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. ANOVA . .
2
Table 2 Company profiles
n=617 n =206 n =104 n=104 n =100 n =103
( %) 1.9 0.5 3.8 4.8 1.0 1.0
( %) 5.0 1.9 6.7 8.7 7.0 3.9
(%) 6.3 1.5 8.7 7.7 8.0 10.7
(%) 13. 1 13.6 9.6 11.5 11.0 19.4
(%) 4.9 5.8 5.8 4.8 1.0 5.8
(%) 0.5 1.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 1.0
N (%) 25.4 9.2 28.8 35.6 42.0 28.2
(%) 1.8 2.4 0.0 3.8 0.0 1.9
(%) 4.4 2.4 1.9 9.6 7.0 2.9
(%) 6.6 9.2 2.9 2.9 8.0 7.8
(%) 17.8 35.4 14. 4 3.8 10.0 7.8
(%) 1.3 3.9 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
(%) 1.9 1.0 3.8 1.9 0.0 3.9
( ) n= 587 n =176 n = 104 n = 104 n = 100 n = 103
< 5( %) 32.4 9.1 49.0 33.7 30.0 56.3
5 ~10( %) 14.1 9.1 18.3 12.5 16.0 18. 4
10 ~20( %) 12. 4 15.3 4.8 19.2 12.0 8.7
20 ~50( %) 15.8 22.2 12.5 16.3 15.0 8.6
50 ~ 100( %) 10.2 13.6 9.6 7.7 15.0 2.9
100 (%) 15.0 30.7 5.8 10. 6 12.0 4.9
3
Table 3 Basic information of suppliers
(%) ()
42.20 52 10. 15
20.00 50 9.00
77.777 24.4 6.970
1.00 4 0.50
800. 00 100 40.00
10% 5.00 20 3.00
25% 8.00 30 5.00
50% 20.00 50 9.00
75% 40.00 70 14.00
90 % 100.00 80 20.00
95% 161.00 90 25.00
N 42.19 55 10.78
41.77 51 9.54
42.30 48 10.24
42.29 51 9.93
1.000 0.087 0.548
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Table 4 Exploratory factor analysis of supplier power

COE2 0.898 0.212 0.017 0.201 0.110
COE4 0.863 0.226 0.050 0.221 0.120
COEl 0.846 0.192 0.059 0.204 0.135
COE3 0.843 0.166 0.045 0.269 0.099
LEG2 0.339 0.807 0.117 0.173 0.204
LEGI 0.305 0.793 0.094 0.190 0.278
LEG3 0.161 0.756 0.211 0.300 0.134
LEG4 0.183 0.609 0.110 0.480 0.185
EXP3 -0.005 0.085 0.846 -0.011 0.245
EXP1 0.031 0.094 0.830 -0.044 0.104
EXP2 0.022 0.119 0.761 0.177 0.225
EXP4 0.106 0.091 0.59%4 0.298 0. 140
REW2 0.291 0.252 0.111 0.792 0.141
REW3 0.298 0.281 0.205 0.748 0.190
REW4 0.461 0.218 0.019 0.629 0.258
REW1 0.463 0.359 0.107 0.599 0.084
REF2 0.160 0.197 0.297 0.208 0.844
REF1 0. 105 0.161 0.361 0.128 0.817
REF3 0.205 0.311 0.224 0.177 0.749

3.936 2.902 2.758 2.745 2.437

77.784 %

1
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Table 5 Exploratory factor analysis of relationship commitment to the supplier and supplier integration
SI17 0.876 0.092 0.009
SI8 0.859 0.115 0.027
SI10 0.855 0.116 0.010
SI9 0.851 0.102 0.006
SI12 0.830 0.100 0.043
SIS 0.779 0.135 -0.024
SI 0.775 0.204 0.068
Sl6 0.764 0.102 0.006
SI13 0.697 0.200 0.199
SI3 0.691 0.220 0.032
Si4 0.671 0.153 0.053
SI1 0.647 0.079 -0.002
SI2 0.600 0.154 -0.029
NRC4 0.141 0.874 0.120
NRC3 0.165 0.866 0.098
NRC5 0.141 0. 864 0.134
NRC2 0.197 0.787 0.084
NRC6 0.153 0.781 0.200
NRCI 0.192 0.780 -0.008
IRC1 -0.008 0.101 0.840
IRC2 0.142 0.249 0.809
IRC3 -0.018 0.078 0. 645
7.820 4.442 1.918
66.452%
6
Table 6 Reliability analysis
Cronbach’ s alpha
4 0.803
3 0.903
4 0.892
4 0.89%4
4 0.942
6 0.922
3 0.694
13 0.944
3.2.2 4R e 0.50
( CFA) . ‘ 2.0
* . CFA Chi-square ( 751) = 1.0
3042.87 RMSEA =0.075 NNFI=0.96 CFI= chi-square 0.01

0.96 Standardized RMR = 0. 059



4 — 43 —
3.3
751 617
. 1
LISRELS. 54
2 0.05

. . Chi-Square( 757) =
3 143.42 RMSEA =0.077 NNFI =0.96 CFI =0.96
Standardized RMR = 0. 090. Hu 3¢ .
Bentler » . 7. 13 6

MacCallum %6

R
LR o

X At R
A SR

0.23

ey
LIS
FAL

IR
HER

~ 7

T
ki
RELH

A3 7 /

S ilAL T
——

Tt
A

2
Fig. 2 SEM model
7
Table 7 Results of hypothesis tests
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Impact of power and relationship commitment on integration between manu—
facturers and suppliers in a supply chain

HUO BaoHfeng' HAN Zhaoun' ZHAO Xian-de’’

1. School of Management Xi’ an Jiaotong University Xi’ an 710049 China;
2. School of Management South China University of Technology Guangzhou 510641 China;
3. Faculty of Business Administration The Chinese University of Hong Kong Hong Kong China

Abstract: This study investigates five types of powers used by suppliers and their impacts on manufactures’
two types of relationship commitments to suppliers and their influences on supplier integrations. Based on data
collected from 617 manufacturing companies in Chinese supply chains this study proposes and examines the
power—relationship commitment-supply chain integration theory model in terms of supplier management. Re—
sults indicate that suppliers’ use of expert and reward power enhance both manufacturers’ normative and in—
strumental relationship commitment; suppliers’ use of coercive power reduces manufacturers’ normative rela—
tionship commitment. But suppliers’ use of referent power and legitimate power has no significant impact on
either instrumental or normative relationship commitment. It also indicates that both types of relationship com—
mitments to suppliers improve supplier integration but normative relationship commitment has a much stronger
impact on supplier integration than instrumental relationship commitment. Based on Zhao Huo Flynn & Ye-
ung’s (2008) study Zhao X. Huo B. Flynn B.B. Yeung J. The impact of power and relationship
commitment on integration between manufacturers and customers in a supply chain. Journal of Operations
Management 2008 26 (3): 368 —388.  this study further investigates the relationship between suppliers
and manufacturers to complete the power—elationship commitment-supply chain integration theory in a whole
supply chain. The findings provide significant managerial implications for supply chain practitioners and re—
searchers.

Key words: supplier power; relationship commitment; supplier integration; supply chain management
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