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Table 1 Measurement structure of variables and operational definition
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Table 2 Final and pretest questionnaire compare analysis
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Table 3 The relationship between relationship termination, trust and economic satisfaction,

non-economic satisfaction, communication, functional conflict and non-functional conflict
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Table 4 Multi-regression analysis of trust and relationship termination
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Table 5 Multi-regression analysis of the medi-effect of trust, and the medi-effect of trust within license chain and franchise chain.
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Study on termination tendency of franchise relationship within convenience
chain store industry

WU Pei-xun, YE Rong-ting
School of Business, Sun Yat-Sen University, Guangzhou 510275, China

Abstract ; Establishing a stable relationship between franchiser and franchisee is one of the most important is-
sues in chain management. In this paper the Family Mart Convenient Store in Taiwan was taken as the re-
search object to analyze the effects of economic satisfaction, communication and functional factors on termina-
tion tendency of franchise relationship with trust as the mediating factor. The results of the study show, firstly,
there are positive relationship between economic and non-economic satisfaction and trust with the latter having
a greater impact on trust. Secondly, communication level between franchiser and franchisee shows a positive
relationship with trust. Thirdly, there is a negative relationship between non-functional conflicts and trust as
opposed to a positive relationship between functional conflicts and trust. Moreover, non-functional conflicts
have greater influences on trust. Finally, trust exhibits a mediating effect on relationship termination tendency
with non-economic satisfaction and non-functional conflicts.

Key words: chain store management; franchising; trust; relationship termination tendency



