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A B S T R A C T   

Recent sociological and psychological studies suggest that the power dynamics (coercive and reward power), 
relational conflict, and the quality of the status-affecting relationship between partners should be analyzed in 
conjunction. This study applies this notion to supply chain management and buyer-supplier relationships to 
assess the implications for supplier satisfaction in buyer-supplier relationships. Structural equation modeling was 
used to analyze the survey data of suppliers of three buying organizations. The results show that a buyer’s co-
ercive power, conflict, and status have a strong impact on supplier satisfaction. However, the effect of coercive 
power is only indirect, significantly mediated by status, and causes relational conflict. Remarkably, the status of 
the buyers seemed to play a significant role in improving supplier satisfaction and reducing relational conflict. 
With regard to contributions, this study implements the concept of status to buyer-supplier relationships and 
highlights the strong and highly significant influence of a buyer’s status on reducing relational conflict and 
improving supplier satisfaction. This implies that future studies on conflict and supplier satisfaction must 
consider buyer status as a central variable. Furthermore, this study suggests that although coercive power is not 
directly detrimental to supplier satisfaction, it indirectly impacts it by increasing relational conflict and demoting 
buyer status. Both status and conflict appear to be the significant mediators of the relationship between coercive 
power and supplier satisfaction. Future studies can build on these findings and continue research on the complex 
interplay among conflict, status, and power in buyer-supplier relationships.   

1. Introduction 

Over the last few decades, companies have increasingly focused on 
how to gain and maintain access to capable suppliers. This trend has 
been promoted by three factors. Firstly, many firms assign more re-
sponsibilities to suppliers to increase the focus on the firm’s core abili-
ties (Gilley and Rasheed, 2000; Prahalad and Hamel, 1990). Secondly, 
many supply markets have become more established and the number of 
suppliers has decreased, reducing the availability of other alternatives 
(Rademakers and McKnight, 1998; Rosenau-Tornow et al., 2009). 
Finally, companies are increasingly shifting their efforts from traditional 
in-house innovation to open innovation along with suppliers (Faems 
et al., 2010; Lee et al., 2010; Roberts, 2001). As a result, oligopolistic 
supply market structures have evolved now more than ever. Within 
these structures, suppliers help firms achieve competitive advantages 
(Koufteros et al., 2012), and customers increasingly need to compete 
with one another for access to capable suppliers (Ellis et al., 2012; 

Routroy and Routroy, 2016). Schiele, Calvi, and Gibbert (2012, p. 1178) 
defined this phenomenon as “a counter-intuitive inversion of the clas-
sical marketing approach” wherein buyers compete for suppliers (p. 
1178). 

Apparently, all market players try to obtain the best resources from 
the same supplier (Takeishi, 2002). In fact, some buyers do get better 
resources than their competitors, which suggests that the resource 
allocation is a selective process (Bemelmans et al., 2015; Pulles et al., 
2016). Supplier satisfaction has been identified as the primary deter-
minant of this selective process, wherein the supplier decides who be-
comes the preferred customer (Pulles et al., 2016). The preferred 
customer gets the best benefits, such as first access to new technology 
(Patrucco et al., 2019; Schiele, Veldman and Hüttinger, 2011b), higher 
delivery reliability (Bemelmans et al., 2015), various financial benefits 
(Hald et al., 2009; Moody, 1992; Patrucco et al., 2019; Schiele et al., 
2011b), and superior product quality (Chen et al., 2017). Thus, attaining 
supplier satisfaction should be regarded as a strategic asset for buying 
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firms (Caniëls et al., 2018; Schiele et al., 2012). 
In relation to the essential influencing factors of supplier satisfaction, 

power has been considered in many recent studies as one of the most 
important relational variables in buyer-supplier relationships (Brito and 
Miguel, 2017; Chen et al., 2016; Chicksand, 2015; Crook et al., 2017; 
Huo et al., 2019; Jean et al., 2012; Johnsen and Lacoste, 2016; Magnani 
et al., 2018; Nyaga et al., 2013; Reimann and Ketchen, 2017; Siemie-
niako and Mitręga, 2018; Terpend and Ashenbaum, 2012; Zhuang et al., 
2010). Scholars argue that “power is a central yet underexplored 
element in supply chain relationships” (Reimann and Ketchen, 2017, p. 
3), and it is important for resource acquisition as it allows one firm to 
prompt desired actions on and extract value from another firm (Huo 
et al., 2019; Magnani et al., 2018; Maloni and Benton, 2000). For a 
clearer understanding of the concept, it is important to note that power 
is different from dependence (Sturm and Antonakis, 2015). Many pre-
vious discussions (especially the seminal work of Emerson (1962)) on 
power/dependency have often mixed these highly interrelated but 
distinct constructs (Blau, 1964; Caniels and Gelderman, 2005; Cox, 
2001; Emerson, 1962). 

The most studied forms of power are coercive power and reward 
power, also known as mediated powers. These powers are based on the 
source’s intention to bring about an action (Chae et al., 2017; Pulles 
et al., 2014; Zhao et al., 2008). Coercive power refers to one’s ability to 
penalize one’s partner, whereas reward power refers to their ability to 
provide a partner with benefits that go beyond the usual nature of the 
exchange of their relationship. Particularly, regarding these two forms 
of power, which will be discussed on a deeper level in the review section, 
recent studies have called for additional research on the distinct effects 
of reward and coercive power on buyer-supplier relationships (Chae 
et al., 2017; Nyaga et al., 2013; Pulles et al., 2014). It is particularly 
interesting for research on supplier satisfaction since Pulles et al. (2014) 
have already shown the impact of both coercive and reward power on 
suppliers’ motivation in terms of resource allocation. 

In relation to the dynamics of power, recent research studies have 
found that organizational status and conflict should be taken into ac-
count while studying the effects of power (Anicich et al., 2015). The 
concept of status is derived from sociology, psychology, and strategic 
management research and refers to the perception of an entity being 
highly ranked and admired by others. Status influences the overall 
wealth of an individual/organization and corporate-level perceptions of 
its relational aspects (Anicich et al., 2015; Piazza and Castellucci, 2014; 
Shipilov and Li, 2008; Shipilov et al., 2011). For instance, Anicich et al. 
(2015) found that the combination of high coercive power and low 
status is a direct source of belittlement in a relationship. Moreover, they 
showed that an increase in the status of a high-power party causes a 
reduction in relational conflict, whereas decreasing its status increases 
conflict (Anicich et al., 2015). These findings align with the vast body of 
research studies that suggest that coercive power and relational conflict, 
when considered separately, can be detrimental to the quality of a 
relationship (Gaski and Nevin, 1985; Geyskens et al., 1999; Lusch, 
1976). In this regard, relational conflict emphasizes more the emotional 
aspect of conflict as opposed to the more constructive task-oriented 
forms of conflict. According to the existing literature, relational con-
flict has a strong detrimental influence on relationships (Rose and 
Shoham, 2004; Rose et al., 2007; Zhuang et al., 2010). Moreover, the 
assessment of constructive conflict is relevant to the studies on the 
success of innovation and team-member collaborations (Johnsen and 
Lacoste, 2016; Puck and Pregernig, 2014; Sinha et al., 2016). With these 
in mind, this study focused on the effects of relational conflict on sup-
plier satisfaction. Hence, buyer status and relational conflict were taken 
into account while studying the effects of power on supplier satisfaction, 
as studies from sociology aver to the importance of simultaneously 
taking all these aspects into account (Anicich et al., 2015). 

This research aims to combine the findings from the distinct studies 
on power, status, and conflict in one study and assess their effects on 
supplier satisfaction. As a result, the focus on reward and coercive 

power, relational conflict, status, and supplier satisfaction helped design 
the research question. 

Research question: How is a buyer’s coercive and reward power, 
buyer status, and relational conflict related to the supplier’s 
satisfaction? 

This paper contributes to the literature related to supplier satisfac-
tion, status, conflict, and power. Firstly, it explored supplier satisfaction 
and contributes to the literature. Given that there is a visible link be-
tween status and satisfaction, it is surprising that previous studies on 
supplier satisfaction did not consider it an influencing factor (Hüttinger 
et al., 2012; Kumar and Routroy, 2016; Pulles et al., 2019; Schiele et al., 
2012). Our study strongly advises the inclusion of “buyer status” 
alongside the “classical” power antecedents in the research to explain 
partner satisfaction in buyer-supplier relationships. 

Secondly, this study contributes to the literature on status by 
assessing how buyer status affects buyer-supplier relationships. The 
existing studies on strategic management have already suggested that 
the status of a party can strongly influence relational behavior and 
associated benefits, such as resource allocation and increased collabo-
ration (Castellucci and Ertug, 2010; Piazza and Castellucci, 2014). The 
study findings show that status indeed has a powerful influence on 
relational conflict and satisfaction in buyer-supplier relationships. 
Consequently, this study creates new linkages between supply man-
agement and status literature and urges on further research on the an-
tecedents and consequences of buyer status. 

Finally, regarding conflict and power literature, our study explicitly 
assesses the mediating role of relational conflict between buyer’s power 
and supplier satisfaction and, consequently, adds new insights into the 
conflict-power dynamic in research work on buyer-supplier relation-
ships. Even though the majority of the works in the literature suggests a 
direct negative relationship between coercive power and (supplier) 
satisfaction (Benton and Maloni, 2005; Brown et al., 1995; Chae et al., 
2017; Maloni and Benton, 2000), our findings show that relational 
conflict is a significant mediator between coercive power and supplier 
satisfaction. This suggests that coercion can also be legitimately expe-
rienced in a relationship (Chae et al., 2017; Zhao et al., 2008). The 
implications of these findings are further explored in the discussion 
section. 

The next section continues with an introduction to supplier satis-
faction research and elaborates on the context of this study. 

2. Review 

2.1. Supplier satisfaction: a counterintuitive inversion of the classical 
marketing approach 

In the literature, the idea of “reverse-marketing” dates as far back as 
1988 (Leenders and Blenkhorn, 1988), but it has only recently gained 
attention in the research pertaining to industrial supply chain manage-
ment (Vos et al., 2016). After its emergence as a separate research 
stream in the 2000s, over the course of the last two decades, the study of 
supplier satisfaction went through a slow metamorphosis: (i) it began 
with early assessments of supplier satisfaction—buying firms’ ability to 
meet or exceed supplier’s expectations for building a strong relationship 
(Pulles et al., 2019)—in a broader sense for achieving successful supply 
chain collaboration (Forker and Stannack, 2000; Whipple et al., 2002; 
Wong, 2000); (ii) scholars increasingly emphasized the theoretical as-
pects of the topic and published conceptual papers (Maunu, 2003); (iii) 
papers providing empirical evidence on practical antecedents of supplier 
satisfaction, including matrices, frameworks, and explanatory models, 
were published (Benton and Maloni, 2005; Essig and Amann, 2009; 
Meena and Sarmah, 2012; Nyaga et al., 2010); (iv) in the fourth wave, 
the concept of supplier satisfaction was embedded into the broader 
context of gaining access to valuable resources (Hüttinger et al., 2014; 
Hüttinger et al., 2012), thereby increasing the focus on the effects of 
supplier satisfaction; and (v) recently, studies have started to focus on 
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the contingency factors and theoretical antecedents influencing supplier 
satisfaction, such as different product types, trust, buyer power, and 
dependence effects (Pulles et al., 2014; Schiele and Vos, 2015). 

Research studies have revealed that fulfilling supplier satisfaction is 
necessary for buyers to receive preferential treatment from their sup-
pliers when it comes to resource allocation (Pulles et al., 2019), 
including cost and pricing benefits (Hald et al., 2009; Moody, 1992; 
Patrucco et al., 2019; Schiele et al., 2011b), innovation benefits and 
access to new technology (Ellis et al., 2012; Patrucco et al., 2019; 
Schiele, Veldman and Hüttinger, 2011a) and delivery prioritization 
(Bemelmans et al., 2015), such as operative benefits, including risk 
reduction (Reichenbachs et al., 2017). In this context, supplier satis-
faction is defined as meeting or exceeding a supplier’s expectations of 
the relaitonship with a buyer (Schiele et al., 2012). It is an overall 
evaluation of the relationship with a particular buyer (Selnes & 
Gønhaug, 2000). If the suppliers are not properly satisfied, in the first 
instance, they give preference to other customers and may even dis-
continue their relationship with the buyer altogether. 

These studies have also shown that the effects of organization’s 
buyer power on supplier satisfaction are expected to be particularly 
strong (Pulles et al., 2014), since power dynamics are inherently 
important in almost all business interactions, and they also determine 
the nature of such interactions (Brito and Miguel, 2017; Reimann and 
Ketchen, 2017). This study aims to continue this stream of research and 
delves deeper into the interplay between conflict, status, power, and 
supplier satisfaction. The following section describes the concept of 
conflict in more detail. 

2.2. Relational conflict: tension among members 

Scholars have studied conflict from various perspectives in disci-
plines, including philosophy, sociology, economics, political science, 
anthropology, and psychology (Rahim, 2001). Each discipline perceives 
the term “conflict” slightly differently from the other. According to the 
basic sociological point of view, conflict is a function of social structure. 
For instance, the classical sociologist Georg Simmel hypothesized that “a 
certain amount of conflict is as essential to the proper functioning of 
groups as are stability and order” (Rahim, 2001, p. 5). However, later 
sociologists, such as Elton Mayo, view conflict merely as bad, as some-
thing that should be minimized or, even better, eliminated (Rahim, 
2001). From the perspective of political science, conflict is an outcome 
of power relationships. For instance, Marxists and Gramscians consider 
class struggle as the main cause of conflict. Economists view conflict as 
the consequence of rational decisions made by individuals in order to 
maximize their own utility given that resources are scarce. Finally, 
among the studies in the literature of organizational sciences, Pondy 
(1967) observed that the different conceptualizations of conflict focus 
on different parts of the conflict. Some definitions describe the ante-
cedent conditions of conflicts, including scarcity of resources or policy 
differences. Other definitions emphasize the affective or cognitive state 
of the involved individuals or their behaviors during a conflict, ranging 
from resistance to excessive aggression (Pondy, 1967). Although these 
different viewpoints generate differences in the definition of conflict, 
most scholars agree that conflict includes opposition, tension, or in-
compatibility (Blazejewski and Becker-Ritterspach, 2011; Samaha et al., 
2011). In the conflict literature, a distinction has been made between 
dysfunctional and functional conflict (Anderson and Narus, 1990; Chung 
et al., 2006; De Clercq, Thongpapanl and Dimov, 2009; Hunt, 1996), 
also called task/relationship conflict (Jehn, 1995) and cognitive con-
flicts, respectively (Amason, 1996). Jehn (1995) defined task conflict as 
“disagreements among group members about the content of the tasks 
being performed, including differences in viewpoints, ideas, and opin-
ions.” On the other hand, relationship/relational conflicts are “inter-
personal incompatibilities among group members, which typically 
include tension, animosity, and annoyance among members” (Jehn, 
1995, p. 258). However, scholars also argue that task conflicts, though 

initially constructive, can trigger relational conflicts, making conflicts to 
be seen as personally oriented disagreement yet again, with focus on 
interpersonal dislikes and disaffections (Choi and Cho, 2011; Jimmieson 
et al., 2017; Simons and Peterson, 2000). As a result, scholars argue that 
relational conflicts are the main problems during collaboration and 
majorly disrupt interactions (Amason, 1996; Hunt, 1996; Jehn, 1995; 
Tekleab and Quigley, 2014; Thiel et al., 2017), advocating for focus on 
relational conflicts while analyzing the quality of ongoing relationships 
and performance levels (De Dreu and Weingart, 2003; De Wit, Greer and 
Jehn, 2012; Thiel et al., 2017). In this regard, this study defines a 
buyer-supplier conflict as a relational (i.e. relationship) conflict, a 
disagreement or tension between a buyer and a supplier caused by each 
party’s own agenda to achieve its business goals. After providing a 
proper definition of conflict in this section, the next section dives deeper 
into the concept of power. 

2.3. Mediated power: a conscious decision to influence the power target 

According to Russell (1938), power is the basic force present in social 
relationships and, consequently, plays a role in almost all interactions 
(Fehr et al., 2013; Rucker and Galinsky, 2008; Sturm and Antonakis, 
2015). The definition of power varies across different fields of research, 
but most definitions have the same base, “having the discretion and the 
means to asymmetrically enforce one’s will over entities” (Sturm and 
Antonakis, 2015, p. 139). This definition emphasizes the fact that the 
power source has the ability to influence the power target to engage in 
activities or make decisions that the latter would not have otherwise 
(Handley and Benton Jr, 2012b). 

The most prominent framework to conceptualize power is proposed 
in the seminal work of social psychologists French et al. (1959). They 
identified five types of power: coercive, reward, expert, referent, and 
legitimate power (Raven, 2008). Generally, these five bases of power are 
categorized into two primary groups: mediated and non-mediated 
power. Non-mediated power needs not be expressed by the firm with 
the power, but the target firm can decide whether and how it will be 
influenced by the power of the source firm (Zhao et al., 2008). Hence, it 
is possible that the firm with power is not even aware of the existence of 
the non-mediated source of power. On the other hand, mediated power 
is defined as the ability to explicitly influence a power target such that 
they act according to the power-holding firm’s desires; it also referred to 
as the power used to motivate the target extrinsically (Brown et al., 
1995; Handley and Benton Jr, 2012b; John, 1984). 

Similar to other research studies (Handley and Benton Jr, 2012b), 
this research focuses on a buyer’s mediated (reward and coercive) power 
due to three main reasons. Firstly, both, reward and coercive power, are 
argued to be the most employed forms of power in buyer-supplier re-
lationships (Handley and Benton Jr, 2012b; Hunt and Nevin, 1974). 
Secondly, unlike non-mediated power, meditated power involves the 
conscious decision of the power target to be influenced by the source, 
possibly strongly affecting the quality of the buyer-supplier relationship 
(Benton and Maloni, 2005; Boyle and Dwyer, 1995; Brown et al., 1995; 
Frazier and Rody, 1991), which, in turn, emphasizes the possibility of its 
strong impact on supplier satisfaction. Thirdly, reward power and co-
ercive power are the types of power most often exerted by a buying firm 
(as the buying firm might even not be aware of its non-mediated power) 
(Brown et al., 1995; Zhao et al., 2008). 

Regarding their definitions, on the one hand, coercive power refers 
to the ability of the power holder to punish the target firm if the latter 
does not comply with its wishes (Kim et al., 2005). On the other hand, 
reward power relates to the ability of the power holder to provide 
benefits and decrease negative valence if the target firm is able to 
comply with the wishes of the power holder (Terpend and Ashenbaum, 
2012). As mentioned before, reward and coercive powers are extrinsic 
forms of reinforcement and, thus, are often considered to have a direct 
influence on relational norms and establish a cooperative relationship 
between the exchange partners (Benton and Maloni, 2005; Brown et al., 
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1995; Chae et al., 2017; Dapiran and Hogarth-Scott, 2003; Handley & 
Benton Jr, 2012a, 2012b; Ke et al., 2009; Maloni and Benton, 2000; 
Terpend and Ashenbaum, 2012; Zhao et al., 2008). This study ac-
knowledges several recent studies’ appeal for additional research on the 
distinct effects of reward and coercive powers, especially in 
buyer-supplier relationships (Chae et al., 2017; Nyaga et al., 2013; 
Pulles et al., 2014). 

Regarding the effects of power, research suggests that the concepts of 
status and power are linked. The notion of the existence of a linkage 
between power and status is based on the similarity of the two concepts: 
power and status are both sources of potential that influence other en-
tities (Fragale et al., 2011; French et al., 1959). However, contrary to the 
forceful nature of coercive and reward power, status is voluntarily given 
by a partner (Magee and Galinsky, 2008). A more detailed description of 
status is presented in the next section. 

2.4. Status: a judgment of rank made about entities 

The study of status is based on sociological research. A commonly 
used definition of status in sociology was given by Goldhamer and Shils 
(1939), who observed that “men evaluate the objects, acts, and human 
attributes with which they come into contact. These evaluations may 
become systematized into a hierarchy of values […]. Such a judgment of 
rank made about either the total person or relatively stable segments of 
the person constitutes the social status” (Goldhamer and Shils, 1939, p. 
179). Social status is the rank of an entity within a hierarchy. This study 
explicitly draws on this definition of status, as the popular definitions 
used in operations research significantly narrow this concept to per-
ceptions of product quality. For example, Podolny (1993) states, “I 
define a producer’s status in the market as the perceived quality of that 
producer’s products about the perceived quality of that producer’s 
competitors’ products” (Podolny, 1993, p. 830). This definition merely 
provides a downstream/marketing perspective on status and is unnec-
essarily narrow compared to the original definitions. Hence, this study 
uses the more original view of Goldhamer and Shils (1939) whose 
definition goes beyond the quality of products, to the purchasing and 
supply management field. Thus, through the use of this definition, we 
transfer the construct of status from interpersonal and 
inter-organizational research to purchasing and supply management 
research. 

Piazza and Castellucci (2014) indicate that status is not just a 
signifier of quality but can fulfill more roles (Podolny, 1993). Moreover, 
they are the ones who actually classified three roles of status in their 
paper: status as a signal to other market participants, status as an 
intangible asset, and status as a mobile resource. Status as a signal to 
other market participants is mainly studied in research pertaining to 
organization and management. This view of status stems from the need 
to compensate for, avoid, or deal with uncertainty (Piazza and Cas-
tellucci, 2014). To provide an example of this signaling effect, Pollock 
et al. (2010) assessed the value of the high-status affiliates for young and 
unproven firms. Consequently, they found a positive linear relationship 
between the number of prestigious executives and outside directors 
affiliated with the newly launched IPO and the valuation of the IPO. In 
his study, Malter (2011b) explored the antecedents and consequences of 
status for French wineries and indeed showed the signaling role of status 
to other market participants with regard to the expected quality. 

The role of status as an intangible asset is popular in the literature 
pertaining to organizational behavior (Piazza and Castellucci, 2014). 
For instance, Shipilov and Li (2008) analyzed structural holes in the 
network of investment banks in the United Kingdom. Upon conducting 
an analysis, they found that status accumulation, the ability of firms to 
raise their status as a group by establishing cooperative relationships, 
has a positive impact on revenue generation (Shipilov and Li, 2008). 
Furthermore, Shipilov et al. (2011) studied the influence of status in the 
selection of organizational partners. They examined the influence of the 
brokerage position of a firm in combination with 

aspiration-performance gaps on an organization’s propensity to initiate 
relationships with partners of different statuses. They also found that 
firms in brokerage positions are more likely to initiate business re-
lationships with others of a status different from non-brokers (Shipilov 
et al., 2011). 

Finally, status as a mobile resource refers to the mechanism wherein 
status can be transferred from one holder to another through the 
establishment of a relationship between the two (Piazza and Castellucci, 
2014). This implies the social nature of the construct. For instance, 
Podolny and Phillips (1996) studied the growth and decline of status of 
investment banks in the 1980s and 1990s. Their study revealed that past 
performance has a positive effect on the future status of a company as 
well as its ability to acquire higher-status affiliates. Since the relation-
ship with a high-status actor increases the status of a low-status actor, 
the high-status actor also wants to get something in return for causing 
the promotion of the latter in terms of status (Podolny and Phillips, 
1996). Additionally, Bothner et al. (2010) also tested the dynamic view 
of status in their research assessing status evolution. Their results sup-
port the notion that the status of an entity will increase over time when it 
is connected with multiple high-status entities in a network. Piazza and 
Castellucci (2014) built on this idea by exploring the reasons high-status 
companies engage in a relationship with low-status firms in the field of 
Formula 1 racing. They found that high-status firms can extract greater 
effort from low-status firms. This effect is greater when the differences in 
each party’s status are also bigger. 

Therefore, it can be stated that status has a signaling effect, is an 
intangible asset, and the status of an actor changes with time, such as 
transferring the status of one entity to another. An actor can benefit from 
a relationship with a high-status actor as it causes an increase in its 
status and accordingly, the high-status actor will want something in 
return for such upgradation (Piazza and Castellucci, 2014). It can be 
assumed that this inter-organizational observation will also be seen in 
the case of buyer-supplier relationships. The next section discusses the 
hypotheses of this study. 

3. Hypotheses 

3.1. Influence of buyer power on supplier satisfaction 
Drawing on the sticks and carrots analogy, even though coercive and 

reward powers can appear simultaneously, both can be expected to have 
a distinct impact on supplier satisfaction. As already mentioned in this 
review, coercive power is the ability of a power holder to punish the 
target if the latter does not comply with its wishes (French et al., 1959; 
Kim et al., 2005; Maloni and Benton, 2000; Pulles et al., 2014; Terpend 
and Ashenbaum, 2012). Coercive power is often displayed through 
threats, which will be carried out unless the receiving party performs the 
desired task. Studies have shown that a buyer’s coercive power has 
negative consequences (Anderson and Narus, 1990) and diminishes the 
value of the outcome of the relationship with the supplier (Scheer and 
Stern, 1992). More specifically, many studies have identified negative 
influences of coercive power on buyer-supplier relationships, implying 
reduced levels of supplier commitment and satisfaction (Benton and 
Maloni, 2005; Brown et al., 1995; Chae et al., 2017; Maloni and Benton, 
2000). Accordingly, it can be expected that a buyer’s coercive power has 
a negative impact on supplier satisfaction. 

On the other hand, reward power refers to the ability of a buying firm 
to offer benefits to the supplier for complying with their wishes (Chae 
et al., 2017; French et al., 1959; Geyskens et al., 1999). This type of 
power is also used by a power-holding party to influence the other 
party’s behavior, but in a benevolent way through positive feedback, as 
opposed to coercive power (French et al., 1959). Additionally, a po-
tential increase in the economic outcome of a relationship through re-
wards, in turn, can increase the satisfaction of each party (Ramaseshan 
et al., 2006). Hence, the supplier chooses to act as the power holder 
desires, as they feel more satisfied with positive feedback and an in-
crease in economic value due to the rewards. In support of this 
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reasoning, it has been found that reward power increases a supplier’s 
goodwill and trust and, consequently, encourages them to provide 
buyers with preferential treatment in terms of allocation of physical and 
innovation resources (Pulles et al., 2014). Scholars have argued that, 
according to the social exchange theory, a supplier receiving a reward 
from a buyer may feel obligated to perform according to the expecta-
tions of the latter (Nyaga et al., 2013; Pulles et al., 2014). Moreover, 
Zhao et al. (2008) and Chae et al. (2017) showed that reward power 
increases supplier’s commitment and willingness to invest in relation-
ship resources, suggesting increased supplier satisfaction (Essig and 
Amann, 2009; Maunu, 2003; Walter et al., 2003; Wong and Sohal, 
2002). 

In summary, this study makes an assumption that a buyer’s coercive 
power lowers supplier satisfaction levels (thus, possibly reducing the 
value of the relationship and supplier commitment) and reward power 
increases supplier satisfaction (thus potentially increasing the economic 
value of the relationship, reciprocity, and supplier commitment). 

H1: The buyer’s coercive power has a negative impact on supplier 
satisfaction. 

H2: The buyer’s reward power has a positive impact on supplier 
satisfaction. 

After a discussion on a buyer’s power and its effects on supplier 
satisfaction, the next section describes the concept of conflict in buyer- 
supplier relationships and how it influences supplier satisfaction. 

3.2. Conflict and its mediating influence on supplier satisfaction 

Relational conflict decreases the efficiency of distribution channels 
and, consequently, increases costs (Rosenberg, 1974) as well as reduced 
company and project performance (Ehie, 2010; Mohanty, 1992; Yan and 
Wagner, 2017). Moreover, conflict increases the resistance to resolve 
future conflicts, causing emotional disruption and damage to the rela-
tionship through subjectivity and distorted judgments (De Dreu and 
Weingart, 2003). This notion aligns with other studies that discovered 
direct linkages between conflict and relational satisfaction. In particular, 
Jehn (1994) and Gaski (1984) reported that conflict reduces intragroup 
as well as channel members’ performance and satisfaction levels. Hence, 
these findings suggest that relational conflict in buyer-supplier re-
lationships leads to a reduction in supplier satisfaction. 

H3: Relational conflict has a negative impact on supplier satisfaction. 
Regarding power’s effect on conflict, coercive power can be assumed 

to be unpleasant for the one on whom the power is being wielded, 
leading to the generation of negative feelings (Skarmeas, 2006). These 
feelings can emerge from the interaction between two companies and 
can create a tense atmosphere (Gaski and Nevin, 1985; Lusch, 1976). 
Correspondingly, Welch and Wilkinson (2005) argue that the buyer’s 
coercive power, in particular, is a source of conflict, as it can induce the 
target firm to do things against its will. When such instances occur, 
disagreements are expected to frequently arise in supplier-buyer re-
lationships (Frazier and Rody, 1991). Hence, it can be assumed that the 
coercive power exerted by buyers leads to an increase of relational 
conflicts in the buyer-supplier relationship. As opposed to coercive 
power, reward power refers to the capacity of a party to offer provisions 
that are considered attractive and go beyond normal exchanges. For 
instance, increasing business with the supplier in the future (Pulles et al., 
2014). When achieving a reward is a possibility, the supplier might feel a 
higher tendency to agree with the power-holding buyer since the latter 
might provide more value than normal (French et al., 1959; Lusch, 
1976). In support of this argument, Chae et al. (2017) and Pulles et al. 
(2014) found an increase in relationship commitment and goodwill 
trust, Nyaga et al. (2013) found a higher level of supply-chain partner’s 
adaptive behavior, and Skinner et al. (1992) found greater willingness to 
cooperate and thus a lower tendency to engage in relational conflicts to 
be the consequences of reward power. 

Accordingly, this study assumes that the buyer’s reward power leads 
to less conflict in the relationship, whereas the buyer’s coercive power 

increases relational conflict. Thus, this study states the following 
hypotheses: 

H4: The buyer’s coercive power has a positive impact on conflict in 
the relationship. 

H5: The buyer’s reward power has a negative impact on conflict in 
the relationship. 

On combining these with the previous hypotheses, conflict emerges 
as a mediator between power and supplier satisfaction. This argument is 
supported in the literature, especially in regard to coercive power. Even 
though a vast majority of studies suggest negative impacts of coercive 
power on satisfaction, a few researchers have proposed that coercive 
power needs not be harmful to buyer-supplier relationships (Hingley 
et al., 2015; Yeung et al., 2009). This aligns with the argument that 
coercive power can motivate suppliers to change their behavior in a way 
that is beneficial for the buyer-supplier relationship, thus, being expe-
rienced as a legitimate form of power (Chae et al., 2017; Zhao et al., 
2008). Accordingly, it can be expected that a potential negative 
perception of coercive power might primarily surface as a relational 
conflict. Regarding reward power, as earlier explained, its potential 
dampening effect on relational conflict might suggest a positive indirect 
impact on supplier satisfaction. Hence, it can be assumed that the impact 
of both coercive power and reward power is mediated by relational 
conflict. 

H-M1: Relational conflicts mediates the relationship between coer-
cive power and supplier satisfaction. 

H-M2: Relational conflicts mediates the relationship between reward 
power and supplier satisfaction. 

3.3. Buyer status and its influence on relational conflict and supplier 
satisfaction 

As noted before, status that increases the value of the buyer can be 
brought to the relationship, potentially making the relationship more 
important for the supplier. In relation to this notion of status being a 
transferable asset, it can be expected that being in a relationship with a 
high-status firm could have a positive impact on the status of the sup-
plier over time (Piazza and Castellucci, 2014; Podolny, 2001). This is a 
re-emerging conclusion in literature, indicating that the status of one 
actor can be transferred to another (Lienland et al., 2013; Pollock et al., 
2010). Thus, it can be expected that suppliers are more satisfied when 
having a relationship with a high-status buyer. 

H8: Buyer status has a positive impact on supplier satisfaction. 
Furthermore, scholars have shown that status can play an important 

role in the formation and development of cooperative relationships 
(Piazza and Castellucci, 2014). This suggests that suppliers might want 
to maintain long-term relationships with high-status buyers to maximize 
their own advantages. Additionally, Washington and Zajac (2005) sug-
gest that high-status organizations receive benefits above and beyond 
what they would normally receive based on their performance or 
quality. This means that suppliers are, naturally, more likely to comply 
with high-status buyers’ wishes. Hence, it can be expected that suppliers 
avoid relational conflicts and concede more easily to the buyer’s wishes 
if the buyer is of a high status. Moreover, by complying with the wishes 
of the buyer and refraining from relational conflicts, the supplier com-
pensates the buyer for the benefits it receives from engaging with a 
high-status firm, including the transfer of status (Castellucci and Ertug, 
2010). 

In summary, it can be expected that while buyer status has a positive 
impact on a supplier’s satisfaction levels since status increases the value 
of a relationship through status transfer, the fact that a supplier is 
motivated to work more cooperatively with a high-status buyer to reap 
benefits from their continued collaboration reduces conflicts in the 
relationship. 

H9: Buyer status has a negative impact on relational conflict. 
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3.4. The relationship between power and buyer status 

Both status and power serve similar functions as sources of influence 
over others (Fragale et al., 2011; French et al., 1959; Magee and 
Galinsky, 2008). However, as stated earlier, in contrast to coercive or 
reward power, status is voluntarily given by a partner (Magee and 
Galinsky, 2008). Yet, a relationship between power and status can be 
expected. In this context, as explained earlier, status is regarded as a 
signal that helps market participants assess the attributes of a firm, such 
as cooperativeness, innovative potential, and product quality (Piazza 
and Castellucci, 2014). Status is gained by a firm from its actions over 
time (Podolny, 2005). Therefore, buyer status might be negatively 
related to a buyer’s coercive power. For instance, Geyskens et al. (1999) 
and Geyskens and Steenkamp (2000) found that target members that 
sense coercive power do not want to be involved with the power holder 
and negatively experience such type of power (Anderson and Narus, 
1990; Pulles et al., 2014; Ramaseshan et al., 2006; Scheer and Stern, 
1992). Hence, coercive power might send a negative signal to the 
marketplace and have a negative impact on buyer status. Another 
perspective provided by Piazza and Castellucci (2014) suggests that 
high-status firms can secure greater effort from low-status firms and this 
effect is bigger when the difference in the statuses of the partners is 
large. This relates to the characteristics mentioned earlier, implying that 
both power and status are sources of influence over others (Fragale et al., 
2011; French et al., 1959; Magee and Galinsky, 2008). Since status likely 
increases the value of the buyer, it makes the buyer-supplier relationship 
more important for the supplier (Chicksand, 2018; Ramsay, 2005). In 
such a situation, the suppliers are, by default, already more likely to 
comply with high-status buyers’ wishes, making the use of power to 
achieve desired outcomes unnecessary. Consequently, it is also possible 
that status influences power. Therefore, although a relationship seems to 
exist between power and status, the direction of the relationship is not 
clear. 

H6: The buyer’s coercive power and buyer status are related to each 
other. 

H7: The buyer’s reward power and buyer status are related to each 
other. 

Fig. 1 provides an overview of the hypotheses and the research 
model. The next section describes the sampling and analysis procedures, 
followed by the findings and discussion. 

4. Methodology 

4.1. Sampling 

The quantitative data for this study was collected in collaboration 
with the purchasing department of a public university and two private 
organizations in the Netherlands. The private companies included a 
bank and a manufacturer of hydraulic actuation systems for the auto-
motive sector. These three organizations were chosen, since universities, 
banks, and automotive suppliers have a diverse set of suppliers and are 
generally regarded as high-status entities, making the study’s aim to 
identify potential status effects possible. Preliminary interviews with the 
organizations supported this expectation. Consequently, the organiza-
tions seemed to be appropriate for inclusion in the data collection. 
Additionally, involving the suppliers of only a few focal companies and 
not randomly choosing the sample from several industries have ensured 
the stability of buyer characteristics and controlled for their effects. The 
organizations can be characterized in the following way: (i) the uni-
versity has a centralized purchasing department. It employs 3.000 pro-
fessionals and researchers and has almost 7.000 suppliers, both national 
and international; (ii) the bank is a Dutch, medium-sized finance com-
pany that provides several financial services. Purchasing is centralized 
within the company. It maintains all contracts above €10.000 and, with 
a high risk, sustaining a close relationship with their suppliers; and (iii) 
the automotive supplier has more than 1000 employees and is a market 
leader in motion-control systems. The firm supplies high-quality actu-
ation systems to several industries, including the automotive, health-
care, and truck industries. 

The research questionnaire was sent in two waves via e-mail to the 
supplying firms’ account managers. Over the following weeks, e-mails 
were sent as reminders to the suppliers, and those whose phone numbers 
were available were called and their participation requested. For the 
bank and university, only suppliers with a spent value of €10,000 or 
above were considered; accordingly, 118 suppliers of the bank and 620 
suppliers of the university were found to be eligible. This threshold was 
used to eliminate small suppliers that only sporadically sold to the focal 
company and had not yet built a substantial relationship. For the auto-
motive supplier, the inclusion criteria of buyers that supplied the contact 
data of suppliers, which they expected to have enough contact with the 
case company to justify for the inclusion of the study, resulted in 67 
suppliers being selected. After excluding all the cases that indicated 
insufficient knowledge about the buyer to complete the questionnaire, 

Fig. 1. Research model.  
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100 useable responses for the university (response rate: 16.1%), 70 
useable responses for the bank (response rate: 66.9%), and 39 useable 
responses for the automotive supplier (response rate: 46.3%) were 
attained. Compared to other supply management research studies on 
buyer-supplier relationships, the usual response rate fluctuates between 
15% and 25% (Caniëls et al., 2013; Corsten et al., 2011; Demeter et al., 
2007), indicating that the responses from the bank and the automotive 
supplier were particularly high. In total, the dataset consists of 209 
useable responses. 

Table 1 presents the descriptive statistics of the data sets. For the 
university, only the first wave respondents gave demographic statistics. 

4.2. Questionnaire design, control variables, and non-response bias 

In relation to the questionnaire design, this study only used existing 
measures. The measures for supplier satisfaction questions are based on 
research by Vos et al. (2016). Both power measures, the buyer’s coercive 
power and reward power, are adapted from Pulles et al. (2014). The 
measure of conflict stems from Kumar et al. (1992). For status, the 
measurement proposed in Torelli et al. (2014) was adopted. The ques-
tions were originally designed for measuring individuals’ status but 
were adjusted to reflect organizational status. The full list of questions in 
the questionnaire is shown in Appendix A – Used Measures. All the items 
were measured using a 5-point Likert scale ranging from “strongly 
disagree” to “strongly agree”. For questionnaire assessment, during the 
questionnaire pre-test, the bank purchasers indicated that one item of 
supplier satisfaction and three items of reward power were not appli-
cable to their context. These items were excluded from the questionnaire 
of the bank supplier (see Appendix A – Used Measures), but the auto-
motive and university supplier’s questionnaire included all items. 

Firstly, regarding control variables, due to the potential differences 
among the three samples from which the data were drawn, dummy 
variables for the bank and the university were created and included in 
the model (the automotive sample served as the baseline). 

Secondly, we added supplier dependency on the buyer to the model. 
Research showed that dependent partners might have strong relational 
orientations (Caniëls et al., 2018) and the effectiveness of relationships 
might increase due to dependency (Muthusamy and White, 2006) 
(Steensma et al., 2000). Hence, the dependence of the supplier (Frazier, 
1983; Hibbard et al., 2001; Kaiser, 2014; Kumar et al., 1998) was 
included as a control variable in the model. 

Thirdly, past research revealed that the length of a relationship can 
have an influence on the relational atmosphere and relational outcomes 
(Nagati and Rebolledo, 2013). As a result, the length of the relationship 
was included as one of the control variables in the dataset. When this 
control variable was included in the analysis, it reduced the available 
cases to 139. The reduction was due to the fact that this variable was not 
always answered by all the respondents and the second wave of the 
university questionnaire excluded this variable (to make the question-
naire shorter). As a consequence, in the subsequent analyses, the test 
was conducted both with and without this control variable. The results 

remained robust (i.e., the same significances) in all of the tests. 
Finally, regarding non-response bias, both t-test and Levene’s test for 

homogeneity of variances revealed, for the first and last quartile of the 
early/late respondents, a difference in relational conflict in the auto-
motive firm and the t-test revealed a difference in the degree of coercive 
power in the university sample (see Appendix B). To mitigate any in-
fluence of potential non-response bias, the order in which the re-
spondents responded (from first to last one) to each questionnaire (bank, 
education, and automotive) was included as a control variable in the 
analyses, which is in line with similar approaches to control for common 
method bias (Lindner et al., 2001; Vos et al., 2016). 

4.3. Data analysis and data quality 

Regarding statistical methods and data assessments, the obtained 
data was first assessed in SPSS 24, and then empirically tested via 
structural equational modeling in R. As the first assessment, the mea-
sures were checked for overall validity via an exploratory factor analysis 
(EFA) in SPSS (IBM-Corporation, 2014). The EFA was performed on the 
139 cases (including all the measurement items) with default options for 
both Varimax and Oblique (Delta = 0) rotations to set the retraining 
factors to 5. The factor loadings of the components were retained using a 
principal component analysis (PCA) (Petter et al., 2007). As shown in 
Appendix C, loadings of all the items with higher than 0.55 intended 
factors were detected for all solutions. All the communalities for each 
item were above 0.50, the factor averages above 0.60, and the total 
average above 0.70. As long as communalities are high, on average, 
factor analysis will accurately recover factors despite the relatively small 
size of the sample (MacCallum et al., 2001). 

To test for common method bias, using Harman’s single factor test, 
the explained variances for the underlying factors of the items are 39%, 
20%, 9%, 7%, and 4%, respectively, which indicates that more than one 
factor emerged from the analysis. Furthermore, when forced into one 
factor, the solution just explained corresponded to 39% of the variance, 
which is less than the 50% necessary to indicate common method bias 
(Harman, 1967; Podsakoff and Organ, 1986). Next, we performed a 
common latent factor test using Amos 23 (Arbuckle, 2014) by inserting a 
new common latent factor into the model, regressing it on all the items 
of the existing latent factors, constraining the path coefficients of the 
new factor such that they are equal, and setting its variance to one. The 
resulting constrained path coefficient of 0.18 indicates a common vari-
ance of only 3.2% among the items. Furthermore, while deducting the 
standardized factor loadings of the model, including the common latent 
factors from the model without the common latent factor, the highest 
difference is found to be 4.5% and the average difference 2.5%. 
Consequently, the low common variance and small difference between 
the model with/without common latent factor show no indication of 
common method bias (MacKenzie and Podsakoff, 2012; Perols et al., 
2013; Podsakoff et al., 2003). 

The follow-up confirmatory factor analysis was performed in R using 
the SEM package Lavaan (Rosseel, 2012). The results with maximum 
likelihood estimation and maximum likelihood replacement of missing 
values indicate model fit indices of chi-square = 420 (p = 0.00), CFI =
0.94 TLI = 0.93, RMSEA = 0.06 (RMSEA 90% CIlow = 0.051, 90% CIhigh 
= 0.071, p = 0.032) and SRMR = 0.056 (N = 209). The thumb rule in 
chi-squared data should be not significant–CFI & TLI above 0.9, RMSEA 
below 0.05/not significant, and SRMR below 0.08. Apart from the 
chi-squared values and RMSEA, all the fit estimates show a good model 
fit. In this context, chi-squared and RMSEA values are known to be less 
reliable with small df or small sample sizes, as in the case of this research 
(Kenny et al., 2015; Lance and Vandenberg, 2009; Schermelleh-Engel 
et al., 2003). All items are significantly loaded (p < 0.05) on the latent 
constructs. Table 2 shows the correlations of factors, as well as provides 
means, standard deviation, and reliability statistics. With regard to in-
ternal consistency, the AVEs for each construct were higher than 0.5, 
and all Cronbach’s alpha, omega, omega 1, omega 2, and omega 3 

Table 1 
Demographics of case companies.  

Number of employees  

University Bank Automotive Supplier 
<10 11% 28% 3% 
10–50 27% 28% 37% 
51–250 31% 17% 43% 
251–1000 9% 17% 13% 
>1000 21% 10% 3% 
Length of Relationship  

University Bank Automotive Supplier 
<5 years 35% 21% 18% 
5–10 years 46% 31% 15% 
11–20 years 12% 28% 24% 
>20 7% 21% 42%  
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statistics were above 0.70. More detailed descriptive statistics per 
sample are presented in Appendix D. 

Multivariate assumptions were tested by extracting the latent factor 
scores from the Lavaan confirmatory factor analysis, performing a 
regression of all the four exogenous main variables on supplier satis-
faction, and analyzing the data with the GVLMA function in R (Peña and 
Slate, 2006; Pena et al., 2014). As the results show (see Table 3), 
normality, linearity, and homoscedasticity assumptions were fulfilled by 
the data. Additionally, while analyzing for outliers and multi-
collinearity, it was seen that Cook’s distances were within the range of 
0.19–0, without exceeding the threshold of 1 for influential cases (Bollen 
and Jackman, 1990). Moreover, each variance inflation factor (VIF) 
value was below the recommended threshold of 2.5 (Allison, 1999; 
Diamantopoulos and Siguaw, 2006). 

If not indicated otherwise, this study used a significance level of 0.05 
(two-tailed) for all the implemented statistical tests. 

5. Results 

5.1. Hypothesis testing 

To test for the stability of the results, the research model was tested 
with/without the utilized control variables, including all items, only the 
bank questionnaire items, and with/without the maximum likelihood of 
missing value replacements (see Appendix D). It was found that reward 
power mainly fluctuated in terms of significance levels among models, 
possibly suggesting an increased sensitivity to changes in sample size 
and difference among datasets. A multi-group analysis of the model for 
each sample was not possible due to sample-size constraints. However, 
to mitigate possible sampling effects, dummies (representing the sam-
pling effect) of the focal firms were included in the model as control 
variables. Altogether, the different tests showed that the results remain 
largely robust, especially results for the models with acceptable fit 
indices. Due to the inclusion of all-control variables and its best model fit 
indices, Model 1 (see Appendix D) was chosen as the basis for testing the 
hypotheses. 

Regarding the control variables (see Table 4), the time the 

respondents took to respond (i.e. the order of response) and the length of 
relationship have no influence on any variable. Supplier dependence has 
a positive influence on satisfaction (β = 0.22; p < 0.01) and on the 
perception of buying firm status (β = 0.38; p < 0.01). Both the university 
and bank have a higher status (βUniversity = 0.27; pUniversity < 0.05; βBank 
= 0.24; pBank < 0.05) and the university has a lower satisfaction 
(βUniversity = − 0.37; pUniversity < 0.01) than the baseline firm. Therefore, 
although the length of relationship and potential late response bias are 
not relevant within our model, both satisfaction and status are influ-
enced by the degree of supplier dependence and differences in sampling, 
which underlines the consideration of the relevance of their effects in 
the model, and we include them as control variables. 

Regarding hypothesis testing, Fig. 2 and Table 4 show the results of 
the SEM analysis. The fit indices of the SEM model, including all the 
control variables and maximum likelihood estimation, show a chi- 
square(df = 270) = 1869 (p = 0.00), CFI = 0.94, TLI = 0.92, RMSEA =
0.059 (RMSEA 90%CIlow = 0.045, 90% CIhigh = 0.073, p = 0.14) and 
SRMR = 0.071. These results are similar to the ones from the confir-
matory factor analysis. About the hypotheses, the data do not support 
the hypothesis which suggests that coercive power has a negative impact 
on supplier satisfaction (H1: β = − 0.18; p = n.s.). In addition, Hy-
pothesis 2, stating that reward power has a positive impact on supplier 
satisfaction is not supported (H2: β = -0.01; p = n.s.). For Hypothesis 3, 
this study found that conflict in a relationship has a negative impact on 
supplier satisfaction (H3: β = − 0.28; p < 0.05). Hypothesis 4, which 
states that a buyer’s coercive power has a positive impact on the level of 
conflict, is supported (H4: β = 0.50; p < 0.05). The analyses provide no 
empirical evidence that reward power has a negative impact on the level 
of conflict in a relationship (H5: β = − 0.06; p = n.s.). Hypothesis 6, 
which assumes that there is a negative relationship between a buyer’s 
coercive power and status, is supported by the data (H6: β = − 0.22; p <
0.05). Hypothesis 7, which implies a negative impact of a buyer’s 
reward power on status, is not supported by the data (H7: β = 0.09; p =
n.s.). For Hypothesis 8, the findings support the assumption that buyer 
status has a positive impact on supplier satisfaction (H8: β = 0.38; p <
0.05). To test for possible effects of status on power, we also analyzed 
the model by reversing the relationship between power and status. The 
results indicate no significant influence of status on coercive power 
(Reversed H6: β = − 0.22; p = n.s.) and reward power (Reversed H7: β =
0.10; p = n.s.) Finally, Hypothesis 9 was supported. However, buyer 
status has a negative impact on relational conflicts (H9: β = − 0.32; p <
0.05). 

5.2. Mediation test and possible interaction of power and status 

In Fig. 2, the level of conflict mediates the relationships between 

Table 2 
Correlations, means, standard deviations, and reliability of constructs.    

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 

1 Supplier Satisfaction -         
2 Relational Conflict -,46** -        
3 Reward Power -,16* ,40** -       
4 Coercive Power -,32** ,54** ,85** -      
5 Buying firm status ,54** -,29** − 0.13 -,26** -     
6 Control: Dependence of Supplier ,19** ,29** ,34** ,30** 0.13 -    
7 Control: Length of Relationship 0.03 0.08 0.12 0.09 0.05 0.10 -   
8 Control: Dummy Bank 0.01 0.10 ,18* ,19** − 0.07 − 0.02 -,31** -  
9 Control: Dummy Education 0.01 -,30** -,42** -,40** ,23** -,14* 0.14 -,68** - 
0 Control: Order of Response 0.07 -,14* -,25** -,21** ,17* − 0.12 -,23** − 0.07 ,37**  

Mean 4.29 1.60 2.58 2.18 3.92 2.65 11.80 – –  
SD 0.65 0.83 1.06 0.88 0.66 0.88 10.08 – –  
Cronbach’s alpha 0.91 0.92 0.86 0.90 0.93 0.83 – – –  
Omega 0.90 0.92 0.86 0.90 0.93 0.83 – – –  
Omega 2 0.90 0.92 0.86 0.90 0.93 0.83 – – –  
Omega 3 0.86 0.92 0.86 0.91 0.93 0.83 – – –  
Average Variance Extracted 0.63 0.80 0.61 0.70 0.78 0.55 – – –  

Table 3 
Testing multivariate assumptions of the latent factors using GVLMA.   

Value p-value Decision 

Global Stat 6.762 0.149 Assumptions acceptable. 
Skewness 3.505 0.061 Assumptions acceptable. 
Kurtosis 1.070 0.301 Assumptions acceptable. 
Link Function 0.002 0.967 Assumptions acceptable. 
Heteroscedasticity 2.186 0.139 Assumptions acceptable.  
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coercive power and status and supplier satisfaction. To test the signifi-
cance level of the mediation effect, this study used a percentile boot-
strapping approach as well as bias-corrected bootstrapping (corrected 
for bias and acceleration) of the confidence intervals of the mediation, as 
recommended by Rungtusanatham et al. (2014) to test for mediation. 
The conclusions drawn from both estimations were similar and they 
were also similar for significances. In the following, we report the results 
of the bias-corrected bootstrap. Regarding the indirect effects of coercive 
power on supplier satisfaction, the mediation via conflict was significant 
(2.5% CIlow = − 0.32; 97.5% CIhigh = − 0.05), since the confidence in-
terval does not include zero (Rungtusanatham et al., 2014). We also 
found a significant level of mediation effect of conflict in the relationship 
between status and supplier satisfaction (2.5% CIlow = 0.00; 97.5% 
CIhigh = 0.20). 

After the mediation analysis, we assessed a possible interactive effect 
of coercive power and status on relational conflict and supplier satis-
faction. We deemed this additional analysis necessary as the similarity of 
both status and coercive power (both being ways to influence other 
parties) can also create arguments towards an interactive (moderating) 
influence of status and coercive power. The analyses of the interactive 
effect on relationship conflict (β = − 0.19; p = 0.19) and on supplier 
satisfaction (β = − 0.02; p = 0.83) showed insignificant results when 
added it to the research model (Fig. 2). Additionally, all existing paths 
did not change significantly (significances did not switch between above 
and below the 0.05 threshold) when adding the interactions to the 
model. These findings show that the mediation assumption is supported 
by the data. 

Correspondingly, the analyses highlight that relational conflict 

Table 4 
Analysis Results Model 1 (N = 209, ML estimator).  

Dep.  Ind. b Std 
Err 

Z P ci 
lower 

ci 
upper 

Std lv Std all Std nox 

Sat. < Nr Order 0.00 0.00 0.30 0.77 0.00 0.01 0.00 0.03 0.00 
Sat. < Dependence 0.22 0.08 2.87 0.00 0.07 0.37 0.27 0.27 0.27 
Sat. < Rel. Length 0.00 0.01 0.70 0.48 − 0.01 0.01 0.01 0.06 0.01 
Sat. < Bank − 0.10 0.12 − 0.80 0.42 − 0.33 0.14 − 0.17 − 0.08 − 0.17 
Sat. < University − 0.37 0.13 − 2.81 0.01 − 0.63 − 0.11 − 0.64 − 0.27 − 0.64 
Sat. < Conflict − 0.28 0.08 − 3.40 0.00 − 0.44 − 0.12 − 0.35 − 0.35 − 0.35 
Sat. < Status 0.38 0.11 3.59 0.00 0.18 0.59 0.34 0.34 0.34 
Sat. < Reward P. − 0.01 0.05 − 0.16 0.87 − 0.11 0.09 − 0.01 − 0.01 − 0.01 
Sat. < Coercive P. − 0.18 0.10 − 1.84 0.07 − 0.37 0.01 − 0.20 − 0.20 − 0.20 
Conflict < Nr Order 0.00 0.00 1.25 0.21 0.00 0.01 0.01 0.12 0.01 
Conflict < Dependence 0.13 0.09 1.37 0.17 − 0.06 0.31 0.13 0.13 0.13 
Conflict < Rel. Length 0.01 0.01 0.79 0.43 − 0.01 0.02 0.01 0.07 0.01 
Conflict < Bank − 0.12 0.16 − 0.72 0.47 − 0.43 0.20 − 0.16 − 0.08 − 0.16 
Conflict < University − 0.11 0.17 − 0.64 0.52 − 0.44 0.22 − 0.15 − 0.06 − 0.15 
Conflict < Status − 0.32 0.13 − 2.44 0.02 − 0.57 − 0.06 − 0.22 − 0.22 − 0.22 
Conflict < Reward P. − 0.06 0.07 − 0.87 0.38 − 0.19 0.07 − 0.08 − 0.08 − 0.08 
Conflict < Coercive P. 0.50 0.13 3.79 0.00 0.24 0.76 0.45 0.45 0.45 
Status < Nr Order 0.00 0.00 0.04 0.97 − 0.01 0.01 0.00 0.00 0.00 
Status < Dependence 0.15 0.07 2.17 0.03 0.02 0.29 0.22 0.22 0.22 
Status < Rel. Length 0.00 0.01 0.76 0.45 − 0.01 0.01 0.01 0.07 0.01 
Status < Bank 0.24 0.12 2.01 0.05 0.01 0.48 0.48 0.24 0.48 
Status < University 0.27 0.13 2.05 0.04 0.01 0.52 0.52 0.22 0.52 
Status < Reward P. 0.09 0.05 1.80 0.07 − 0.01 0.19 0.18 0.18 0.18 
Status < Coercive P. − 0.22 0.09 − 2.55 0.01 − 0.40 − 0.05 − 0.29 − 0.29 − 0.29 

Note: Dep = Dependent variable; Ind. = Independent variable; Sat. = Satisfaction; Nr Order = Sequence number in which the responded reacted to the questionnaire 
(controlling for non-response); b = Standardized beta; Std Err = Standard error; ci lower = 95% confidence interval lower bound (two-sided); ci upper = 95% 
confidence interval higher bound (two-sided). 

Fig. 2. SEM Results (N = 219, ML estimator).  
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serves as a significant mediator between coercive power and supplier 
satisfaction as well as between status and supplier satisfaction. The 
implications of these findings will be discussed in the following section. 

6. Discussion, implications and future research 

6.1. Discussion of the findings and implications for theory 

By assessing how supplier satisfaction is influenced by power, con-
flict, and status and how these variables relate to one another, this paper 
makes an extremely rich contribution to the literature. The contribu-
tions are mainly toward supplier satisfaction theory, status theory, and 
conflict and power theory. 

Our findings indicate that buyer status has a strong and highly sig-
nificant influence on supplier satisfaction in buyer-supplier relation-
ships, which is also partially mediated by conflict. By showcasing the 
explanatory relevance of status, we have introduced a new antecedent to 
supplier satisfaction and buyer-supplier research. Till today, several 
mostly operative antecedents explaining supplier satisfaction have been 
discussed (Essig and Amann, 2009; Hudnurkar and Ambekar, 2019), 
which have been grouped as operative excellence, company growth 
factors, profit, and relationship (Vos et al., 2016). Given the strong link 
between status and satisfaction, it is surprising that previous studies 
focusing on supplier satisfaction did not consider it as a variable of in-
fluence (Hüttinger et al., 2012; Kumar and Routroy, 2016; Pulles et al., 
2019; Schiele et al., 2012). However, our study strongly emphasizes the 
inclusion of “buyer status” alongside “classical” antecedents in research 
in order to explain a partner’s satisfaction with a business relationship. 
Given the high explanatory extent of status, our findings suggest that 
future studies on supplier satisfaction should regard customer status as a 
central variable in their analyses. 

Regarding research on status, our study contributes by applying the 
existing theories to a new phenomenon. The results show that a buyer’s 
status seems to have double the influence of other factors. Not only does 
the buyer’s high status promote a supplier’s satisfaction with that buyer, 
it also reduces relational conflict in their relationship. By analyzing the 
impact of status on supplier satisfaction, this research contributes to the 
status literature with an introduction of a new and previously over-
looked level of analysis: buyer-supplier relations. Until now, the status of 
a firm has been seen to influence employees’ choices in that employees 
prefer to work for a reputable company (high status) (Carmeli et al., 
2006). Moreover, status influences choices in B2C markets (Delmestri 
and Greenwood, 2016; Huang and Washington, 2015; Jensen et al., 
2011) and has been studied in research pertaining to collaboration, al-
liances, mergers, and acquisitions (Castellucci and Ertug, 2010; Malter, 
2011a; Piazza and Castellucci, 2014; Pollock et al., 2010). This paper 
highlights that the same logic can be transferred to buyer-supplier re-
lationships, where the status of a buyer influences its perception and the 
actions of the supplier. Our findings support the notion that status is an 
asset that buyers can use for their own advantage. Hence, status seems to 
not only be an influential concept as recently revealed in the strategic 
management literature (Delmestri and Greenwood, 2016; Rindova et al., 
2018; Wang and Jensen, 2018), but can also gain importance in research 
on buyer-supplier relationships. As shown in this study, status mitigates 
relational conflicts and leads to an increase in supplier satisfaction. This 
supports the earlier assumptions that status could potentially represent a 
form of additional value to the supplier (for extensive understanding 
about supplier value, refer to Lindgreen et al. (2012), Ramsay (2005), 
Lindgreen and Wynstra (2005), Ulaga and Eggert (2006); Ulaga and 
Eggert (2005)), which allows suppliers to perceive the relationship with 
a high-status (i.e., high-value) buyer as more important (Chicksand and 
Rehme, 2018; Ramsay and Wagner, 2009). 

The findings also show that a buyer’s coercive and reward powers do 
not have a significant direct effect on supplier satisfaction. However, 
coercive power indirectly influences supplier satisfaction through the 
creation of conflicts in the relationship and demotion of status. These 

findings have implications for conflict and power theory. In particular, 
our findings regarding coercive power need further attention. The re-
sults suggest that there is no direct relationship between coercive power 
and supplier satisfaction, but this linkage is mediated by relational 
conflict. This supports the argument that coercive power can also be 
used by buyers to express dissatisfaction with their suppliers’ perfor-
mance and to achieve behavioral changes of suppliers, which are 
beneficial for the relationship (Chae et al., 2017; Zhao et al., 2008). It is 
also supported by the arguments provided by resource dependency 
scholars (Cox, 2001; Cox et al., 2003; Cox et al., 2000), who have argued 
for long that while viewing relationships from a resource-dependency 
point of view, it is quite natural for the more-dominant parties (ones 
with higher power) to exert power to achieve their desired commercial 
goals and that this does not always necessarily lead to conflict or 
degradation of relational satisfaction. Nevertheless, the findings also 
show that a buyer’s coercive power leads to a reduction of buyer status, 
suggesting that power can influence the perspective on a buyer nega-
tively. The implications for practice and future research are further 
discussed in the following sections. 

6.2. Managerial implications 

As mentioned earlier in the review, there are three essential aspects 
of status: status has a signaling effect, it is also an intangible asset, and 
the status of an entity can change over time, including transferring the 
status of an entity to another (Piazza and Castellucci, 2014). In the first 
aspect, status signals the quality of an entity and thus, reduces uncer-
tainty regarding partner selection. From a managerial perspective, firms 
with high status may actively engage in the promotion of their status and 
ensure that the target group—in this case the suppliers—are aware of 
their status. Since status is influenced by a third party’s perceptions 
(“being admired by others” or “highly regarded by others”), marketing 
can actively spread the information as to how relevant others see the 
focal company, and consequently, influences the target firms. In the 
second instance, status as an intangible asset requires systematic and 
professional asset management, comprising measuring the state of sta-
tus, targeting projects for improvement, ensuring the proper utilization 
of the accomplished status for the benefit of the firm and eventually 
controlling for its further development. The third aspect of status, which 
relates to its transferability, makes a clear managerial recommendation: 
building on the notion of status as a mobile resource (Piazza and Cas-
tellucci, 2014). With this notion in mind, this research aims to show that 
high-status buying firms can benefit from their rank through increased 
satisfaction and extract increased benefits from a supplier; potentially 
gaining more resources from the relationship. 

From a power perspective, this research indicates that buyers can 
also exert coercive power without having to face immediate negative 
consequences. As this study found, coercive power does not directly 
affect supplier satisfaction but is mainly mediated by relational conflict. 
This might be due to the fact that coercive power, in particular, can be 
viewed as a legitimate power by a buyer. A buyer usually expresses 
dissatisfaction and demands behavioral change through coercive power 
(Chae et al., 2017; Zhao et al., 2008). However, when the supplier views 
the buyer’s coercive power as illegitimate and potentially focused on 
value appropriation, it leads to opposition and conflict, thereby reducing 
supplier satisfaction. This study advises buyers to refrain from express-
ing coercive power without a legitimate reason. The perception of po-
tential unilateral value appropriation might lead to relational conflict 
and decrease supplier satisfaction, making it harder for buyers to ach-
ieve preferred customer status. Thus, perceived coercive power de-
creases the status of the buyer for the supplier, indicating long-term 
negative consequences for the buyer and also emphasizing the buying 
firm’s need to exercise coercive power with restraint. 

Finally, by combining the power and status perspectives, our find-
ings indicate that relational conflict and its negative effects on supplier 
satisfaction can be influenced by buyer status. Low-status firms may use 
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caution while using coercive power. This notion receives empirical 
backing in form of the classical Latin sentence “quod licet Iovi, non licet 
bovi”, which means that what is permitted to Jupiter (a high-status god) 
is not necessarily allowed for an ox (a low-status animal) (Boggs, 2007). 
Managers mistaking an ox for Jupiter run the danger of creating more 
conflicts and, as a consequence, easily ruining the relationship. But even 
for Jupiter, coercive power comes at a price, as it reduces its status. This 
research further shows that the buyer’s coercive power has a negative 
effect on status, which cannot be balanced by offering a reward. More 
research needs to be conducted on how practitioners can change their 
status over time. 

6.3. Limitations, future research, and conclusions 

Like in the majority of previous research studies on the concept of 
power, this research considered buyer power as the ability of a buyer to 
exert influence on a supplier and neglected the supplier’s power (Bastl 
et al., 2013; Chae et al., 2017). Yet, both suppliers and buyers may have 
significant power over one another, or the supplier may have compar-
atively more power (Chae et al., 2017; Chicksand and Rehme, 2018; 
Davis and Mentzer, 2006). Future research studies should investigate 
how different power dynamics would influence the results found in this 
study and buyer-supplier relationships in general. This also implies 
studying the differences between the perceived and the actual levels of 
power in a relationship called “power dissonance” (Chae et al., 2017; 
Flynn et al., 2011). Is the buyer actually aware of their own power and 
the influence of power perceptions of suppliers? Moreover, future 
research might assess power dissonance in relation to applied power. 
Since the current literature stream does not allow the bases of power and 
the corresponding measures of power to directly measure the actual use 
of power in relation to the perception of its potential use, future research 
can further enable the assessment of the distinction among the 
perceived, actual and actually applied power. This would also promote 
the studies on the impact of restrained use of power (the power-holder 
deliberately chooses not to use its power) on buyer-supplier relation-
ships (He et al., 2013). Therefore, the complex concepts of power studies 
such as having power, threat of using power, and the actual use of power 
could be further distinguished in future research. Till today, many 
studies have actually used measures related to the ability to use power to 
hypothesize about the effects of the actual use of power (Handley and 
Benton Jr, 2012b; Handley et al., 2019; Nyaga et al., 2013; Pulles et al., 
2014). However, a distinction is necessary, as it can be assumed that the 
possession of power and ability/threat of power can have different im-
pacts on buyer-supplier relationships. In essence, such research would 
build on the ongoing discussions on different forms of power, and how 
these forms are experienced by different entities (Reimann and Ketchen, 
2017; Sturm and Antonakis, 2015). 

Furthermore, this study only considered mediated powers—reward 
and coercive power—since they have been shown to be the most im-
pactful and relevant in buyer-supplier relationships (Pulles et al., 2014). 
Yet, scholars argue that non-mediated powers can enhance the effec-
tiveness of reward power or mitigate the negative effects of coercive 
power on buyer-supplier relationships (Chae et al., 2017). Particularly, 
when the supplier accepts the buyer’s legitimate power, the supplier 
might regard the buyer’s requests through reward and coercive powers 
as a natural part of buyer-supplier relationships, not as controlling 
mechanisms (Chae et al., 2017; Zhao et al., 2008). In essence, the 
different types of non-mediated power such as referent, legitimate, and 
expert power, have the potential to promote the supplier’s perception of 
the buyer’s interest in mutual success and therefore, can enhance the 
relationship (Chae et al., 2017; Dahlstrom and Boyle, 1994; Mohr and 
Nevin, 1990). As a result, this could provide legitimate reasons as to why 
certain forms of coercive power lead to relational conflict, as found in 

this research. Accordingly, future research should take interactions be-
tween mediated and non-mediated power into account. Chae et al. 
(2017) present a good example of research studying such potential 
interactions. 

The limitations of this study arise from the facts that the sample used 
in the research work was based on the suppliers’ perspectives from only 
three companies, the sample size was moderate (although the model fit 
of the data was good), and the firms were mainly located in the 
Netherlands. Future research works need to not only collect more data 
from more diverse contexts and data sources (key respondent issues), 
but considering a dyadic perspective on buyer-supplier power, status, 
and conflict dynamics is also advised. A dyadic view on relational as-
pects could further unravel the differences between buyers’ and sup-
pliers’ perceptions of supply chain attributes (Oosterhuis, Molleman and 
van der Vaart, 2013; Son et al., 2016). Additionally, it would be inter-
esting to analyze how certain management practices of buyers interact 
with power, status, and conflict to gain satisfied suppliers. Several recent 
studies have shown that buyer activities, such as active goals alignment, 
supplier collaboration initiatives, and fair supplier treatment (Patrucco 
et al., 2019; Prajogo et al., 2012; Son et al., 2019) can lead to the 
improvement of relationship quality and supplier performance. A com-
bination of these “soft” power and “hard” power activities could bring 
new insights into the attainment of satisfied relationships and ultimately 
the achievement of the preferred customer status. 

Moreover, this study’s focus on relational conflict might need to be 
further refined in future studies through detailed analyses of both 
dysfunctional and functional types of conflict (Jehn, 1995; Rose and 
Shoham, 2004). In previous research studies, functional conflict, in 
particular, has been shown as being more beneficial to buyer-supplier 
relationships than relational conflict (Yan and Wagner, 2017). 

Finally, as shown in this research, buyer status is negatively influ-
enced by the buyer’s coercive power, reduces conflict in the buyer- 
supplier relationships, and increases supplier satisfaction. Even though 
early research works that discuss possibilities to radical status changes 
and changes of status categorization of market categories, such as the 
Italian spirit grappa (Delmestri and Greenwood, 2016), not much yet is 
known as to what the antecedents and the influencing factors of buyer 
status are. Consequently, future research should assess the antecedents 
of a firm’s status and showcase how status can be influenced and is 
changed over time. This venture can also involve the consideration of 
negative forms of status (a bad ranking and unpopularity/notoriety 
among others) since the literature has mostly undertaken a positive 
perspective on status. Particularly, in this regard, a more qualitative 
assessment of status and, especially, of the status-power-conflict dy-
namic could lead to the attainment of new insights on this concept’s 
underlying mechanisms. As also discussed in the hypotheses and dis-
cussion sections, the causality of the relationship between a buyer’s 
power and its status remains a black-box. How do status and power 
influence other factors in conjunction and how do they influence each 
other? What feedback loops exist between them? These are questions for 
future qualitative assessments of this topic and cannot fully be untangled 
by the quantitative approach taken in this study. We call upon re-
searchers to study these complex interactions in more detail. 
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Appendix A. Used Measures  

Items Supplier Satisfaction Vos et al. (2016) 

SS 1 Our firm is very satisfied with the overall relationship with [name of buying firm]. 
SS 2* On the whole, our firm is completely happy with [name of buying firm]. 
SS 3 Generally, our firm is very pleased to have the [name of the buying firm] as our business partner. 
SS 4 If we had to do it all over again, we would still choose [name of buying firm]. 
SS 5 Our firm does not regret the decision to do business with [name of buying firm]. 
Items Relational Conflict Kumar et al. (1992) 
C 1 Our relationship with [name of buying firm] can be best described as tense. 
C 2 We have often disagreements in our working relationship with [name of buying firm]. 
C 3 We frequently clash with [name of buying firm] on issues relating to how we should conduct our business. 
Items Status of Buyer Torelli et al. (2014)  

According to us … 
S 1 … [name of buying firm] has a high-status. 
S 2 … [name of buying firm] is admired by others. 
S 3 … [name of buying firm] has high prestige. 
S 4 … [name of buying firm] is highly regarded by others. 
Items Usage of Reward Power Pulles et al. (2014) 
RP 1* [Name of buying firm] offers rewards so that we will go along with their wishes. 
RP 2 We feel that by going along with [name of buying firm], we will be favored on other occasions. 
RP 3* If we do not do as asked, we will not receive the rewards offered by [name of buying firm]. 
RP 4* [Name of buying firm] offers us rewards if we agree with their requests. 
Items Usage of Coercive Power Pulles et al. (2014) 
CP 1 [Name of buying firm] makes it clear that failing to comply with their requests will result in penalties against us. 
CP 2 If we do not agree with [name of buying firm] suggestions, they could make things difficult for us. 
CP 3 If we do not do as asked, we will not receive very good treatment from [name of buying firm]. 
CP 4 If we do not go along with [name of buying firm], they might withdraw certain services/resources we need. 

Notes: * excluded items due to face-validity concerns of respondents in the Bank questionnaire. 

Appendix B. Test of Homogeneity of Variances and t-Test Comparison of Early Versus Late Respondents   

Test of Homogeneity of Variances  Independent Samples t-Test  

Factors Levene Statistic df1 df2 Sig.  t df Sig 
All data Supplier Satisfaction 0.17 1 103 0.68  − 0.45 103 0.68 

Relational Conflict 0.70 1 103 0.41  − 1.13 103 0.41 
Reward Power 0.13 1 103 0.72  0.36 103 0.72 
Buyer status 3.90 1 103 0.05  − 0.57 103 0.05 
Coercive Power 1.46 1 103 0.23  − 0.28 103 0.23            

Factors Levene Statistic df1 df2 Sig.  t df Sig 
Bank Supplier Satisfaction 0.184 1 33.000 0.67  − 0.72 33 0.67 

Relational Conflict 2.527 1 33.000 0.12  0.93 33 0.12 
Reward Power 0.996 1 33.000 0.33  0.31 33 0.33 
Buyer status 0.001 1 33.000 0.98  − 0.61 33 0.98 
Coercive Power 0.760 1 33.000 0.39  1.01 33 0.39           

University Supplier Satisfaction 0.165 1 48.000 0.69  − 0.73 48 0.69 
Relational Conflict 0.070 1 48.000 0.79  0.11 48 0.79 
Reward Power 2.647 1 48.000 0.11  1.28 48 0.11 
Buyer status 2.613 1 48.000 0.11  − 0.27 48 0.11 
Coercive Power 5.358 1 48.000 0.025  0.03 48 0.02           

Automotive Supplier Satisfaction 0.825 1 18.000 0.376  1.28 18 0.38 
Relational Conflict 13.671 1 18.000 0.002  − 2.94 18 0.00 
Reward Power 0.366 1 18.000 0.553  − 1.30 18 0.55 
Buyer status 0.256 1 18.000 0.619  − 0.34 18 0.62 
Coercive Power 2.163 1 18.000 0.159  − 1.47 18 0.16  

Appendix C. Exploratory Factor Analysis in SPSS – Loadings of Factors (N ¼ 139) 
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Appendix D. Descriptive statistics of variables 

Appendix D. Overview of path coefficients, significances and fit statistics per analysis approach (with/without control, only bank/all 
items, with/without missing replacements)     

Including Control Variables Without Control Variables    

Model 1 Model 2 Model 3 Model 4 Model 5 Model 6    
Only bank 
items1 

All items - ML missing 
replacement2 

All items- No 
replacement of missing3 

Only Bank 
items1 

All items - ML missing 
replacement2 

All items - No 
replacement of missing3 

Dept.  independent N = 129 N = 12b N = 60 N = 209 N = 209 N = 139 
Sat. < Nr Order 0.00 0.00 0.00    
Sat. < Dependence 0.22** 0.23** 0.34**    
Sat. < Rel. Length 0.00 0.00 0.00    
Sat. < Bank − 0.10 − 0.12     
Sat. < University − 0.37** − 0.45** − 0.4**    
Sat. < Conflict − 0.28** − 0.31** − 0.32** − 0.2** − 0.25** − 0.2** 
Sat. < Status 0.38** 0.45** 0.28† 0.38** 0.49** 0.39** 

(continued on next page) 

Bank Education Automotive Total Dataset 

Variable N Min Max M SD N Min Max M SD N Min Max M SD N Min Max M SD 

Supplier Satisfaction* 70 3.0 5.0 4.32 0.54 100 1.8 5.0 4.22 0.75 39 3.0 5.0 4.24 0.59 209 2.0 5.0 4.29 0.65 
Relational Conflict 70 1.0 3.7 1.68 0.66 100 1.0 5.0 1.33 0.71 39 1.0 4.7 2.13 1.09 209 1.0 5.0 1.60 0.83 
Buyer Status 70 2.5 5.0 3.86 0.48 100 2.0 5.0 4.09 0.73 39 2.8 5.0 3.62 0.67 209 2.0 5.0 3.92 0.66 
Reward Power* 70 1.0 5.0 2.81 0.84 100 1.0 4.3 1.92 0.82 39 1.0 4.5 2.78 0.89 209 1.0 5.0 2.58 1.06 
Coercive Power 70 1.0 3.8 2.42 0.57 100 1.0 4.0 1.81 0.88 39 1.0 5.0 2.69 0.95 209 1.0 5.0 2.18 0.88 
Controls: 

Dependence 
70 1.0 5.0 2.61 0.75 100 1.0 5.0 2.56 0.90 39 1.0 5.0 2.99 1.02 209 1.0 5.0 2.65 0.88 

Relationship Length 69 1.0 50.0 8.91 9.31 29 1.0 45.0 14.45 11.55 31 1.0 30.0 15.74 8.39 129 1.0 50.0 11.80 10.08 

Notes: *Values for the Bank data was calculated with less items (see questionnaire for excluded items). 
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(continued )    

Including Control Variables Without Control Variables 

Sat. < Reward P. − 0.01 0.10 0.21 0.07† 0.11 0.09 
Sat. < Coercive P. − 0.18† − 0.29 − 0.47† − 0.12† − 0.12 − 0.15 
Conflict < Nr Order 0.00 0.00 0.02*    
Conflict < Dependence 0.13 0.12 0.20    
Conflict < Rel. Length 0.01 0.00 0.01    
Conflict < Bank − 0.12 − 0.13     
Conflict < University − 0.11 − 0.12 0.03    
Conflict < Status − 0.32* − 0.3* − 0.39† − 0.22* − 0.22* − 0.20 
Conflict < Reward P. − 0.06 − 0.14 0.08 − 0.03 − 0.07 − 0.01 
Conflict < Coercive P. 0.5** 0.56* 0.47 0.47** 0.48** 0.51** 
Status < Nr Order 0.00 0.00 − 0.01    
Status < Dependence 0.15* 0.18* 0.31**    
Status < Rel. Length 0.00 0.00 0.01†

Status < Bank 0.24* 0.27*     
Status < University 0.27* 0.3* 0.3*    
Status < Reward P. 0.09† 0.3† 0.66** 0.07 0.14 0.21 
Status < Coercive P. − 0.22* − 0.39* − 0.8** − 0.21** − 0.24* − 0.32** 
Fit  CFI 0.937 0.916 0.862 0.97 0.947 0.914  

TLI 0.924 0.903 0.84 0.96 0.938 0.898  
RMSEA 0.059 0.061 0.098 0.06 0.066 0.094  
RMSEA (sig) 0.142 0.067 0 0.09 0.01 0  
SRMR 0.071 0.084 0.104 0.04 0.054 0.066 

Notes: ** = sig < 0.01; * = sig < 0.05; † = sig < 0.1. 
1“Bank items” refers to the model excluding one item for supplier satisfaction and three items for reward power, which were removed due to pre-testing. 
2 “ML missing replacemant” refers to the full model with all items, in which the missing items of the bank dataset were replaced by the maximum likelihood missing 
estimations in Lavaan. 
3 “No replacement of missing” refers to the full model with all items, in which no missing items have been replaced, this analysis relies solely on the data of the 
University and the Automotive company. 
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