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Abstract 

Although recognizing that customers confronted with relational incidents instinctively use 

information about negative experiences to justify subsequent behaviors, few scholars have 

expressly investigated cognitive processes that model customers' behaviors following 

relational problems. This study examines the proposition that dealers' intentions following 

negative critical incidents are shaped by two cognitive processes (causal attributions and 

efficacy expectations) acting in a chronological sequence (expectations are formed after 

attributions are made). An industrial distribution context was chosen as an empirical ground 

for our study. Data was collected from 171 independent dealers associated with one focal 

manufacturer. The test of the research hypotheses involved a field survey and PLS path 

modeling procedures. Results demonstrate that supplier-efficacy expectations (perceived 

mastery and willingness to remedy relational problems) mediate the impact of causal 

attributions (perceived problem stability and supplier responsibility) on dealers' exit intention.  
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INTRODUCTION 

While marketers strive to deliver customer satisfaction and meet customer needs, failure and 

incidents are an inevitable part of all social systems and are thus predictable in every 

commercial relationship. However, relational problems do not necessarily result in 

relationship dissolution. The outcome of a given unsatisfactory event is mainly conditioned by 

the way participants respond to the problem, i.e. whether they contemplate restoration 

(constructive reaction) or disengagement (destructive reaction). Therefore, it is not surprising 

that extensive contributions were devoted to the analysis of dissatisfied customers' reactions. 

Research dedicated to customer complaining and redress seeking behaviors proposed a vast 

number of typologies regarding dissatisfaction responses and a wide range of determining 

variables related to factors such as individual (attitude, satisfaction,…), relationship (trust, 

commitment,…) or environmental (availability and quality of alternative partners,…). 

Although recognizing that customers confronted with relational incidents instinctively use 

information about the negative experience to justify subsequent behaviors, few scholars have 

expressly investigated the cognitive processes shaping customers' intentions and behaviors 

following relational incidents. 

Research devoted to the analysis of causal inferences represents a remarkable exception to 

this established fact. Contributions grounded on attribution theories suggest that when 

confronted with relational incidents, individuals first attempt to find an explanation for what 

happened by using attributions to gain understanding and assign blame. Within business 

relationships, attributions following negative critical incidents have been shown to influence 

customers' attitudes (satisfaction), emotions (anger, empathy…) and behaviors (complaining, 

word-of-mouth, exit, repurchase intentions…). These effects were demonstrated in service 

(Blodgett, Wakefield, & Barnes, 1995; Curren & Folkes, 2006; Folkes, 1984; Folkes, 

Koletsky, & Graham, 1987; Marsha L. Richins, 1983) as well as in industrial settings 
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(Author, 2009; Hibbard, Kumar, & Stern, 2001). Although these investigations brought 

valuable insights, the cognitive processes modeling customers' reactions following negative 

critical incidents are still unclear. For example, while psycho-sociologists emphasize the role 

of efficacy expectations, the potential impact of customers' assessments of probable 

successful remedy attracted very limited attention from marketing scholars. Despite 

Hirschman's (1970) seminal call that dissatisfied customers' reactions are partly conditioned 

by the perceived likelihood of success of each potential behavior, contributions investigating 

this possibility are extremely rare (for notable exceptions see: Blodgett, Granbois, & Walters, 

1993; Bolfing, 1989; Brown & Beltramini, 1989; Marsha L. Richins, 1983; M.L. Richins, 

1987; Singh, 1990b). 

According to these arguments, our research intends to investigate whether efficacy 

expectations influence dealers' reactions to relational incidents. More specifically, this paper 

analyses the potential mediating effect of supplier-efficacy expectations on the relationships 

between causal attributions and dealers' exit intention. 

The paper is structured as follows. After reviewing relevant literature concerning cognitive 

processes triggered by relational problems, a theoretical model is proposed. The 

methodological procedures used to assess the validity of the proposed framework are then 

presented and the following results examined. A discussion of research findings, 

contributions, and limitations concludes the paper. 

 

CONCEPTUAL FRAMEWORK 

Research devoted to the analysis of relational failure suggests that conflicts and incidents 

shaping relationship evolution trigger a set of cognitive reactions. In an important statement, 

Doherty (1981a, 1981b) argued that conflicts in close relationships prompt partners to engage 

in two separate processes. The first is concerned with the underlying source of conflict and 
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aims to delineate the root cause of the problematic situation. It elicits attributional work and 

involves determining why the conflict arose. The second process is associated with efficacy 

expectations and entails determining whether the conflict can be resolved. Doherty (1981a, 

1981b) went on to argue that both processes are powerful drivers of partners' behaviors and 

conflict outcomes. 

 

Causal Attributions 

Initially developed by Heider (1958), attribution theory addresses the processes by which 

individuals interpret or make sense of events by using causal inferences. Attribution theory is 

a theory about how people make causal explanations, about how they answer questions 

beginning with "why?" (Kelley, 1973). Though it was first introduced by social psychologists, 

attribution theory applies to a wide range of situations. It notably offers a tool particularly 

well suited to analyzing critical events and failures in marketing, since attribution work is 

more likely to occur when things are going badly (e.g. when a product fails, when a conflict 

breaks out). This tendency is suggested by prospect theory (Kahneman & Tversky, 1979), 

which postulates that people weigh negative experiences more heavily than positive ones. 

Relational incidents represent specific instances of such negative experiences and are thus 

especially prone to trigger attribution processes. 

Weiner's (1979) seminal work suggests that individuals form attributions along three 

dimensions: stability, locus of causality, and controllability. Stability refers to the extent to 

which the cause endures over time. It answers the question: will the cause vary over time? A 

stable cause is viewed as permanent and constant and is expected to persist or recur over time. 

An unstable cause, on the contrary, is perceived to be temporary or punctual and is expected 

to vary over time. Locus of causality is defined as whether the cause resides within or outside 

the actor. It answers the question: who or what caused the failure? In commercial 
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relationships, failures are attributed to internal causes when they are located in the customer 

himself and are external when attributed to someone or something else. In the later case, 

customers may attribute causality to their supplier or to environmental events. Finally, 

controllability refers to the degree to which the cause is perceived to be volitional or 

nonvolitional. It answers the question: was the (responsible) partner able to influence or 

prevent failure from occurring? A controllable cause is subject to volitional alteration by the 

partner; it involves choice in some way. An uncontrollable cause, on the other hand, is not 

under volitional control and is independent of the actor's choice. 

While this framework represents the most widely used conceptualization, it is acknowledged 

however that the three attribution dimensions are not necessarily distinct (Martinko & 

Thomson, 1998; Tsiros, Mittal, & Ross, 2004). Since people tend to view external causes as 

uncontrollable and internal ones as controllable, controllability and locus of causality are 

closely associated. The correlation of 0.94 between these two dimensions found by Folkes 

(1984) illustrates this phenomenon. As a result, Weiner (1986, 2000) himself concluded that 

the locus of causality and the controllability dimensions are not independent and that both 

enable individuals to determine responsibility, i.e. the extent to which an actor blames his 

partner for the outcome (the relational incident). 

 

Efficacy Expectations in Interpersonal Relationships 

The second cognitive process identified by Doherty (1981a, 1981b) consists of appraising the 

degree to which partners' actions may result in conflict resolution. This process entails an 

assessment of excepted efficacy and relies mainly on self-efficacy theory (Bandura, 1977). 

Self-efficacy expectations have been defined as "the conviction that one can successfully 

execute the behavior required to produced the outcomes" (Bandura, 1977, p. 193). Bandura 

proposed that cognitive representations of future outcomes provide individuals with 
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information generating positive or negative motivators of behavior. People who perceive 

themselves as effective in dealing with difficulties will anticipate positive outcomes and will 

in turn be motivated to devote the effort and persistence necessary in the face of obstacles. 

Those who doubt their efficacy will decrease their effort or give up (Bandura, 1977). One's 

sense of self-efficacy thus plays a major role in how people approach goals, tasks, and 

challenges. Efficacy beliefs represent powerful ingredients in individual motivation and 

behaviors. 

"Most courses of action are initially shaped in thought. People's beliefs in their 

efficacy influence the types of anticipatory scenarios they construct and rehearse. 

Those who have a sense of efficacy visualize success scenarios that provide 

positive guides and supports for performance. Those who doubt their efficacy 

visualize failure scenarios and dwell on the many things that can go wrong" 

(Bandura, 1993, p. 118). 

While self-efficacy theory was initially developed to explain personal motivation and 

behaviors, this framework is particularly well suited to the analysis of group dynamics. In this 

perspective a form of collective efficacy may appear. In the context of close relationships, 

collective efficacy is defined as "the individual's expectations for the couple or family as a 

group to engage in effective problem-solving activity" (Doherty, 1981b, p. 35). Bandura 

argues that collective efficacy perceptions shape group members behaviors. 

"The strength of groups […] lies partly in people's sense of collective efficacy that 

they can solve their problems and improve their lives through concerted efforts. 

Perceived collective efficacy will influence what people choose to do as a group, 

how much effort they put into it, and their staying power when group efforts fail to 

produce results" (Bandura, 1982, p. 143). 
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More recent contributions extended Bandura's (1977) self-efficacy framework by considering 

two-way perceptions. Recognizing that relationships are dyadic entities shaped by interactions 

between two active partners, Lent and Lopez (2002) proposed a tripartite system of efficacy 

beliefs. Their framework proposes three distinct forms of efficacy that may illuminate 

interpersonal functioning in close relationships: self-efficacy, other-efficacy, and relation-

inferred self-efficacy (RISE). Consistent with Bandura's (1977) seminal definition, self-

efficacy is described as an individual's belief about its own expected capabilities. As opposed 

to self-efficacy perceptions, other-efficacy is concerned with beliefs that people hold about 

the efficacy of their relationship partner (Lent & Lopez, 2002). Finally, relation-inferred self-

efficacy (RISE) was defined as "person B′s appraisal of how his or her 

capabilities are viewed by person A" (Lent & Lopez, 2002, p. 268). The three dimensions of 

efficacy are presented as having important implications for relationship evolution and 

maintenance. 

As a whole, existing contributions concerning efficacy expectations suggest that self as well 

as other-efficacy beliefs shape individuals' behaviors during conflict episodes and determine 

conflict outcomes. Specifically, the specific way group members evaluate their own and their 

partner's efficacies in dealing with obstacles are significant determinants of behaviors. 

 

Efficacy Expectations in Exchange Relationships 

To the best of our knowledge, no scholar has explicitly referred to efficacy expectations in the 

context of business relationships. However, a restricted set of studies investigated constructs 

related to the topic. The first reference can be attributed to Hirschman (1970) who suggested 

that choices made by dissatisfied customers between exit, voice, and loyalty are partly 

conditioned by the probability of success associated with each reaction. A customer will 

decide to remain loyal (loyalty) if he is confident in his own or his partner's ability to remedy 
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the problem. Likewise, he will choose to complain if he believes voice is likely to be 

successful. Otherwise, he will exit the relationship. Customers thus choose a particular 

behavioural reaction by comparing the probability of success associated with each potential 

option.  

While Hirschman's propositions are particularly fertile, they don't however contain any 

indication of the factors that shape success probability assessments. In other words, 

Hirschman proposes that the likelihood of success conditions dissatisfied customers behaviors 

but gives no information on the way customers evaluate this probability. 

An answer to this question is provided by marketing scholars interested in complaint 

behaviors (Blodgett et al., 1993; Bolfing, 1989; Brown & Beltramini, 1989; Marsha L. 

Richins, 1983; M.L. Richins, 1987; Singh, 1990b). Their research suggests that customers' 

evaluations are predominately based on an anticipation of their supplier's excepted behavior 

(i.e. other-efficacy beliefs). More precisely, the perceived structure of the redress environment 

represents the most significant ingredient in customers' appraisals (Granbois, Summers, & 

Frazier, 1977).  

Redress environment determines the probability of remedy associated with each reaction and 

refers essentially to perceptions concerning supplier responsiveness. Redress environment has 

been shown to encompass two dimensions (Bolfing, 1989; Marsha L. Richins, 1983). The 

first component refers to perceived supplier mastery concerning problem resolution. Supplier 

mastery answers the question: is my supplier capable of resolving my problem? It relates to 

perceived supplier abilities to resolve and find satisfactory solutions to given problems. 

Mainly conditioned by previous incident outcomes, perceived supplier mastery is associated 

with technical know-how, expertise and professionalism. The second dimension of redress 

environment is concerned with perceived supplier willingness to resolve incidents. This 

component answers the question: is my supplier motivated to resolve my problem? Compared 
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to supplier mastery, supplier willingness refers essentially to expected supplier attitude, 

implication, and motivation toward problem resolution. It is also associated with the way a 

supplier treats its customers during incidents handling processes. A supplier may display 

varying degrees of implication, goodwill, benevolence, regard, and understanding toward 

dissatisfied customers. As a whole, past contributions suggest that customers assess the 

likelihood of the success of their reactions on the basis of supplier mastery and willingness 

regarding problem handling and resolution. 

 

THEORETICAL MODEL AND RESEARCH HYPOTHESES 

When conflicts or major incidents arise in relationships, two cognitive processes are activated 

enabling individuals to determine the source of the event (causal attributions) and anticipate 

the likelihood of problem solving (efficacy expectations). These two processes, argues 

Doherty (1981a, 1981b), act in a sequential manner; the answer to the attributional question 

being hypothesized to influence efficacy beliefs. In turn, attribution and efficacy expectation 

processes provide complementary information to predict partners' intentions and behaviors. 

Consistent with this attribution-efficacy-behavior conceptualization, we propose that 

attributions determine dealers' efficacy expectations and subsequent exit intention. In other 

words, we hypothesize that efficacy expectations (perceived supplier mastery and willingness 

regarding problem solving) mediates the impact of causal attributions (perceived problem 

stability and supplier responsibility) on dealers' exit intention following negative critical 

incidents (see figure 1).  

This hypothesis stands on the argument that knowing the cause of an event provides 

individuals with the required information needed to assess their potential ability to cope with 

the problem. "This relationship between attributions and efficacy follows from the 

fundamental tenet of attribution theory that attributing effects to causes helps to make the 
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world more predictable and potentially controllable" (Frank D. Fincham, Harold, & Gano-

Philips, 2000). 

 

Figure 1. A Proposed Attribution-Efficacy Model 

 

 

 

Drivers of efficacy expectations 

In line with Doherty's (1981a, 1981b) suggestions, the proposed model postulates that the 

effect of attributions on dealers' intentions is mediated by efficacy expectations. 

Consequently, we hypothesize that efficacy expectations (perceived supplier mastery and 

willingness) are shaped by the two dimensions of causal attributions (perceived problem 

stability and supplier responsibility).  

Problem stability refers to the temporal extent of relational incidents. It is associated with 

problem persistence and recurrence. Stable causes are expected to persist or recur over time 

(Weiner, 2000). Our framework postulates that problem stability is negatively associated with 

efficacy expectations (supplier mastery and willingness). Since stable causes are expected to 

reappear in the future, an individual ascribing an event to a stable cause is convinced that no 
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immediate solution can be found, that neither he nor his partner can solve the actual problem. 

Based on this argument, efficacy expectations have been shown to be low when a conflict is 

attributed to stable causes (Doherty, 1981a, 1981b; Franck D. Fincham & Bradbury, 1987). 

Our model postulates that the same effect applies to exchange relationships. We propose that 

when incidents are seen to be stable, customers are likely to perceive their supplier as unable 

to solve the problem. Concluding that the problem will persist or recur over time, they assess 

supplier mastery in negative terms. Consequently, increased problem stability results in 

decreased perceived supplier mastery. According to this argument, we postulate the 

following: 

H1:  Problem stability is negatively associated with perceived supplier 

mastery 

At the same time, we propose that problem stability determines perceived supplier willingness 

to remedy relational incidents. Customers perceiving the cause to be stable expect similar 

problems to occur in the future. One consequence of such attributions is directly related to the 

willingness dimension of efficacy expectations. When customers attribute problems to stable 

causes, they are likely to perceive their partner to be reluctant to seriously act upon the 

incident. In other words, since stable problems are expected to persist over time, they are 

likely to promote negative perceptions concerning the supplier's implication and motivation to 

remedy the problem (Blodgett et al., 1993). Supplier unwillingness to take the incident into 

account may thus be considered as an explanation for expected problem stability. In line with 

this proposition, we postulate an inverse relationship between problem stability and perceived 

supplier willingness to resolve the problem. 

H2:  Problem stability is negatively associated with perceived supplier 

willingness to remedy the problem. 
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Responsibility attributions are concerned with problem location and controllability. Supplier 

responsibility is defined as the extent to which dealers attribute failure to their exchange 

partner. A supplier is deemed responsible when customers believe that the cause was subject 

to volitional alteration, i.e. the supplier could have prevented the failure. As opposed to 

problem stability, supplier responsibility is postulated to have a mitigated impact on efficacy 

expectations.  

First, our model assumes that supplier responsibility is positively associated with the mastery 

dimension of efficacy expectations. Mastery expectations seem intrinsically and inextricably 

associated with responsibility attributions. Attribution theory suggests that when a person sees 

her or himself as the cause of the conflict, self-efficacy expectations are likely to be higher 

than when the cause is attributed to someone or something else (Doherty, 1981a, 1981b; 

Franck D. Fincham & Bradbury, 1987). By extension, one can hypothesize that attributing 

problems to the relationship partner will result in decreased self-efficacy expectations and 

increased other-efficacy beliefs. In other words, the one who caused the failure is in the best 

position to resolve it. Consequently, when dealers attribute failure to their partner, they then 

assume that their supplier will find a solution to his self-provoked problem. Conversely, 

attributing failure to external events exonerates supplier responsibility and legitimizes its 

inability to remedy the problem. Since the incident is seen to be independent from the 

supplier's actions, the customer has good reasons to think that its partner won't be able to find 

an appropriate solution to solve the problem. According to this proposition, we hypothesize a 

positive relationship between supplier responsibility and supplier mastery   

H3:  Supplier responsibility is positively associated with perceived supplier 

mastery. 

Second, our framework asserts that responsibility attributions influence customers' 

perceptions regarding supplier willingness to resolve relational incidents. Two theoretical 
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arguments may explain this assumption. The first conceptual explanation is based on the 

following reasoning: when customers attribute failure to their supplier, they hold their partner 

accountable for the problem. They thus come to believe that the cause was controllable by the 

supplier, and that he could have acted otherwise (i.e. avoided the first occurrence of the given 

incident). The perception that the incident should never have occurred in the first place will 

thus engender negative consequences on perceived supplier willingness to solve the problem 

(Blodgett et al., 1993). Since the supplier didn't take any action to avoid the problematic 

situation from occurring, there is no particular reason to think he will be more willing to act in 

the future. The second conceptual foundation rests on the hypothesis that responsibility 

attributions presuppose inferences regarding intentions. "The determination of responsibility 

in close relationships rests heavily on the inference of intent; in fact, a freely chosen action 

intended to bring about the outcome that then actually occurs comprise the quintessential act 

for which one can be held responsible" (Franck D. Fincham & Bradbury, 1987, p. 1108). In 

other words, responsibility attributions require one to see the failure as volitional and 

intentional. Customers ascribing problems to their supplier consider that their partner 

deliberately provoked the incident or, at least, had no intent of avoiding it. This conclusion 

will result in decreased perceived supplier willingness to resolve the problem. Based on the 

preceding propositions, we hypothesize the following: 

H4: Supplier responsibility is negatively associated with perceived supplier 

willingness to resolve the problem. 

 

Consequences of efficacy expectations 

According to Doherty's (1981a, 1981b) seminal model, our framework assumes that efficacy 

expectations act as mediating variables between causal attributions and dealers' intentions. We 

thus postulate that efficacy expectations directly determine dealers' exit intentions following 
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relational incidents. As a whole, this conjecture may be justified in light of Bandura's (1977, 

1982, 1993) self-efficacy paradigm. This author suggests that "efficacy expectations 

determine how much effort people will expend and how long they will persist in the face of 

obstacles and aversive experiences" (Bandura, 1977, p. 194). Efficacy expectations are thus 

hypothesized to determine both initiation and persistence of coping behaviors (Bandura, 1977; 

Doherty, 1981a, 1981b; Franck D. Fincham & Bradbury, 1987). Marketing research dedicated 

to this phenomenon also provides empirical evidence of the impact of efficacy beliefs on 

customers' behaviors (Bolfing, 1989; Granbois et al., 1977; Marsha L. Richins, 1983). Based 

on these findings, we propose that efficacy expectations (perceived supplier mastery and 

willingness) influence dealers' intentions following relational failure. 

As previously mentioned, supplier mastery refers to perceived supplier abilities to resolve 

given problems. Our framework postulates that perceived supplier mastery promotes 

constructive behaviors and discourages destructive ones. The underlying reasoning supporting 

this assumption can be expressed as follows: customers perceiving their supplier as unable to 

remedy the problem will be inclined to look for alternative solutions and will thus 

contemplate exit. Conversely, constructive reactions, such as voice or loyalty, will be 

preferred if supplier mastery expectations are high, i.e. if the supplier is seen to be able to find 

a satisfactory solution. Past contributions empirically demonstrated this tendency. For 

example, Whitey and Cooper (1989) confirmed that optimistic individuals (i.e. those who 

perceive a high possibility of improvement) are more likely to use voice or loyalty rather than 

exit or neglect. Marketing literature also gives evidence that dissatisfied customers who 

perceive a high likelihood of complaining success are apt to complain (Day & Landon, 1976; 

Granbois et al., 1977; Ping, 1993; Marsha L. Richins, 1983; M.L. Richins, 1987; Singh, 

1990b) and stay loyal (Blodgett et al., 1993). Those who perceive the probability of success to 

be low are instead likely to exit or neglect the relationship (Singh, 1990a). According to these 
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conclusions, we postulate that supplier mastery is negatively associated with dealers' exit 

intention. 

H5:  Supplier mastery is negatively associated with exit intention. 

Compared to the mastery component of efficacy expectations, supplier willingness is 

concerned with perceived supplier attitude. It refers to the partner's implication and 

motivation toward problems solving. A supplier displaying expressions of concern and regard 

toward its dealers and showing goodwill toward problem-solving activities will manifest 

explicit evidence of this willingness to remedy the problem. This, in turn, will promote 

collaborative behaviors. Previous findings indirectly give credence to the validity of this 

argument. They, in fact, show that how dissatisfied individuals react to failure is partly 

determined by the costs associated with behavioral reactions, i.e. the costs of responses 

(Withey & Cooper, 1989). Each reaction, argue Withey and Cooper (1989), incurs costs 

stemming directly from time and efforts associated with each alternative. In business 

relationships, these costs are at least partly determined by supplier-related factors associated 

with displayed implication or willingness to remedy given incidents. For example, prior 

contributions demonstrate that perceived difficulty in making complaints (i.e. voice costs) is 

negatively associated with voice (Jacoby & Jaccard, 1981; Marsha L. Richins, 1983; Withey 

& Cooper, 1989) and is positively related to exit, loyalty, and neglect (Withey & Cooper, 

1989). Based on the preceding arguments, we propose that supplier willingness to remedy the 

problem is inversely associated with dealers' exit intentions. 

H6:  Supplier willingness is negatively associated with exit intention. 

 

RESEARCH METHOD 

The test of research hypotheses involved a field survey and structural equation modeling to 

determine the validity of the path model presented in figure 1. An industrial distribution 
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context was chosen to empirically test the research hypothesis. The relationships between a 

manufacturer of industrial materials (called FabIndus for confidentiality reasons) and its 

retailers operating in the French automotive and industrial markets were studied. Dealers were 

asked to refer to a recent (12 months at the most) negative critical incident encountered with 

FabIndus and to describe their subsequent behaviors. In addition, respondents were invited to 

evaluate efficacy expectations and the two dimensions of causal attributions. 

  

Sample design 

The sampling frame was an exhaustive list of the 775 independent dealers affiliated with 

FabIndus for the departments concerned by our study.  Key informants (Campbell, 1955; 

Seidler, 1974) were carefully selected through a telephone identification process.  An email 

was then sent to each informant. Of the 775 potential targets, 400 were ultimately reached and 

invited to answer the web survey. 171 usable questionnaires were electronically returned, for 

a response rate of 42.75 percent. Table 1 profiles sample characteristics. 

Table 1. Profile of Sample Characteristics 

Function  Frequency  Department Frequency 

Buyer 79  Industry 105 

Salesperson 41  Automotive 59 

Owner/president 45  Not reported 7 

Not reported 6  Total 171 

Total 171    

Firm Size (Number of Employees) Frequency  Years with FabIndus Frequency 

1 – 10 28  < 5 16 

11 – 50 65  5 – 14 38 

51 – 250 53  15 – 24 58 

> 250 19  > 25 49 

Not reported 6  Not reported 10 

Total 171  Total 171 

Reported Last Year's Sales 

 (Thousands Euros)  
Frequency 

 Percentage of FabIndus in 

Retailer's Sales  
Frequency 

0 – 499 16  < 5 % 81 

500 – 999 13  5 – 14 % 36 

1,000 – 1,499 7  15 – 24 % 17 

1,500 – 4,999 46  25 – 34 % 4 

5,000 – 9,999 28  35 – 44 % 3 

> 10,000  54  > 45 % 12 

Not reported 7  Not reported 18 

Total 171  Total 171 
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Measures 

All the constructs used in this research were based on prior contributions and measured using 

multiple-items likert scales. Appendix 1details the final items used in this study. 

Problem stability refers to the extent to which the cause endures over time (Weiner, 1979). It 

includes both problem duration (i.e. incident temporal extent) and problem recurrence (i.e. 

incident repetition). The measurement of problem stability was based on the four-items scale 

developed by Hess, Ganesan and Klein (2003) which integrates the two components of 

problem stability.  

Supplier responsibility, the extent to which a customer holds its partner responsible for the 

relational incident, was measured using a modification of an existing scale developed by 

Grégoire and Fisher (2006). These authors used three items to cover problem controllability, 

supplier accountability and blame. 

Supplier mastery refers to perceived supplier ability to remedy relational incidents. It was 

measured with a three-items scale developed by Singh (1990b). Since this instrument was 

implemented in business-to-consumer settings, minor adjustments were required. Some items 

were thus modified to fit the industrial context of our research. 

Supplier willingness is concerned with perceived supplier attitude, implication, and 

motivation to remedy relational problems. Noordewier, John and Nevin's (1990) instrument 

was used to operationalize this concept since the four items fit the conceptual definition 

adopted in this research. 

Given that the present study investigated ongoing relationships, intent to exit rather than 

actual behavior was measured. Exit intention, defined as the propensity to physically leave the 

relationship or the degree of disinclination to continue the relationship with the supplier, was 

operationalized using four items borrowed from Ping (1993). 
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Model estimation 

The structural equation model presented in figure 1 was specified and estimated using the 

partial least square (PLS) procedure available in SmartPLS software. PLS is a non-parametric 

estimation procedure (Chin, 1998; Lohmöller, 1984; 1966, 1973, 1975, 1982) that can 

accommodate small samples and avoids some of the restrictive assumptions imposed by 

maximum likelihood estimation. Resampling procedures were used to evaluate statistical 

significance of parameters and model fit. Bootstrap technique was adopted with 200 

replications to get "reasonable standard error estimates" (Tenenhaus, Esposito Vinzia, 

Chatelin, & Lauro, 2005). 

 

ANALYSIS AND RESULTS 

Although PLS technique does not allow for a two-step estimation procedure (Anderson & 

Gerbing, 1988), evaluating a PLS path model consists of assessing the quality of the 

measurement model, of the structural model and of each structural regression equation. 

 

Measurement model 

Exploratory factor analysis was first used to evaluate the psychometric properties of each 

construct of the study. A principal component analysis was implemented to define the 

underlying structure among the variables in the analysis and to validate their 

unidimensionality (Hair, Black, Babin, Anderson, & Tatham, 2006). This procedure 

suggested the elimination of one item (Stab4) due to non-significant loading (< 0.50). After 

deletion, all constructs present acceptable results (first eigenvalue larger than one; factor 

loadings larger than 0.50) and are measured by at least three indicators. The refined model 

was then estimated using the PLS procedure. Results are detailed in table 2. 
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Table 2. Psychometric Properties of the Measurement Model 

Items 
Original 

Sample 

Bootstrap 

Sample 

Standard 

Error 
t-value p-value α ρvc AVE 

Problem Stability 
     

0.92 0.95 0.87 

Stab1 0.93 0.93 0.01 81.76 0.00    

Stab2 0.96 0.96 0.01 132.18 0.00 

Stab3 0.90 0.90 0.02 57.60 0.00 

Supplier Responsibility 
     

0.88 0.92 0.80 

Resp1 0.92 0.92 0.02 46.65 0.00    

Resp2 0.92 0.91 0.03 34.09 0.00 

Resp3 0.84 0.84 0.05 18.12 0.00 

Supplier Mastery 
     

0.87 0.92 0.80 

S_Mast1 0.86 0.85 0.04 21.11 0.00    

S_Mast2 0.92 0.92 0.02 54.22 0.00 

S_Mast3 0.90 0.90 0.02 48.24 0.00 

Supplier Willingness 
     

0.85 0.90 0.69 

S_Will1 0.81 0.80 0.03 24.20 0.00    

S_Will2 0.91 0.91 0.01 67.95 0.00 

S_Will3 0.89 0.89 0.02 39.96 0.00 

S_Will4 0.70 0.69 0.06 12.15 0.00 

Exit Intention 
     

0.95 0.96 0.87 

Exit1 0.93 0.93 0.01 63.28 0.00    

Exit2 0.95 0.95 0.01 97.96 0.00 

Exit3 0.94 0.93 0.01 83.72 0.00 

Exit4 0.91 0.92 0.01 68.09 0.00 

 

Construct reliability was evaluated on the basis of two main indices: Cronbach's alpha and 

composite reliability coefficients. A value of 0.70 or higher indicates construct reliability.  

Reliability of the constructs is confirmed as the Cronbach's alpha and composite reliability 

scores are well above the 0.70 threshold. 

Establishing convergent validity requires the analysis of different indicators. At a minimum, 

all factor loadings should be significant (t > 1.96) and standardized loadings estimates should 

be 0.70 or higher (Anderson & Gerbing, 1988). Table 2 details factor loadings, mean and 

standard deviation of each indicator. All items present satisfying results, since factor loading 

estimates are significant and above the 0.70 threshold. A complementary test for assessing 

convergent validity is to evaluate the average variance in manifest variables extracted by 
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constructs (AVE). An AVE coefficient of 0.50 or higher suggests adequate convergence 

(Fornell & Larcker, 1981). The results presented in table 2 establish convergent validity. 

In PLS path modeling, two measures of discriminant validity have been put forward. The 

most commonly used method for assessing discriminant validity relies on the Fornell-Larcker 

criterion (Fornell & Larcker, 1981) which assesses discriminant validity on the construct 

level. Based on this coefficient, discriminant validity is ascertained if a latent variable shares 

more variance with its assigned indicators than with other latent variables. In statistical terms, 

this test compares the variance-extracted percentages for any two constructs with the squared 

correlation estimate between these two constructs. Results presented in table 3 demonstrate 

discriminant validity, since all diagonal elements (AVE coefficients) are greater than the non-

diagonal elements in the corresponding rows and columns. 

 

Table 3. Constructs Mean, Standard Deviation, AVE, Correlations, and Square Correlations 

Constructs 1 2 3 4 5 

Mean 2.84 4.02 3.36 2.63 2.41 

Standard Deviation 1.22 0.86 1.02 1.06 1.26 

 
   

  
1. Problem Stability 0.87 0.06 0.24 0.27 0.17 

2. Supplier Responsibility 0.24 0.80 0.00 0.10 0.06 

3. Supplier Mastery -0.49 -0.05 0.80 0.19 0.18 

4. Supplier Willingness -0.52 -0.32 0.44 0.69 0.22 

5. Exit 0.41 0.25 -0.42 -0.47 0.87 

Note: Bold numbers on the diagonal show the AVE scores for each construct. Numbers 

below the diagonal represent construct correlations. Numbers above the diagonal are the 

square correlations estimates. 

 

The second criterion for establishing discriminant validity examines cross-loadings and 

provides an assessment of discriminant validity on the indicator level. This criterion suggests 

that discriminant validity is confirmed if the loadings of each indicator are greater than all of 

its cross-loadings (Chin, 1998). Appendix 2 details indicator cross-loadings and confirms 

discriminant validity of each construct used in this study. 
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Structural model 

Since PLS path modeling does not report any kind of fit indices, the validation of a structural 

path model is based on prediction-oriented measures (Chin, 1998). A PLS structural model is 

mainly evaluated by the coefficient of determination (R
2
) of endogenous variables, the GoF 

index, and predictive relevance (estimated using the Stone-Geisser's Q
2
). Table 4 details the 

coefficients used to evaluate the quality of our model. 

 

Table 4. R², Communality, Redundancy, and GoF Indices 

Constructs R
2
 Communality H

2a
 Redundancy

b
 F

2c
 GoF

d
 

Problem Stability - 0.87 0.87 - - - 

Supplier Responsibility - 0.80 0.80 - - - 

Supplier Mastery 0.25 0.80 0.80 0.20 0.20 - 

Supplier Willingness 0.31 0.69 0.69 0.21 0.21 - 

Exit Intention 0.28 0.87 0.87 0.24 0.24 - 

Average 0.28 0.81 0.81 0.22 0.22 0.47 

Notes: 

 

a. H
2
 = cross-validated communality index 

b. Redundancy = R
2
 x Communality 

c. F
2
 = cross-validated redundancy index 

d. GoF index = [(average communality) x (average R
2
)] 

 

The first coefficient for assessing a PLS path model is the coefficient of determination (R
2
). It 

was computed for each endogenous variable as well as for the model globally. Chin (1998b) 

described R
2
 values of 0.67, 0.33, and 0.19 in PLS path models as substantial, moderate, and 

weak, respectively. The average variance explained by our model (average R
2
) is 0.28, which 

is, based on Chin's propositions, a moderate value. Redundancy coefficients confirm these 

results. 

Another assessment of the structural model focuses on the model's ability to predict. The 

predominant measure used is the Stone-Geisser's Q
2
 which is computed using blindfolding 

procedures. Blindfolding is a cross-validation method that enables evaluation of the predictive 

relevance of the model. It is used to obtain the cross-validated communality (H
2
) and cross-

validated redundancy (F
2
) indices. Cv-communality measures the capacity of the model to 
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predict the manifest variables directly from their own latent variables (Tenenhaus et al., 

2005). It assesses the quality of the measurement model for each block. On the other hand, cv-

redundancy measures the capacity of the model to predict the endogenous manifest variables 

indirectly from their own latent variables using the related structural relations (Tenenhaus et 

al., 2005). This index is a measure of the quality of each structural equation. Cross-validated 

values above zero give evidence that the observed values are well-reconstructed and that the 

model has predictive relevance (Fornell & Cha, 1994; Wold, 1982). The blindfolding results 

presented in table 4 all meet this requirement. 

Although PLS path modeling lacks an index that can provide a global validation of the model 

fit, as it is the case with maximum likelihood estimation, an operational solution has been 

proposed to overcome this problem. A global criterion of goodness-of-fit (GoF) can be 

computed as the geometric mean of the average communality (or AVE) and the average R
2
 

(Tenenhaus et al., 2005). In a recent paper, Wetzels, Odekerken-Schröder, and Van Oppen 

(2009) proposed a cut-off value for assessing this GoF index. By substituting the minimum 

average AVE of 0.50 (Fornell & Larcker, 1981) and the effect sizes for R
2
 (Cohen, 1988) in 

the equation defining GoF, these authors suggested guidelines for validating PLS models 

globally. They conclude that GoF values of 0.1, 0.25, and 0.36 are respectively indicative of 

weak, moderate, and substantial performances. Our model presented a GoF value of 0.48, 

which allows us to conclude that our framework performs well compared to the baseline 

values defined above. Even if we refer to more stringent thresholds of 0.31, 0.41, and 0.58 

based on the R
2
 values defined by Chin (1998), our model still demonstrates acceptable fit. 

 

Hypotheses validity 

As a whole, results presented in table 5 show strong support for our theoretical model. All but 

one hypotheses were confirmed by the bootstrap simulation. 
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Table 5. Parameter Estimation of the Theoretical Model 

Hypotheses 
Original 

Sample 

Bootstrap 

Sample 

Standard 

Error 
t-value p-value 

H1 Problem Stability - Supplier Mastery -0.51 -0.52 0.06 8.38 0.00 

H2 Problem Stability - Supplier Willingness -0.47 -0.46 0.07 7.01 0.00 

H3 Supplier Responsibility + Supplier Mastery 0.08 0.07 0.06 1.17 0.24 

H4 Supplier Responsibility - Supplier Willingness -0.21 -0.23 0.08 2.82 0.01 

H5 Supplier Mastery - Exit Intention -0.26 -0.27 0.10 2.75 0.01 

H6 Supplier Willingness - Exit Intention -0.35 -0.36 0.08 4.41 0.00 

 

H1 is confirmed. As predicted, perceived problem stability is negatively associated with 

perceived supplier mastery regarding problem solving (  = -0.51). As problem stability 

increases, perceived supplier mastery decreases. 

H2 is confirmed. As postulated, results demonstrate a negative association between problem 

stability and perceived supplier willingness to remedy the problem (  = -0.46). As problem 

stability increases, perceived supplier willingness decreases. 

H3 is rejected. No significant correlation was found between perceived supplier responsibility 

and perceived supplier mastery ( = 0.08).  

H4 is confirmed. As postulated, perceived supplier responsibility has a negative impact on 

perceived supplier willingness to remedy the problem ( = -0.21). As supplier responsibility 

increases, perceived supplier willingness to remedy the problem decreases. 

H5 is confirmed. As predicted, perceived supplier mastery inhibits exit intentions (  = -0.26). 

As perceived supplier mastery increases, dealers are less likely to contemplate exit following 

relational incidents. 

H6 is validated. Consistent with our hypothesis, perceived supplier willingness to remedy the 

problem motivates is negatively associated with exit intention (  = -0.35). As perceived 

supplier willingness increases, dealers are less likely to contemplate exit following relational 

incidents. 
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Assessing the mediating role of efficacy expectations 

The most widely used procedure for assessing mediation has been proposed by Baron and 

Kenny (1986). According to their recommendations, the initial theoretical model was first 

compared to a non-mediated model (model 2), in which efficacy expectation dimensions were 

excluded. Results of this second model are detailed in table 6. 

 

Table 6. R², Communality, Redundancy, and GoF Indices of Model 2 

Constructs R² Communality H² Redundancy F² GoF 

Problem Stability - 0.87 0.87 -  - 

Supplier Responsibility - 0.80 0.80 -  - 

Exit Intention 0.19 0.87 0.87 0.16 0.17 - 

Average 0.19 0.85 0.85 0.16 0.17 0.40 

 

Compared with our initial theoretical model, the non-mediated framework showed weaker 

performances. Excluding efficacy expectation components resulted in a drop of average R² 

(from 0.28 to 0.19), redundancy (from 0.22 to 0.14), and GoF (from 0.47 to 0.40) indices. 

These results suggest that Model 2 has a lower quality of both measurement and prediction. 

Our initial model was then compared with a saturated model (Model 3) in which all possible 

causal paths were included. Results for this saturated model are presented in table 7. 

 

Table 7. R², Communality, Redundancy, and GoF Indices of Model 3 

Constructs R² Communality H² Redundancy F² GoF 

Problem Stability - 0.87 0.87 -  - 

Supplier Responsibility - 0.80 0.80 -  - 

Supplier Mastery 0.25 0.80 0.80 0.20 0.20 - 

Supplier Willingness 0.31 0.69 0.69 0.21 0.21 - 

Exit Intention 0.30 0.87 0.87 0.26 0.26 - 

Average 0.25 0.81 0.81 0.23 0.23 0.48 

 

Compared with our initial model, the saturated model presents higher predictive relevance and 

better fit. As presented in table 7, Model 3 demonstrates larger average R² (0.28 vs. 0.25), 
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redundancy (0.23 vs. 0.22) and GoF (0.48 vs. 0.47) indices. Thus, Model 3 shows a relatively 

better quality in terms of both measurement and prediction. This result is essentially due to 

the saturated nature of this model which includes, as previously suggested, all possible direct 

and indirect paths between constructs. It is thus not surprising to get such results. 

 

Starting from the preceding results, the mediating effect of efficacy expectations was 

evaluated. According to Baron and Kenny's (1986) propositions, four conditions must be 

satisfied to establish mediation. 

The first step consists of establishing that there actually is an effect that may be mediated. 

This condition requires demonstrating that the exogenous variables (causal attributions) have 

significant impacts on the outcomes (exit intention). Results for the non-mediated model 

(Model 2) are presented in table 8.  

 

Table 8. Direct Effects of Causal Attributions on Dealer Exit Intention 

Path from… 
To… 

Original 

Sample 

Bootstrap 

Sample 

Standard 

Error 
t-value p-value 

Problem Stability Exit 

Intention 

0.37 0.38 0.07 5.25 0.00 

Supplier Responsibility 0.16 0.16 0.07 2.38 0.02 

 

Results demonstrate that both problem stability and supplier responsibility are significantly 

associated with the endogenous variable (exit intention).  

 

The second step entails demonstrating that the exogenous variables (causal attributions) are 

correlated with the hypothesized mediating variables (efficacy expectations). To assess this 

condition, results for the saturated model (Model 3) are presented. 
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Table 9. Direct Effects of Causal Attributions on Efficacy Expectations  

Path from… To… 
Original 

Sample 

Bootstrap 

Sample 

Standard 

Error 
t-value p-value 

Problem 

Stability 

Supplier Mastery -0.51 -0.51 0.07 7.63 0.00 

Supplier Willingness -0.47 -0.46 0.07 7.11 0.00 

Supplier 

Responsibility 

Supplier Mastery 0.07 0.07 0.07 1.06 0.29 

Supplier Willingness -0.21 -0.22 0.07 3.06 0.00 

 

As indicated in table 9, problem stability is significantly associated with the two components 

of efficacy expectations, i.e. supplier mastery (  = -0.51) and supplier willingness (  = -0.47). 

Conversely, supplier responsibility is only related to supplier willingness (  = -0.21); it has no 

impact on supplier mastery. As a result, supplier mastery does not mediate the path from 

supplier responsibility to exit intention. 

In the same vein, the third step requires one to show that the hypothesized mediating variables 

(efficacy expectations) affect the outcome variable (exit intention). To that purpose, results 

for the initial model are mobilized. They demonstrated that both supplier mastery and supplier 

willingness are significantly associated with exit intention.  

Finally, in the last step, the nature of mediation may be evaluated. Full mediation will be 

validated if including the hypothesized mediating variables results in a non-significant 

relation between exogenous and endogenous variables; otherwise partial mediation is 

indicated. Table 10 compares results for the non-mediated and the saturated models.  

 

Table 10. The Mediating Role of Efficacy Expectations 

Path from… To… 

Non-Mediated Model Saturated Model 
Nature of 

Mediation Original 

Sample 
t-value p-value 

Original 

Sample 
t-value 

p-

value 

Problem Stability Exit 

Intention 

0.37 5.25 0.00 0.13 1.48 0.14 Full 

Supplier Responsibility 0.16 2.38 0.02 0.12 1.06 0.13 Full 
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As a whole, results demonstrate that efficacy expectations fully mediate the impact of 

problem stability and supplier responsibility on exit intention.  

 

DISCUSSION 

The major intent of the present research was to explore the role of expected supplier efficacy 

regarding relational problem handling. More specifically, our goals were (1) to assess the 

hypothesized transposability of Doherty's (1981a, 1981b) attribution-efficacy framework to 

business relationships and (2) to evaluate the potential mediating role of efficacy expectations 

on the relation between attributions and dealers' exit intention. Taken as a whole, the results 

presented in this paper thus provide valuable insights into the drivers and consequences of 

efficacy expectations following negative critical incidents. 

Our findings first give credence to the validity of Doherty's (1981a, 1981b) model in 

business-to-business settings. The two proposed cognitive processes (causal inference and 

efficacy assessment) impact dealers' intentions in a sequential manner. After ascribing 

incidents to stable or unstable causes and assessing the degree of responsibility of their 

exchange partner, customers engage in an evaluation of supplier efficacy and willingness to 

remedy the problem, which, in turn, condition their behavioral intentions. Cognitive processes 

are thus powerful drivers of relational incidents outcomes. 

Our results also demonstrate that efficacy expectations fully mediate the impact of causal 

attributions on dealers' exit intention. The answer to the attributional question triggers the 

efficacy question, which in turn shapes dealers' intentions following relational incidents. 

The non-significant association found between supplier responsibility and supplier mastery 

deserve however further explanation. In line with social psychology research findings, our 

framework postulated a positive relation between these two variables. Starting from prior 

contributions, we proposed that self-efficacy expectations are higher when an individual 
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makes internal attributions than when he ascribes the problem to external causes. 

Consequently, we assumed that blaming the exchange partner for the incident will result in 

decreased self-efficacy expectations and increased partner-efficacy beliefs. Our results 

however demonstrate that perceived supplier responsibility has no impact on supplier mastery 

expectations. One explanation to this surprising finding can be put forward.  It seems quite 

legitimate to suggest that other-mastery expectations are independent of the problem's 

location or controllability. In fact, one can argue that supplier mastery expectations are 

formed on the basis of previous problem outcomes independent of their origin. In this 

perspective, a supplier may be perceived as able or unable to remedy relational incidents 

whatever their source and the degree to which they were controllable. 

 

CONTRIBUTIONS 

Theoretical contributions 

In an important statement, Fincham et al. (Frank D. Fincham et al., 2000) suggested that once 

the cause of a relational incident is determined, attention may be devoted to assessing the 

probability of successful redress and then executing behaviors that will address the cause and 

lead to more desirable outcomes. The general purpose of this paper was to investigate the 

validity of this proposition in business-to-business relationships. Based on Doherty's (1981a, 

1981b) seminal work, our research investigated whether and how efficacy expectations shape 

dealers' intentions following negative critical incidents. 

As a whole, the conclusions of the present study confirm the validity of the attribution-

efficacy framework in the context of interfirm partnerships. Both attributions and efficacy 

expectations determine dealers' intentions following relational problems. These two cognitive 

processes act in a chronological sequence with efficacy expectations being formed after 
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attributional conclusions are reached. This research thus demonstrates that efficacy 

expectations mediate the impact of causal inferences on customers' exit intention. 

This paper also contributes to existing marketing knowledge by proposing a comprehensive 

outlook on efficacy expectation components. Efficacy expectations are formed along two 

dimensions referring to supplier mastery and willingness to remedy the problem. In turn, these 

two dimensions have a specific impact on customers' intentions following negative critical 

incidents. 

Our research extends marketing knowledge by considering the supplier-related antecedents to 

customers' reactions to relational incidents. Although recognizing the dyadic nature of 

business relationships, few contributions explicitly considered the "supplier's side" of such 

relationships. Based on this observation, our framework fills a gap in the marketing literature 

by suggesting that perceived supplier efficacy is a powerful antecedent to customers' 

intentions following negative critical incidents. 

 

Managerial contributions 

Our study demonstrates that the impact of causal attributions is partly or fully mediated by 

efficacy expectations held by dealers toward their supplier. This suggests that whatever the 

nature of an incident, its outcomes are largely determined by the way customers assess their 

supplier in terms of mastery and willingness regarding problem handling. This result echoes 

Reichheld and Sasser's (1990, p. 148) proposition suggesting that while "errors are inevitable, 

dissatisfied customers are not". Our conclusions go one step further by demonstrating that 

every problem may either result in customer defection or loyalty depending on the perceptions 

they developed concerning supplier efficacy during relational episodes. Exit may thus be 

avoided as far as customers perceive their supplier as able and willing to remedy their 

problem.  
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The preceding arguments emphasizes the need to build and communicate a specific pledge of 

efficacy toward problem handling. Recognizing that customers confronted with negative 

critical incidents assess suppliers in terms of mastery and willingness, suppliers are advised to 

initiate and reinforce actions and strategies aimed at nurturing these dimensions. These two 

components should represent a high priority during boundary-spanners recruiting, and should 

be developed in accordance with specific training programs. Staff empowerment (i.e. the 

extent to which employees are given discretion and autonomy) should also be considered a 

strategic tool to increase mastery perceptions (Bitner, Booms, & Tetreault, 1990; Bowen & 

Lawler, 1992; Sparks, Bradley, & Callan, 1998). Likewise, communication styles (Sparks et 

al., 1998) and the customers' sense of control over problem solving decisions (Chang, 2006) 

may provide ways to develop and display supplier willingness to remedy incidents.  

 

LIMITATIONS AND SUGGESTIONS FOR FURTHER RESEARCH 

Although this study yields significant contributions, several potential limitations must be 

noted. First, the sample size is relatively limited. However, the implementation of statistical 

tools accommodating small samples (i.e. PLS path modeling and bootstrapping) allowed for a 

relatively stable estimation of model parameters. 

Second, the present study investigated the relationships between one focal supplier and its 

independent dealers operating in a single industry. Consequently, the external validity of our 

research is limited to this particular setting. Cross-validation in other commercial contexts is 

thus required to evaluate the potential generalizability of the proposed conceptual model. 

Third, the cross-sectional nature of our study should be considered with caution. Given that 

relationships are dynamic and constantly evolving entities, longitudinal designs will be more 

appropriate to understand their evolution over time. 
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Finally, the fact that our research rests on retrospective reports raises some concerns about the 

reliability of our results. Since the effect of time on the quality of retrospective reports is still 

unclear. we attempted to control this partly by asking informants to refer to a recent incident. 

This precaution associated with reliable and valid measures seemed sufficient to get 

consistent information and results (Golden, 1997; Hibbard et al., 2001). 

Future research on the topic should broaden the proposed framework by incorporating other 

predictors. In this perspective, previous studies addressing causal attributions proposed that 

problem severity and perceived intentionality represent additional dimensions of attributional 

processes. Problem severity (i.e. the magnitude of loss that customers experience following 

relational incidents) has been shown to shape attributional conclusions (Folkes et al., 1987; 

Hart, Heskett, & Sasser, 1990; Hibbard et al., 2001). In the same vein, perceived intentionality 

for given failures has been validated as a determinant of partners behaviors (Weiner, 1974). 

Ferguson & Rule (1983) went on to argue that intentionality should be considered a relevant 

attributional property in the area of conflicts. Understanding how such variables are connected 

to the model would provide further insights into customers' reactions following relational 

incidents. 

Specific antecedents of efficacy expectations should also be considered. In this respect, 

variables such as trust may play a critical role. Trust has been defined as an expression of 

confidence between the partners in an exchange relationship (Garbarino & Johnson, 1999). a 

belief that no partner will exploit the other's vulnerability (Dwyer, Schurr, & Oh, 1987) or the 

willingness to rely on an exchange partner in whom one has confidence (Moorman, 

Deshpande, & Zaltman, 1993; Moorman, Zaltman, & Deshpande, 1992). Trust has been 

shown to encompass three components (i.e. competence. honesty and benevolence). Each of 

them is likely to condition supplier efficacy expectations. 
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The moderating effect of selected variables could also be investigated. For example, the 

length of the exchange relationship, firm size, or culture may be proposed as possible 

moderators of the paths included in our model.  
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APPENDIX 

Appendix 1: Final Scales Items 
Problem Stability (1: totally disagree / 5: totally agree) 

1. This problem is temporary (R) 

2. This problem is permanent 

3. This problem is occurring infrequently (R) 

*4. This problem is changing over time (R) 

Supplier Responsibility (1: totally disagree / 5: totally agree) 

1. FabIndus was responsible for what happened 

2. This problem was not at all the FabIndus' fault (R) 

3. I completely blame FabIndus for what happened 

Supplier Mastery (1: totally disagree / 5: totally agree) 

1. FabIndus will take appropriate action to take care of our problem 

2. FabIndus won't be able to find the appropriate action to remedy our problem (R) 

3. FabIndus will solve our problem and give us better service in the future 

Supplier Willingness (1: totally disagree / 5: totally agree) 

1. FabIndus calls in advance to advise us of problems 

2. FabIndus makes an effort to help us during emergencies 

3. FabIndus quickly recommends solutions when troubles develop  

4. FabIndus advises us of problems before the situation becomes critical 

Exit Intention (1: totally disagree / 5: totally agree) 

1. We thought about ending the business relationship with FabIndus 

2. We considered a replacement of FabIndus 

3. We were looking at replacement wholesalers 

4. We thought we will probably stop doing business with FabIndus in the near future 

 

Appendix 2: Indicators Cross-Loadings 

Items 
Problem 

Stability 

Supplier 

Responsibility 

Supplier 

Mastery 

Supplier 

Willingness 

Exit 

Intention 

Stab1 0.93 0.26 -0.44 -0.49 0.36 

Stab2 0.96 0.23 -0.44 -0.50 0.37 

Stab3 0.90 0.17 -0.50 -0.46 0.41 

Resp1 0.22 0.92 -0.08 -0.34 0.27 

Resp2 0.23 0.92 0.00 -0.29 0.19 

Resp3 0.19 0.84 -0.02 -0.22 0.18 

S_Mast1 -0.41 -0.16 0.86 0.36 -0.33 

S_Mast2 -0.42 0.01 0.92 0.38 -0.40 

S_Mast3 -0.49 0.01 0.90 0.45 -0.39 

S_Will1 -0.32 -0.31 0.31 0.81 -0.31 

S_Will2 -0.51 -0.22 0.46 0.91 -0.46 

S_Will3 -0.51 -0.26 0.42 0.89 -0.52 

S_Will4 -0.34 -0.35 0.24 0.70 -0.18 

Exit1 0.41 0.22 -0.44 -0.39 0.93 

Exit2 0.40 0.26 -0.39 -0.46 0.95 

Exit3 0.37 0.26 -0.36 -0.47 0.94 

Exit4 0.32 0.17 -0.38 -0.44 0.91 

 

                                                           
*   Eliminated items 

(R)  Reversed items 


