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H|E S 2 A4E7] g 2ol A Aol
AASH= 7Hx] 7} ol | -5 sh=A o] tisf, 714]
£ W o](Benefit)} H|-8(Cost) 0.2 TLESI] 4F
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1. 27 22| (Competitive Advantage)2}
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T AR 2850, olF oAl 2H99Low

Cost)2} =zPH3} 99(Differentiation)2 &3+
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SFal Qlth(Magretta 2012; Makadok and Ross 2013;
Santos-Vijande, Lopez-Sanchez and Trespalacios
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(Experience Curve Effects)®} 15 2] 74 Al (Economy
of Scale)& Foll Y- H|-§ oz Bigdoan A=
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ket Barney(1991)2] Z] 29
o] ZE1 = 71EA A= 2
94 Z
A

rlo
r>~'
2 g
£ Lo
2 o

-

AT
17 /d (Resource Heterogeneity)©] £ 517
2k, 71de] Ak o3| #isf ol-8-sh=

=

o
o] 92 4517] PRtk Holu. olefgt 71y
ShlAL AT ALGe] S G 7192, 719 5
9] 528 THoP] A5, W T3] 7Hst

b she b mj-- AAIA Q] gapEhe] S o 3l
A gk, Tt ol el Aol §AEA) rthe
AF A= Williams(1992)2] AAHZ ofz] A
Z}o]| o]5) 5T = o] 9t} Schmalensee(1985) = 4
2oz 427t 71 Bl Y vAA] &

ot S-S AAt 1.2™, Rumelt(1991)= 7|

A 2] = © A AT E Qe
Th= AA 719 7te] Zpolo B & pizteitt= A&
HolFAA, 719 99 /M Fa% dH2 7Y
o] ZatA o2 H{o A AR 7|vkeitta

2.1 X}217|4F 2t (Resource-based View)

24 719 3 (Resource-based View)= 34 -9-$

o 9o dhsl 954 SRR 799 YA

%
(Rents)oll  °Jsf AAHtl Hil 3l
(Barney 1986, 1988; Dierickx and Cool 1989). ¢{7|
A A AR ] 7] 91880l thet el
2 ofmgiet.

7142 At S Sl et A& o] &5k
o], Bt Zpglo] FEZA o ® Fajtrial 7Hgetth
A ohE 714E AP elst= Zlo] of#& Aol
wrebA ZA7|RE T A= Z1dEe] 2 Q=
eFa 2 (Strategic Resource)©] H5F o]ZF
(Heterogeneous)©|2h= A7, o] 2|3t ZAHAE-2 o]

o] E2Hd5t7] ufZoll(Imperfectly Mobile) ZH ©
Aol e A&E 4 SIvka AAstar ¢l

(Bamey 1991, Z #4917]5F g2 7] 4 ko] 7}
o] 7} A4 Z (Industry Structure) 2 Th= 7] 4 2] ©
Z A (Firm Heterogeneity)©ll 7|1ttt B Qle=

Z1o|th(Barney 1991; Rumelt, 1991).
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A A0 METHSA Aot | 5

718 T M= F7HH 02 HA-919] A 5ol itk E3 22 A o= 7199 £X, A
&5 TA5H AL Sl=Tl, AP Wl A AT 9, FA, 9 A" 22 Y5 9 o7 g A
2 95 A= A Ao 2 & w9 2 9 olof ZAfst= TA 5ol s E . Afuah(2004)->
a7k QARG o] F HA-Et AEA D 5= AUAESA] Y-S 53 (Tangible)¥t T3 (Intangible), 18] 1L
o] FAl= 12T AAAE L7I17HA] FdShor %1 (Human) AHg.0 2 FESET Qli=t] o]+
T 8 S S o ¢S S8t e 2 7|E d7AE0] ERe A 2 Aol B
7 4 let 129k Wetoll A Barney(1991)= 73 o] 2] F=rtt. Afuah(2004)2] Fof w2 ™ /-3 2}
22919} <x] 42 (Sustainable)’ A4S FE5} Holli= 374, Aule i 22 204 A 2 dAa7t
1 Sl ARl 7190l 7HAE FEShe Al 22 YA 2pgo] ZEH, 7Y A= E5
Aol A= 122 2T o) I8 o= R, 2 H, B, &2, AP RAL HlolE 5ol Aot mt
52 ZA9N= BA 71l 2R TR E & Aoz Q1A zAgog FYPPol H{IL 7
T2 5WL 4 gl Eotyel, IR RE A H= (Skill)o]tt 2] 4] (Knowledge)2 S QITh
Hol-S EA|(Duplicate)d S~ $1-2 o) LAt
T 28 BATA7E ASAA A5 ARHA 22 A1 A 2+ (Relational View)
o= ¢ @& 7|17 FA12 4= YA A9 Lippman and
Rumelt(1982)°]] W= ™, o 7] 4] z]&2Poleh= & A | AL 2 7] o] o DA o
o7} ZH= oulE Tz AAL-97t o3 7|7t Fet £ 71gell vl D53t S S 4 A ol
S 7} Elevko] EAIE | Hike AR 7Yool 18] st ] FAAT o] 5 WHE2 71 Yol i 9l
e AR REE d= oS EAlold 4 gl + BAY HEHARZEH 45 4 A= B89
LRe] EAOl B 7ML £ 4= Qi) AA9-919] A of tsiA= A& o= Thet Sl gl o]
Ao GFS nAE= @4t skaEuitt ohofFgt gF Wetol| A FAL-912] Yol gt A4E2, 7]
ool EAstA T, A H o= 7]Ygol 2l = FO) 4HQ] xR0t A STHL] FHTof| A Holrt, 7]
Qo] 2|4/ of| 7] ofot=2] o K7t FFE m Tt A b BA(Relationship)oll A= 2E7] A2,
= o] A7 A= 3L At} Barney(1991)5 H] & o] 3# 2] © 2 Dyer and Singh(1998)- 7|4 o] 2+ 9}
g AFAEE AR ASKEE fl6l ol + A4 ZHo] 7199] FoS dolA 71E 1+ A
ZHAE0] 712 912l (Valuable), 3| AALS 2E1 9lo 2 34E 4 e FAok 9loH, o] =gt T
™(Rare), ©o| @53/ (Difficult to Imitate), T}#] <= TA A T4 (Relational View)et stof 7]E2] 3
ato 2 tf#] E7H53H(Non-Substitutable) 4| 7HA] HET} 25kl Ut
275 A Alskal 9l th(Dierickx and Cool 1989). TA A e B o 2 27| T of] g

et 7|g o] Aee bRt Vel R ERE & &= el o 4= Qlet. e A 716
=, 54 224 (Physical) - 91 (Human) - £ %] 2 A9 YHo] 7ol FEoR ZH Q=
2] (Organizational) At 0.2 FLES}= Zlo] xtA ZHdo] Qltkal Aok WhH, WA A Y2 7Y
o] TH(Tomer 1987). =] Aoll= 374, 4], X o] Z¥31 Qli= Aol 11 719 ApA| el A RE &3 5tH=
2] 4], A of et A Fol ZREH, AL ofeh= AollE 281 AAoh(Dyer and Singh

Ao 18, Ad, 2|4, A, Ba]Ae] oh= 1998). A& &°1 ul=2 AxAdASol 3FAA



(Supplier) 25 E A-gHt= B2 5 A= g
A2 JAAHS 8l 124 SHH (Customized) H-7F
WtH(Ministry of International Trade and Industry
1987). Alet7} o] 23t Bl&2 2 30\ 7+ HE3]
Z7Veligktt. 22 AE2, 719 71| AR Yiel
A o] RIS A o] AH= Slsh TAE
1 F2H(Relation-specific Investments)E o}2]+= 9]
T7F A, o 712 S5 S Eolf A e £
A 4 A= €= 5 AT AASEL tk(Jap
and Anderson 2003). ©] -2 7| go] TZ] AHL-S

A
FoH0 QE AGA oll, Teie Al FE}
e

SIS

AP e = & ol Ads] 23k 4 s o
BRNE 2 4 Ao AARITHDyer 1996).

ZHA715E A of| A 7194 o] 2L = A= 55l
SUE 4 9 AAE ArhRens) 2 o2
At Z1 3} o], Dyer and Singh(1998)2 A 4]
ol Al <3A A 2| th(Relational Rents)’2F= 71
o

S ‘22 A Hddel &7 5d(diosyncratic
Contribution)= &A% &S &= 2= H[HTL o] 9]
(Supernormal Profit)’©] 2t AjEA A o5kl St
52 olHe WA BAA 2] dHdo=
TAEF A4S FEZ(Investments in  Relation
-specific Assets), A4 1 gH(Substantial Knowledge
Exchange), HE¢H4d 2ol X 3K (Combining of

Complementary) 5= A|A5tal it

A= Aotz oot A A7 |HE WA=
Afuah(2004)7} AASE 2+ B7715ES FFalsto]
SEAA7E B AedS Z7 79 (Tangible)
T3 (Intangible) AP o2 PR}, EHT} 714
(72 A, TAL A4 7149 B2 A

)2 7H) o] APaglo uejshlrt. ojojA]
]

0 ARS G FA7H Ao 9L v1A Ros
A skt
A 7E A F skl 4 (Product Quality)
& FFYAL Ak & g Fas A9 sht
=, F4o] Hold 7142 A 714l vl 2 s}
= A4Sz " ch(Porter 1980). B2 A A
7} A EE Au|20] FEE 2] A
AL A Ao e
™ (Baker, Parasuraman, Grewal and Voss 2002),
Cannon and Homburg(2001)+= &3] 1174 H|-&
(Customer Cost)= FHFoH= 22 SHoHH &
@ Ao Bl PRSE 1
2ol S84 FF= nA= Aoz FRAFUT

(Ulaga 2003).
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[7H2 1] AE <] F4o] 37145, 1749
o =] O



A A0 A0 METHSA R ngot | 7

Herrmann and Huber 2002; Herrman, Huber,
Sivakumar and Wricke 2004), 1174 0] Q1 A]5}+= 7}%]
Brlolw $ad A%e she Ao eyt
(Woodall 2003).

M 2] AL FHEol A B4E, 1
2) M} 3715t b) vlg-2

olct.

>
e
o
il
-
)i
ol
el
K
-0,
o
)
(1o
o
N
e
1o
)
it
2
fo

o] B4 ArT} o Fastchn Fgstr). o2
Sol, 7199 FALL ol A 7oA ] A
o] Z4Fel ket WA o AL AFOR TL AL
ST 4 QA Hd), olgt 2ol Aot sHae
Q4 AU Fl WL G AL AL o] 5o]
71919] AL Surgths Zoltt 58] 719 747
ol A A& 0] B o] 2H] A A HT S 2
7] whge] A0 ol Bt AEAL HuE 2
HA Fas Wast g Zoleka dab A
2 JAArE 0] At Selo] Tujgl Al sfolF A
2, Au) o] B7EH91 7S QAL & B op

2H(Corsaro and Snehota 2010; Stafford and Stafford
2003), 3 AAY] EANE TEE 7HEos AR
QA == 7 0 =2 e T Anderson 2006).

Aot
71940] HY Fol A B DL AFFHE AEL
Penrose(1959) 0|5 AZA 70} o] 2 1E E) 4
ghars] A5 E T ek E5] tami(1989)= S
S 5 Aje10] £F Kok 7|9 A 9] SFo A

79 Y& Z8sh= Aol Fesitha st
A, 7199 B4, A3 o)A, 71 23t v 5
ol 719 Ade) YFE& v vh= AL H3eh &
H 1§42 713]59](Opportunism) 2] SA| WA YZ
(]

b
H—1
oo
il

o]4-= 4= Ql=t|(Steinle, Schiele and Ernst
2014), o] Sl 7192 AHH o2 7§ F o4
< o] Aoz, AxpH oz A 4}

d
$(Transaction Cost)= 3T+

ol

=
I,
1o
Y
i1
R

7197t A T 7| E AFEL Hst] Ageta
st dAste 59, & 719°] 7H #4
(Flexibility) 2] & 84-& Z=a) et o] A+l

w2 W {42 A 4 ¥H(Ulaga and Eggert 2005),
1174 H]-8(Cannon and Homburg 2001), 174 5<]
(Lappiere 2000) 5l 523 FF= nAl= Ao =
LreRstTh, T3 {2 T Al tigt 744 <

Ao Fg= vA=d, AT FHdA L

0] tH(Ulaga and Eggert 2006).

7+ 5] +97d0] S7HEE, A9 a) W2
A

Z71ek b) vl g2 o

7197 A A AHBAE = e dAet
Tl AA 2+ Adestal AJojA et AH T ke
ol Wasit 7| AT AH F-H7t o] FoI x| H o =,
A4k, AL Fofl Rt A Q1 ojArE A o] 715 St
™ (Chopra and Meindl 2001), 237}4 o 2 24 A7}
= FAA 71 th(Bunduchi 2008). 3t of| = AJAL A



AL 5ol et Al AEA S 7hHs sl s
(Chopra and Meindl 2001), 7] 47t A2l Aol
A AT ol tho] Aol A S At
(Chung, Chatterjee and Sengupta 2012; Guimaraes,
Cook and Natarajan 2002). 3+ 7|47 A H F-H=
A Mo A= =2

BH, Ax A7E 25 v 59 2Eatt A
dfolS= S of= 2 2 & 8] H th(Chopra and
Meindl 2001; Simchi-Levi, Kaminnsky and Simchi-
Levi 2003). o]} 2] 7| 47 G B 577} o] F01 ]
A FEAed AAE & A AloFE HE = 3
ong AN HHE NAT 4 A= 2SS 7t

5ok all ZTH(Chopra and Meindl 2001).

[7Hd 6] BE F-/7t 7155, 1174 9] a) HO

<= F7total b) H]-§-2 Z

>
i
Y
©
T

AUE G FAE 54T A 2] G §AE 9
o AR ohE AEA RS A7t of e T4
= oJu]gtth(Williamson 1981). & AHEF T4 =
Ae) 719do] MAR A4S Expaate] Rl 7}
21E st dot. 712X o2 ARER BFAE
AAISHA T2 g Aol vlsf e A o] Y=o

H d
do] om, o= 2 Tl A7} 14

A Jap and Ganesan(2000)°]| T2 H, A EF F
2= 7]149] 691G Z(Incentive Structure)sS HSH
AA A BAE A stoh= LS 43Rt =
A o AAER FAZE EAF o =M T
=2 AHE FASH] A% 5715 2A Hvh(ap
and Anderson 2003). o] 23t 2= Lo A 2}7} A
7ol FuAe] 7183914 35 (Opportunistic
Behavior)& &o]57] wiZofl i 4Are] A= H|
fo] Zol&7 ™ (Rokkan, Heide and Wathne
2003), FAFSE @WEtofl 4] Cannon and Homburg

(2001 ARG FA7t 17 vl §-& FolFota

AT

7t 71 AAER £ $UHEE, 149
7 12

3
117 "Th=(Satisfaction)
ol dd= A= addER AAEHL A

(Keiningham, Perkins-Munn and Evans 2003). 1.2}
L gt=o] AA| A9 vlE2 dste 7P 2t
NE A7kl disiM= B2 olieol EAIshH, AA
k=0 2 015} TS HLu] ©] It (Purchase Intention)
<} AA| Ftolf 38-5(Purchasing Behavior) Hofl&=
oJgt zpo]7}t Ql2o] E@|Wth(Kamakura, Mittal,
Rosa and Mazzon 2002; Mittal and Kamakura 2001).
wetA A E2 A4 shs tlolls, 7190l @A
O] PAE T e A fe A Ao Hiet

=
ZFA7F whE B ooty=t 714e] AF|(Trust), =
(Commitment) 22 5 & (Loyalty)°ll G424 <1
3F-S 1] 2] W (Sirdeshmukh, Deepak, Singh and Sabol
2002), ol o] %, Zjuf 9] T (Retention Decision)
9 T Q1 S (Positive Word-of-Mouth)ol| &=
< Trohal 95|al Qlth(Baker, Parasuraman,
Grewal and Voss 2002; Liu, Leach and Bernhardt
2005). E3F Poter(1980)E H| =39 W2 AAE2
7140] 7H 2 F3Q1 o]&(Profit)= W7| YA =

744 4% B0l AAHolor §he TSt 9l

o9 ¥



FRAZO Aol Heks s R nyet | 9

712 E &t AlEstetd, 14o] 2 Ztote |
(Benefit)T} H]-8(Cost) &2 FE3F 4= 9=t o
A 742 E wWolT v]-g o &2 FLEFO 24 A2

AL, 12 72, w2k, 74 -5 A

==
K<)
3} WS A Qe thoret Aol 24
O
=

]

2005; Luo, Liu and Xue 2009). T3t 34| 3
(Relational Benefit) 9] 73-¢- TH=ofl 34 4 Q1 FF=
0] 2= 71 © 2 L}ERE © ™(Fornell, Mithas, Morgeson
Il and Krishnan 2006), Luo and Homburg(2008)2]
ATANAME TAE FHotH = A F(Propensity to
H4Q1 FaFE, F=(Cooperation)©]]

£ 3AAY GRS nAE o eyt 8
o

o 1T

has
o
T
rr

l-'_l
2§
N
ﬂ\l—‘ >{\1
N nl
- 1r
o[[l‘ N
ol ——
T 2
)

7Hd sa] 1A0] Ak Welo] F71E4S
FFYAN B AREFS S
Aelct.

[7Hd 8b] 1 Ao] A|Zet= H|-§o] FIHLTE
sadAlel e AuF2 F4aT
ZAo|tt.

OA AL Yoz AAE F- FFA A}
Holut IAA EAHEL 1ol 1o sl 7t &
AAsE2] oo 7| a2 AZ L] o Hrt 2+
A714F ZHH (Barney 1991)0| A = 7] o] 7FA 21
o] A|&A o & HAYLLNE 27| Sl = FAA e
2 1 AYo] 7kx] 7} lofok(Valuable) SHekal %
S HF QT & FFAA Q] dA A 7HAE =St

12} Sk B J9id AHeEel, 71 A
W] Sjz Q5] SJlA, A
Aot FA1Q1 1174 9] Q1Ao] RSlH Tk
97} 91th(Vargo and Lusch 2008). ©]2}
ol A Kotler and Amstrong(2010)< 1178
oA 7H =& 7HAE Algshe 719
o ARl ofofl 7hA] o] et

3} e 7hae Agstect.

s
N

o2 ofN
i o

> rx
)
oo g

Jdo
S~

]_

<

|
rlo

o L pfx J¥ R omy £

ot
St
&

o

[7H2 9] 217 0] A ZSh= a) B b) H]-&-2 7
Aol W3, #AA A=t AQulF 7
TAE w7 Aok

2 AFoA = AT ol B HHE e E =S
off A-g-5to], 7|4 ] AAT TA A o] 7k
UolA A SEoll= 3 AR FF=, A HIE
ofl&= FA4AQ FFE nd Aolgh= 7Hd& 44
Shth. ey 2H2+e] ApeE o] 7hA]of vl A= <
FEo Ax= 7197t A= 71ZH(Length of
Relationship)©ll w2t @ebd 4= Qlot. o] 2h¢
719 /3 5 7199 B2 A 27]el= Tl 7]

rg ot
o)

~

o

=R

=]

=4

=

\:"%

el S A5 4 A H
Dant, Grewal and Evans 2006), “1 §-8/Jo] @o]Z
= Slok. vHH A A B O AR EF FA E=F
HEFol 49 A 717te] A5 ¥4 a7t
Asto] A=l Aol Q1A sk ZHA ol gt
Ho| F7F 7Hs/dol Ut whebA 2 AtolA
23

o] Q1AjskE o] v AL G £

ofef ol aiet,
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(714 10] 7147 A2 7174l et 1G] A
oA 1 do] 122 a) W]} b v} 2]
alA JakE o) 371E gad Aol

2. 47 EY

2 AL 2/ B A B S0

2 7149 WA, BAA o] A

h= 712 AA A HFor dAHE wAY
Z8 sk sk ol4rel A14g 7)2E 4
Aot A 2 dl-2 <Figure 1>3} 2t

Resource—based View

Product Guality
(=2

Expertlse

Customer Value

(H=2

(
(o3
(
(

Benefit
(ol

)
)
)
)
)
)
)

& : - : Share of Business
(A2 HIS)
Cost
Flexibility
(mHd
Information Sharing Length of Relationship
(HY g9 {(AHa 71Zh
Transaction—Specific
Investment
(HelEw =*xh
<Figure 1> ¢ D&
V. 45 &4 9 Zut A tigos AAstart. oldgt 7]l el Al
9 Foke] B FF At Adcte A=A
1 X2 =% T+ & f5UAY A E§EAE o=
2AFE ANSHATE Y WA oMY 2AE
H Al 717 A BA A Q] A otE WS AEIALE A&t i, HFHeR A
5 ‘”Wpartner selection in multiple relationships) AA 126709t FEAA 11470, & 240709 BE
of 28 W Q7] wRel, B4 et /] & FHSIGH B2 BAA 542 <Table 1>
dote 719, 1 FOIME PR gu4s B 3 2o



54 L %

sof o3 Az 126 525

200 REY 114 475

e B 34 14.2

A A= 74 30.8

AlE Az 18 7.5

M Ak Eelis 22 9.2

CidotE 31 12.9

CIE{UILTE 38 15.8

TVEAY 23 9.6

1,000% 0|2t 44 18.3

Zojel & 1,000 ~ 2,000 0|2t 91 37.9

2,000 ~ 3,000% O|0F 52 21.7

3,000 O] A¢ 53 22.1

39 ot 30 12.5

EPp— 3~ 44 79 32.9

5~94 82 342

1044 0|4 49 20.4
3>o| A AAIRE HEe} Zo] RE AL 584
2. tHH=0| o] 9l =H (Cronbach’s alpha > .7, CR > .7, AVE > .5)= 43| 5}
= Zo2 YEPGTH(Nunnally 1978; Fornell and

H A9 RS LA 5= Hpe A4S Ao A Larcker 1981; Bagozzi and Yi 1988).

ARG ST ES Ao S HA Hetsto] & =02 97o] el gt B2 HE
gotolet. T3t A 71703} A HF S AlL)E Eld4d(Convergent  Validity)@t ®'E B4
O RE O] 452 Likert 78 2 =2 S E =Y (Discriminant Validity) 0.2 F823}o] #HAZ35}9t).
=4 WA A% HPAS mietelr] g8l 24 mYel o

T
)
Al
[
ot
R
FU_L, 59
rlo &
T
'—1 =]
& =
o
e T
VAR
v
2, ol
2 w I
e
4>
1o

3 gt AR A

NAI =] o] let. b Seld QQlEA
Analysis)S AA|3H

(CFA: Confirmatory Factor
A1}, <Table 4>°]4 A5t
3. Mzl o By AS Ol e} o] the] By A AEE0] (x2

=91.605 (d.f. = 111, p = .177), GFI = .888, AGFI =

B o] =74 BFEof tigt A=A (Reliability) 836, NFI = .953 RMSEA = .065) A&/ ©d 7|&
2 $I8ll Cronbach’s alpha, 7H'd 41Z|Z(CR: o HatstE Zo &2 vehy, A5 EfgA o]

Je A

Composite Reliability), Hw B4 FZ3H(AVE: © 2 HAIF = Ath(Hair, Black, Babin and Anderson
A
=

Average Variance Extracted)= HQ13H , <Table 20006).
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<Table 2> 0| 71E U £
A pJIIE! 23S GlY Hei YAl =~) References
I I I oA 7\‘”%9' %éol _?__/'\_3|-I:|- Cannon and Homburg
=4 ool A Ze| 4 fed - - - 2001
FlAte| Zoi| ChEt 2710 223t (2001)
HZo| 720] Bt2|2o|c}
7t THOY A 0| 74 B2l vl = ' . Cannon and Homburg
HEQ| 7tAE T2 Aol Hls A& atCt (2001)
oA Hafor A Sl A2 20| SYH2 2SAIS0ll Chah & 20 ATt Doney and Cannon
T | Hersgdelsu s Zoile AUt eR0| s M2 o|ct (1997)
o A KON B AZ S Al ZO| M O] R43HCt Doney and Cannon
o 2 o= oY Mol 2 L2 Uck (1997)
OA5ER] 23 EX(0] CHS 0| ResiTt Noordewier, Tohn
g Hotof A&SHA| ~ - and Nevin (1990);
o 0:'}\4 oo =" I:ﬁ 2 | ShC s
mee ti8ste 4% Asfoll 2 oAty Cannon and Homburg
FAtel 270 S5 ChSBHCH (2001)
HALRES| HAOM HE FEE At wetstit
. P — Cannon and Homburg
oo 72l 220 £20| gl HE2 7|stetet HHE HEE wetsitt (2001);
eTem FEo st s7 E= Z2I0| Ao S HEE AL} mEHsICt Selnes and Sallis
2003
2Z020| M5, WS SO HHE DIt o
HALS| HHO|| RFALL| A AR, A4ES LECH
TAO] A|2HS2|E S »
AUSR | ommom moy | A S 270 hE 2E 4B LB | Japand Ganesan
=2 . - 2000
A £3p 2z 2{Afoll T3t E3t= 2{Alete] Haol 2t (2000)
S Ao|ct
CHE 7|2t Bl A CIE Y42t B2 Ol & & AlS ettt Morean and Hunt
ol safo] AN 2= g(lgg h
Ol&2t 4t CHE YA 20 =2 HulE AlFstot
ACHA B2 CHE 7|2t Bl Al Ze= Qlot Mt g2 TE A2 =0 | Cannon and Homburg
ST | Bl ARSI AU EIE | 2e28 S o) 2YHIS 2 CI2 Y RO 5L (2001)
= = = = Doney and Cannon
He71zt | Aots At 71zt HaH2 52| oLt EUS LI (1907,
7{2HH|= A AHehg 2 HEHst 2219z e H o 43 b Keiningham and
© L7t 22| ot= Hel H|S e %O|7f Perkins-Munn (2003)

o]0 A Fornell and Lacker(1981)7} A|A| gt

& Fgsto] 2 PN e Y
A3 BE 7499

3
1=9] AVE grolHi=

oL

O H ]
=
7

7.0 Y
hea R

A+Zk(Shared Variance)=th 2 Z1 02 e}, ©d
EftA o] gl-Lo] golx] 041;}-(<Table 3> X

2.
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1 S0 MLl MENTLSE H ol
<Table 3> H=o| JHE Y =

T4 M StD | CA CR | AVE 1 3 4 5 6 7 8 9

=4 497 1.12 | 952 | 976 | 954 1

2. 7t4 424 1.34 | 970 | 985 | 971 | -.098 1

3. HEY 4.85 1.39 | 971 986 | 971 379 | -.266 1
g 4.15 163 | .696 | .868 | .767 | .524 | -276 | 477 1
5. QAN 425 144 | 982 | 988 | 966 | .539 | -221 | 464 | .733 1
6. 23R 4.53 1.09 | 951 964 | 871 417 | -134 | 372 | 454 | 454 1
7. HANES EA} | 445 129 | 978 | 986 | 959 | 289 | -.143 | .158 | .358 | .307 | .407 1
8. mal 390 | 125 | 972 | 986 | 973 | .603 | -336 | 483 | .828 | .790 | .508 | .434 1
9. HIE 425 143 | 982 | 991 982 | -393 | 357 | -561 | -.569 | -475 | -394 | -238 | -.574 1
M: Average, St.D: Standard Deviation, CA: Cronbach's a, CR: Composite Reliability, AVE: Average Variance Extracted
27t 71E8A: el HIS(HEa 38.68%, HEEHt 27.74%), el 7|12H(E 5414, BEHZ} 5304)
<Table 4> &1Q12 QO0I2M A}
A4 23t 4 ZMst=s Standardized Factor Loadings t-value
Quality1 938 -
=4 2 .
Quality2 .966 22.394 %%
Pricel .907 -
It4 2 .
Price2 936 18.096**
AN 5 Expertl 984 -
Expert2 .965 27.873%%*
o 5 Reputationl 952 -
Reputation2 986 11.852%**
Flexibilityl 972 -
AN 3 Flexibility2 974 49.342%*
Flexibility3 .963 44.290%**
Informl .964 -
Inform?2 975 24.854**
- 1o 4
e em Inform3 958 23.760%*
Inform4 .909 20.617**
TSI1 .934 -
HAER EA} 3 TSI2 917 44,773 %*
TSI3 .863 38.380**
ol 5 Benefitl 991 -
Benefit2 965 41.212%%
t1 901 -
b2 : Cos 9
Cost2 962 39.910**
Model Fit: ¥2 = 91.605 (d.f. = 111, p = .177), GFI = .888, AGFI = .836, NFI = .953 RMSEA = .065
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2 Ao FRIE HAT Ao tigh &
4. 7}d A= A A3t 9 AH AT <Table 5> A|AE o] At
A 276 ol A S WA 2] FH Y
1.1 =& 1H(Main Effects) Aol F4, 7H4, A4, 8o H|-gof gt
Q4] v G F4H 714 145 BAT A
2 ATolAE ATRES AFo] 15k Hehe AT = G3b: § =064, p= 281) % AR
T Z%J(MLE: Maximum Likelihood Estimate) *g2] H] 7+ #A|(H5a 020, p = .572)E A<t f
o PPN BAG ALHPOor], B AR B A RE A= KF AR & L2
TR 22 Hair, Black, Babin and Anderson(2006)°] A 71AT e G A Ao vl AEA, WA 5
AR A B 7VE2 SFA7Ie A2 Uey B3 Zdo] A Ade] Heldt v]-gof o @
Woh(x2 = 7.837 (d.f. = 8, p = 450), GFI = 994, & &2 n|x]= Ao 2 eyt
AGFI = .956, NFI = .994 RMSEA = .000).
<Table 5> £33 1}(Main Effects) &4 Z1}
7} A= St. B t-value p A2 o2
Hla =3 — mo 144 4.004 < .001 Yes
Hlb 22 - Hg -.064 -1.079 281
H2a 7t — HY -.107 -3.517 < .001 Yes
H2b A — H|E 171 3.425 < .001 Yes
H3a HEN— Tol .020 572 567
H3b HEY— HIE -319 -5.629 < .001 Yes
H4a dd — HY 430 9.579 < .001 Yes
H4b ¥4 — HE -297 -4.024 < .001 Yes
H5a QAN — mo 311 7.015 < .001 Yes
H5b Fod — HIE .004 .053 958
Hé6a JEZR— HY .050 1.416 157
H6b HEZQ— HIE -.094 -1.627 104
H7a HeER E2p — Mo 103 3.177 .002 Yes
H7b HAYESR Bt — H|g -.001 -016 987
H8a Hol — Hefs|= 526 12.109 < .001 Yes
H8b HE& — 7H2iH|E -411 -9.459 < .001 Yes

Model Fit: 32 = 7.837 (d.f. = 8, p = .450), GFI = .994, AGFI = .956, NFI = .994 RMSEA = .000
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ololA] PAH BN =2
AAA Y] 94, BEETF R AANE
o)} H]gofl et 21 4le] w1 JEFS
5~7°1 tis =4S A3, FAd(
T AR Ef FAH(B =103, p < 01y WOl
21919 Wiy, H|gol= M2 JFL n

X
Y
N

my e

Il

(9]

= =
O‘IN A

- o
o rr ko =

- [e] 1o
Ao Uehett. Welo] thet Galel st
o153 22, AR 52501 AR o]

1.2 ™9}, H| 29| oj7j Z a}(Mediating Effects)

Baron and Kenny(1986)°]| W2, & AL A A
¢ret Wolx} vgo] A GA Y] WA, TAA 24
W A 2F BAE RS Aolehs M S
o7 flolA= 42 A o] HE ARE AAoF gt
A SHHFX)7E FEHE(Y) BlA = FH &
ook gtk 24, X w7l AS M)l
SF-2- u| & o} st} /H]zzﬂ XE EARNE g M
7(], ]- ]QIPOEMQ.E

3hx] ghett. o] Z7do] %é—ﬂ ek 714 ofel, B
d M EAHE WO X9ty 7 AR ()7t EAA

O 2 [OJsHA 11 7] T et Aol 7t Q& 7
ol w7l B ih= EAHsHA] ¢ —t—"/]'ﬂ megher gt
A ' 7F FoJstA A cofl Hls &
H, M2 55 o 7§ & 7}(Partial Medlatlon)g, c¢7t g
ol FAH LR fol5tA] A=t M2 2hd w7
8 7 Complete Mediation)& 7Hthal HHHSIT
St w7 g xte] 7] SEA] 2Tk A2} 3TEA ol A
73t a®t bo] F O 2 4HES=T, o] sl Sobel
Z = SRIte =4 7 g ate] folid2 ASE
2= 1th(Sobel 1982). SFA| T Sobel AF2 7|24 O
2 7 a3t AR E TE Aol 71y
o], BEF7F AE Aol AFHe] oA
EA7F AUtk &2 Aol A= o] &4
5l] Cheung and Lau(2008)7} A|QFSt Bootstrapping©]|
AR A A 2 HHS 754'%3]'04, Holx} H]

g2l AL} FAHOE

gL 2 GA Q] A, 4741& 2+t A 2]
% Xt BA | Hiof FF F& i ETE 2 Sl
Ao R S 4 Hl2 FHUA Y] £4,
714, B4 2§40l AElFel nlx]= F7Fel
sl ¢bd miZfETE 20 Qs Ao R Ve
|, o] AHLE2 Helo] FAIEA] 92 Aol A
+ 25 AEFel Fog FF= nA AR, ®He
o] ZtH gl o ol Fog dFES &
A Zohs Aoz EAET g H-8-2 AefiH|
Zoll gk 714, A2 9] d3F=2 obd wi7l, B4
1 AfH])F] TA o i = F-& i aTE 2
1 = AL 2 BAEGTH(<Table 6> FX).

1.3 A2 7|7te] =% 5 1}(Interaction Effects)

WA 7o) Azl
7

Tl A AARE A= 717
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<Table 6> 2|, H| 22| 07| & 3}(Mediating Effects) &4 Z1}
St. B (p) i
[X — M — Y] Path X M—Y X —Y X oY °gi; P oyt
with X without M with M
144 597 020
T2 —» IOl — cHH|=
=2 Hol — efH|E (< 001) (<.001) 106 (702) .007 Complete
-.064 -415 (.047) 079
T2 — H|E2 — H2{H|=
=2 |8 7{eiH|S (279) (< 001) (106) 402 No
-107 597 -.070
A — I{ol — cHH| =
7t Hol — e{H|E (< 001) (<.001) 1 (109) .004 Complete
171 -415 (<.001) -.063
H - H=2 — 2HY|=
4 |2 R EEES (< .001) (< .001) (139) .007 Complete
.020 597 199
22— ol — H|=
HEd— B = ARHlS (.566) (<.001) 211 (<.001) 481 No
-319 -415 (<.001) 079
22 M- HZ2 — 2hd|=
dzd— HIg — e (<.001) | (<.001) (114) 007 Complete
430 597 -.006
HA — IOl — 2HH|=
88 — He — Jidsls (<.001) | (<.001) 251 (.109) 013 Complete
-298 -415 (<.001) 127 .
HAM — HlE2 — 2HH| =
o)<} £ EEIES (< .001) (< .001) (.044) 014 Partial
311 597 012
SN — 10 —> 2id
FAd Mol — ZH2{H|S (< 001) (< .001) 108 (862) .006 Complete
.005 -415 (.003) 200
OO AM — HlE — 2HH| =
KA |8 HefH| = (946) (< 001) (<.001) .998 No
.050 597 004
2-da1oe - IOl — 2HH| =
gRsw — B — s (.158) (<.001) 065 (.933) 002 No
-.095 -415 (.186) .065
AHda2e - Hlg — 2HH|=
dE3R |8 efH|S (102) (< 001) (139) .998 No
103 597 044
Eo Ez} — Tol — H|=
HeER FAF Ho| — HefH|S (002) (< .001) o074 (374) 141 No
.000 -415 (.169) 034
HES E} — HIE — HfH|Z
HelSw =4 & = elHls (.999) (<.001) (474) 108 No
(Length of Relationship)®] A=H4 -5 EA517] (Equal model) 7F x 2 Z}o](d.f. = 1)9] FoAd2 &4
I, ¢-2le BsAY 24 (Multi-group Analysis) & 23}, £, W24 2 g0l A= 7]2te] wheh d
2 Attt o] & flall A 717kl wet glolH & o] = H|go njx]= ol zfo]E Hol= AL
27 9] 5+ A (Long-term: 313 ©|4, Short-term: 3\ 2 UEPGATH<Table 7> &%), & 242 A 7|7F
njgh e 2 525ttt o] A H]-gof thof] F(-)¢] FFS vIx]= ¥H(B
™HZ] Resource-based View2] W2 Aplo] Ho] == =-.178, t-value = -2.265), 72| 717to] &S 49
H|-g-of] u]2]= G 3Fol thsf], A=l 7171 271 <] 519 oJgh JFS n|x|7] ¢F= Ao2 BAEIK S =
AL 2polE AleFshA] -2 R El(Unconstrained 028, t-value = .346). -FAMH A2A4-2 A= 7]7F
model)?} FFH| 7|7t o Aokt rdl o] 4 wj(f =-.423, t-value = -5.893)7} A2 w|( =
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<Table 7> 72l 7|2t2| R Z & 2}(Moderating Effects) {41 Z 1}
Long-term (31 0|4h) Short-term (3t 0|2k
HlR 29 ° x2 af. | x| ojs
B St.B t-value B St.p t-value (Ax2)
Unconstrained Model
69.029
=2 — mol 255 170 3.123%* .186 135 2.857** 31
(.523)
65.368
=2 — HEg =22 -.178 | -2.265%* .033 .028 .346 31 Y
=2 |8 7 7 (4.184) es
714 — Tl =117 | -.099 -1.968* =149 | -124 | -2.852%%* 6(9122? 31
4 — HE 134 137 1.868 224 .208 2.872%* 68.827 31
(.725)
68.748
HEM— ol -.011 -.009 -.174 .058 .050 1.067 31
° (.804)
4.794
HdE2H— HE -434 | -423 | -5.893** | -210 | -219 | -2.629%%* 64.79 31 Yes
(4.758)
60.521
HY — ol 354 350 5.546%* 572 505 10.158%** (9.031) 31 Yes
HY — HE =300 | -312 | -3.648%*% | -194 | -210 -2.345% (618'138693) 31
.134
SH4 — Mo 301 233 3.824%* 402 .356 6.831%* (6184138) 31
44 — HE -.024 | -.021 -.239 .040 .041 470 (ziif)l 31
66.765
dEE3e — mal .164 .104 1.944 - -.002 -.04 1
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¥ p <01, *p<.05
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Increasing the Share of Business in Multiple Relationships:
The Mediating Role of Value

Hyeon Mi Yoo, Jae Wook Kim™

ABSTRACT

This research examines the antecedents of Value and its impact on Share of Business through the
Resource-based View and Relational View.

The conceptual model and research hypotheses are developed on the basis of literature review. We hypotheses
the mediating role of perceived value between the value offering and share of business, the moderating role of

relationship length as well. The conceptual model is shown in <Figure 1>.

<Figure 1> The Conceptual Model
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The result significantly shows that the value playes a very important role in determining the share of business.

More specifically, firms laid more stress on ‘what they are gaining’ than ‘what they are losing’ since the benefit
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side of the value has relatively larger impact than the cost side. Most variables showed significant impact on the
each dependent variables except some relationships. In detail, The intangible resources like firm’s expertise,
reputation appeared to have a more impact on partner’s perceived value than the tangible resources, such as
quality, price, etc. For the relational resources such as flexibility, transactions specific investment, and
information sharing activity appeared that any of them could not help the customer to reduce the cost, while the
flexibility and transactions specific investment contributed to raising the customer’s perceived benefit. The
flexibility of manufacturer was confirmed to influences the benefit( =311, p<.001) more than the transactions
specific investment( 5= .103.,p= .002) To judge this synthetically, we could see the factors based on the

Resource-based View focusing on the resources a company has have a greater impact on the customer values than

the factors related to the Relational View paying attention to the relationships with the partner firm.

<Table 2> Results of Hypotheses Testing for Main Effects

Hypotheses Path St. B t-value p Support
Hla quality — benefit 144 4.004 < .001 Yes
Hlb quality — cost -.064 -1.079 281
H2a price — benefit -107 -3.517 < .001 Yes
H2b price — cost 171 3.425 < .001 Yes
H3a expertise— benefit .020 S72 567
H3b expertise— cost -319 -5.629 < .001 Yes
H4a reputation — benefit 430 9.579 < .001 Yes
H4b reputation — cost -297 -4.024 < .001 Yes
H5a flexibility — benefit 311 7.015 < .001 Yes
H5b flexibility — cost .004 .053 958
Hé6a information sharing— benefit .050 1.416 157
Ho6b information sharing— cost -.094 -1.627 .104
H7a TSI — benefit .103 3.177 .002 Yes
H7b TSI — cost -.001 -.016 987
H8a benefit — share of business 526 12.109 < .001 Yes
H8b cost — share of business -411 -9.459 < .001 Yes

Model Fit: ¥2 = 7.837 (d.f = 8, p = .450), GFI = .994, AGFI = .956, NFI = .994 RMSEA = .000
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Also, the value appeared to mediate the relationship between firms’s offering and the share of business. In
particular, the firm’s resources such as the quality, price, expertise, and reputation are the factors that have a
significant impact on the share of business, but ultimately, it was confirmed that they are connected to the share of
business through the awareness on the benefit and cost<see table 3>. Additionally, we tested the moderating effect
of the length of relationship. We classified data set into 2 subgroups according to the relationship duration and
analyzing them. The result showed that the effect the quality, expertise, and reputation have on the benefit or cost
could vary depending on the length of relationship. More specifically, the manufacturer’s quality and expertise
was confirmed to have a larger effect on the cost is in the condition where the relationship length is long, whereas,

rather, the reputation was identified to influence the benefit more when the transaction period is short.

<Table 3> Results of Hypotheses Testing for Mediating Effects

St. B (p)
Bootstrap . .
[X > M — Y] Path X =M M—Y X—Y X—Y Si Mediation
with X | without M | with M &
144 597 .020
lity — fit — sh: f busi . 1
quality — benefit share of business < 001 < 001) 106 (702) 007 Complete
-.064 -415 (.047) 079
ality — cost — sh f busi 402 N
quality — cosf share of business (279) < 001) (106) 0 o
-1 . -
price — benefit — share of business < .ggl) = 5(9)(7) 1 14 ( 10(390) .004 Complete
171 -41 < .001 -
price — cost — share of business < ;0 N «. 031) ( ) N {)3693) .007 Complete
.020 597 199
ise— fit — shi f busi 481 N
expertise— benefit share of business (.566) < 001) 11 < 001) 8 o
-319 -415 (< .001) 079
rtise— cost — sh f busi . let
expertise > cos share of business (< .001) (< 001) (114) 007 Complete
reputation — benefit — share of business (<.4_(3)?) 0 (<'5.3(7) 1 51 (_10(())96) 013 Complete
-2 -41 < .001 12 .
reputation — cost — share of business = gg b < 03 0 : 2 ( 04;71) 014 Partial
o . 311 597 012
— —
flexibility — benefit — share of business < 001 < 001) 108 (862) .006 Complete
005 -415 (.003) 200
flexibility — cost — shi f busi . N
exibility cos share of business (946) < 001) < 001) 998 o
Information sharing — benefit .050 .597 .004 002 No
— share of business (.158) (< .001) 065 (.933) '
Information sharing — cost -.095 -415 (-186) 065 998 No
— share of business (.102) (< .001) (.139) ’
. .103 597 044
TSI — benefit — share of business (002) < 001) 074 (374) 141 No
.000 -415 (.169) 034
TSI — — sh; f busi 1 N
S cost share of business (999) (< 001) (474) 08 o
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This study provide several implications in terms of theoretical and practical aspect.

First, it is the study preceding the Dyadic Perspective just like the decision on whether to continue the current
relationship, expanding to the Multiple relationship Perspective. Many firms have relationships with multiple
transaction partners, and when considering the customer’s share of business is directly related to the firm’s profits,
we could say that this research has theoretically and practically great implications.

Second, this research separated the concept of value into the benefit and cost, and applied them to the B2b
relationships. This attempt has greater implications in point of that the value mediates the precedence factors and
the share of business. As the study investigated what factor affects which one among the benefit and cost, and
further, of the benefit and cost, which one plays a more critical role on the actual expansion of share of business,
we could get to account for the phenomenon more specifically than the simple accessing way. For example, it
showed that the quality of goods provided by the manufacturer affects only on the convenience which the
customer recognizes, while the expertise has an impact only on the cost-cutting, which means the resources to
input would change based on that the customer now focuses on which value among the benefit and cost.

Third, in revealing the antecedent element of value, on the basis of the strategy theory, this study contemplated
various viewpoints synthetically. While the existing studies mostly have established the antecedent elements of
value from one viewpoint, in this study, we could see comprehensively a phenomenon by considering
Resource-based View and Relational View at the same time, and compare the relative importance of holding
resources base on 2 viewpoints. As a result of the study, it was revealed that the fundamental resources the
company has in the Resource-based View have a greater effect on the creation of customer value than the
resources related to the Relational View. This means that the relational characteristic certainly plays an important
role in the environment of distribution channel, but the efforts to hold the fundamental competence basically have
to be preceded, which have a very significant meaning in practice. Currently, a large number of companies are
pouring considerable expenses to maintain the transactions with buying firms by adjusting their systems to meet
the needs of client firms, and sharing the collected information with the customer, etc. But when selecting
cooperative companies firms, the buying firms appeared to recognize that the partner’s offer competence of
goods/services contributes more to their profits, rather than considering the efforts to improve the relationship.
The result of this study provides the practical implications on which way companies should input more resources
into to create more customer values.

Fourth, classifying the fundamental resources the firm has into the tangible and intangible resources, this study
compared the effect on the value of these resources. As a result of the study, it was confirmed that intangible
resources, such as employees’ expertise, companies’ reputation than the tangible resources, such as the quality,
price having been considered commonly so far when selecting the trade companies, have more decisive effect on
deciding the actual share of business. This means that in order to secure a competitive edge in the market in the
B2B relationships, the companies have to make an effort to improve Human Resources and Brand Value.

Finally, this study revealed the situational effect of the transaction period in the process of deciding the
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company’s share of business. That is, because when any resources were input, the customer's perceived value
could be changed depending on the transaction period, it is effective for the company to carry out different
strategies based on the progress of relation with the partner. According to the results of this research, it is effective
to emphasize the firm’s reputation in the early stage of the relationship, whereas focusing on the quality,

employees’ professionalism, or relation specific investment is effective in the later stage to improve the value.

Keywords : Share of Business, Value, Resource-based View, Relational View, Length of Relationship



