, eficim may have a self-interest in the
collective outcomes. In contrast, a collective iegt is explained to be central to the
relationship, where each firm shares similar exgitemts and perspective of outcomes
from a relationship (Medlin et al. 2005).

The construct indicators in the empirical modeldetailed in appendix A. The model
in full is available in Medlin et al. (2005). Theodlel as examined in this paper is as
follows:

Relationship Performance = f (Economic goal, Tirespective, Commitment,
Trust).

M ethodology

A survey was conducted to study the portfolio ddétienships of a software
development company based in the United Arab Egsrdt/ AE). The study focuses
on strategic business partners from within the W&Rvell as multinational
organisations that have an interest in the UABribistors, agents, suppliers and
long-term clients (joint ventures only). Firms fragach side of the relationships
completed the survey.

The focus firm’s Managing Partner identified thetggating firms and the point of
contact in those firms, such as senior level mamagée and CEOs. Each respondent
was contacted introducing the nature of the stuiyesstablishing acceptance to



respond. Next, the link to a web-survey was passée participating firm’'s
managers via email, and the focus firm’s senioell@vanagement filled the
corresponding response. In total, 26 surveys wedtgnmed, representing 13 dyads.

The strategy focus of each firm was identified lhg tnanager of the focus firm, and
this was checked by the alternate partner manbigeragers were asked to attribute
any number of strategic foci.

Results

The research is based on quantitative approaclopeaiitionalises the relationship
performance construct (Aulakh et al. 1996; Holmalel996; Medlin 2003b; Medlin
2006). This involves three steps. First factor gsialto select indicators for
measurement of constructs. Each of the construassuni-dimensional with Kaiser-
Meyer-Olkin Measures of Sampling Adequacy rangiognf 0.599 to 0.830.
Aggregating indicator scores formed the measunesdoh construct (Li and
Calantone 1998). Anderson et al. (2006) argueaisoach leads to unknown
degrees of informant bias. However, our sampleistef small firms and small
departments whose informants were likely to fullglarstand the relationship and
firm level constructs we examined. In these casgsascale does not significantly
increase measurement error, especially when ctéa&es with respondent selection.

Next, step-wise regression analysis was condudtdtedull sample to find the
general model explaining firm perception of relasbip performance. This step
makes explicit the active constructs, which explaination in relationship
performance. The results indicated only ‘econonoialg] explained relationship
performancef=0.727, t=5.192, adjusted?#0.509). The non-significance of other
constructs is likely a result of the small samie sTo further our exploratory study
each construct was regressed separately againd¢peadent variable. Only ‘time
perspective’ was found to be significant (see tabl®).

Table 2: Independent Regression resultsfor Relationship Performance

Construct Standardised p T value
Economic goal 0.727 5.192
Time perspective 0.579 3.478

In a further exploratory step, the model of theu@irm was examined with a
stepwise regression (n=13). The result is relahignperformance is explained by
economic goalf=0.689, t=3.151) with adjustedR0.427. Thus, the focus firm’s
model has similar active constructs to the genarael.

The final step, where relationships are examinetiobally, was undertaken
gualitatively because of the low number of respomsleThis analysis involved
examining the symmetry and asymmetry of standadldis@struct scores.



Discussion

The results are discussed in three sections. Fuesportfolio of the focus firm is
examined according to strategy and importance df ealationship. Second, the
results of the regression analysis allow commettiafirm level on the main
constructs explaining relationship performancerd;ihe models across each dyad
are considered qualitatively. This allows commanttee effects of symmetry or
asymmetry on relationship performance.

Portfolio Analysis

Table three shows the strategic focus of eachisakttip in the focus firm’s portfolio.
The strategic focus is shown as in table one, waetess to resources and customers
is attributed to market entry. The focus firm haseloped relationships that secure
resources on the one hand (ie 1, 3, 5, 9, 12) emdde access to markets on the other
(ie 4, 7, 8, 13). Given the technological natur¢hef software industry in which the
focus firm participates this pattern is to be expédc

Table 3: Portfolio Analysis by Relationship

Dyad No. | Company Code Country Strategy focus Strategy importance
(as per table 1)

1 FocusFirm UAE 1,3 High
Other USA 4

2 FocusFirm UAE 2 Low
Other UAE 4

3 FocusFirm UAE 3,1 Medium
Other USA 4

4 FocusFirm UAE 5 Low
Other Italy 31

5 FocusFirm UAE 3,1 High
Other Canada 4

6 FocusFirm UAE 2,3 Medium
Other France 4

7 FocusFirm UAE 5 High
Other Kuwait 1

8 FocusFirm UAE 5 Low
Other India 3,1

9 FocusFirm UAE 1,3,6 High
Other UAE 3,1

10 FocusFirm UAE 6 Low
Other UAE 6

1 FocusFirm UAE 2,1 Medium
Other UAE 45

12 FocusFirm UAE 1,3,6 High
Other UAE 1,3

13 FocusFirm UAE 2,3,1,5 High
Other Egypt 4,5




Firm Management Model

When all firms are considered (ie both partiesacherelationship), the general view
is that ‘economic goals’ and ‘time perspective’ kxp variation on ‘relationship
performance’. A likely explanation for this obsetiea could be that relationships
between most firms analysed are very recent atigedirms themselves are too
young. It would appear that the portfolio of redaiships for the focus firm is still
developing and has not moved beyond the simpledtepeof being driven by
‘economic goals’.

Relationship Analysis

There is no method that allows quantitative assessif such a small number of
dyads, however qualitative results are examinahseth on the degree of similarity
between firm’s management models for RelationsleifdPmance. Dyads can be
composed as having symmetry or asymmetry on theasores for Relationship
Performance, as well as each of the active cortstr8tandardising the scores allows
for comparison of differences by dyad parties adicgy to a simple rule, where
asymmetry was considered as any difference grdear0.5. Positive values greater
than 1.0 represent strong relative strength angegabelow —1.0 represent low
relative strength. Values between —1.0 and 1.0 wensidered medium values
attribution on that construct. Each dyad was aitat to represent asymmetry or
symmetry on each active construct. Where the twbgsadisplayed symmetry of
perspective the further step was taken to attrithadevel of the construct as high,
medium or low (see table 4).

On the basis of table four, a dyadic analysis efriiationships within the focus

firm’s portfolio shows no clear pattern. There aggeto be an association between
the level of strategic importance of a relationsdmyl the ability of the focus firm to
match the partner firm’s attribution of relationstperformance, with three of six
matches compared to low strategic importance watb bf four. Dyad 11 is the only
relationship where there is a high level of agresnbetween the parties on all
constructs. There is a similarity of cultural baakgnds and low attribution on each
construct. Dyads 1 and 12 represent example ofenbath parties attribute high
relationship performance and the focus firm cornsidieese relationships to have high
strategic importance, and yet there is asymmetact¥e constructs.

Futureresearch

This study highlights again that asymmetry of pptiosis across business
relationships is the norm. Accepting the ‘two-codencept of business relationships
highlights the need for two kinds of future resbaférst, a deeper theoretical
understanding of the effects of combining two safgafirm codes in a relationship is
required. The constructs for this work are alrepigsent in the literature (cf Ford and
Hakansson 2006), and these need to be developlith Wit concept of ‘two codes’.
Second, the methods for analysis of quantitatieddiata require further elaboration.
Collecting dyad data is not enough; the data ctdtboeeds to reflect the nature of
joint and single firm outcomes, actions and inteoas. Further, a dependent variable
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is required that measures a relationship leveltcocis so that there is some basis for
theoretical analysis of two firms.

Table4: Symmetry and Asymmetry of Per spective Across Dyads

Relationship
Dyad | Strategic Company Performance | Time Perspective EcoGoal
No. [ Importance Code |Country |(Standardized)| (Standardized) (Standardized)
1 High FocusFirm| UAE | 0.73  Sym 1.00 Asym | 1.28  Asym
Other USA 1.12  High 0.39 0.53
> Low FocusFirm| UAE | -0.82 Asym | -146  Asym | -021  Sym
Other UAE 0.21 -0.02 -0.46 Med
3 Medium [ FocusFirm | UAE | -0.82 Asym | 1.00 Sym 1.28 Sym
Other USA 0.60 1.00 High 1.28 High
4 Low FocusFirm | UAE | -0.82 Asym | -0.64 Asym | -1.20 Asym
Other Italy 0.47 1.00 0.04
5 High FocusFirm | UAE | 0.47 sSym | 0.39 Sym | 0.04  Asym
Other | Canada| 0.47 Med 0.59 Med 0.66
6 Medium  |FocusFirm| UAE | -0.04 Sym | -0.64  Asym | 0.04  Asym
Other France | 0.47  Med 0.18 0.66
7 High FocusFirm | UAE | -0.17 Asym | 0.39 Asym | 0.04  Sym
Other Kuwait | 0.47 -0.23 0.04 Med
8 Low FocusFirm | UAE | -0.82 Asym | -2.70 Asym | -0.70  Asym
Other India | -0.17 1.00 0.29
9 High FocusFirm | UAE 112 Asym | 1.00 Asym | 1.28  Asym
Other UAE -2.75 -2.29 -2.68
10 Low FocusFirm| UAE | 0.73 Asym | -0.85 Sym [ 0.41  Asym
Other UAE | -1.85 -0.23 Low -1.20
11 Medium [ FocusFirm| UAE | -0.82 Sym | -0.23 Sym | -1.20  Sym
Other UAE | -1.33 Low -0.23 Low -1.08 Low
12 High FocusFirm| UAE | 112 sSym | 1.00  Asym | 1.28  Asym
Other UAE 1.12  High | -0.44 -1.20
13 High FocusFirm | UAE 021 Asym [ 0.59 Sym 0.04  Asym
Other Egypt 1.12 0.39 Med 0.78
Key: Dyads are classified as Symmetric (i.e. Sym) where the difference on the scoreis 0.5 or less.
Symmetric dyads ar e classified as High, Medium, L ow according to distributionsin appendix A

The high degree of asymmetry found in this studs pbrtfolio of 13 relationships
points to the difficulties of explaining quantitzily the interaction between firms.
Future research should examine, within a dyad freonle the range of variables that
represent different relationship interaction moaled relate these to variables that
measure joint and single firm action. There is@gng body of quantitative
techniques for dyad analysis (Aurifeille and Med®06; Aurifeille and Medlin
2007), however care does need to be taken to nrathi&atwo firm code within the
analysis when the research focus shifts to the mlos&ract relationship level.
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Appendix A: Constructs, Sourcesand Indicators

CONSTRUCT Number SCALES
(source) of items

Economic goal 5 For each goal indicate its relative importancgdor firm’s overall strategy with regard tg

(Medlin et al 2005) the focus relationship: Profit, sales, sales growtharket share, * market share growth
(extremely important - not important)

Time Per spective 3 1. We believe that over the long term our relatigmsvith this partner will be profitable.

(Ganesan 1994) 2. Maintaining a long-term relationship with thigrmer is important to our firm.
3. This relationship is important to our firm'sutg.

Commitment 3 1. Our firm and the partner firm are very committectach other.

(Holm et al. 1996) 2. The partner firm is very committed to our firm.
3. The partner firm is willing to invest time andney in developing this relationship.
4. The partner firm appears more concerned witin tven outcomes in this relationship.

Trust 3 1. In this relationship the other party can be t¢edron to do what is right.

(Morgan and Hunt 2. The other party is truly sincere in their proesis

1994) 4. Our partner is perfectly credible.

Relationship 5 Relative to your firm’s expectations in the focnarket what has been the performance

performance the inter-firm relation on the following dimensionsofit, sales, sales growth, market

(Aulakh et al. 1997,
Holm et al. 1996)

share, market share growth. (extremely strongstrohg)

Source: Medlin et al (2005)
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