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The consistancy or inconsistency of boundary pereannel situdes and bahavior forms the besis for a

mods that

the influsnce processss tha need to be implamented and the influsnce phjactives

that need to be sought in & focal arganizeticn’s adempts to &in accaptance of its distribution channs
programs. Propositions pre developsd concarning (1) the communication strategies that can be uged
proCEzSes,

most wifectively In implementing the influence
dacislon on & channat program lgbou
IRfLTICE DEOCESS.

melationships in distribition chanmels are of extreme
nportance to business praciitiohérs. Mariets ame be-
coming, in Ammd's (1979) words, *mreasingly do-
okstiaied, ” whert exchanges of products, services,
and inforation ae ooquming on w Jong-aerm basis
relative to the past. Rathes than resorl 1o & swilt ser-
mintion of a relxdonship when problems arise, per-

and 12} how the retative importance of the

I be related to tha nature of the mpprosch taken to impfemant sach

provided some insights itte the ways ongeing channel
relationships can be effecrivaly maintained and co-
ordinated. However, a5 Reve and Stem (1975) indi-
cate, the emphasis here has been on the: constructs of
pover and condlict and oot on the elternarive influ-
€nce processes AN COmMUTiGHion STRegies avail-
shile w0 & Firm™s personne) in seeking the adopion and
impleremaion of distrituron channe] prograas. Lit-
ide if amy atiention hus been paid 10 developing models
that predict when wod where given infiuence 2p-
txisis only an scknowledgmem thal the efficient Be-
lection and application of varying stabegies iz highly
complex, (ef. Bucktin 19731

The abjective of this artcke & 0 develop o nor-
snative concepbaal framework that will promote the
effectiveness of influence betwitn organi-
Zations io ongeing channe] relatonships. Towed this
end, an atiitode-behavior mide] for distribution chan-
el management will be presented that sests on the
prevailing actitodes and behavior of houndary persan-
el of iargel organizations toward a chammel program
of a focal organization {e.g.. » manufactuper or 3 -
tailer)? The model serves to integraie the cognilive-
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ovicowed psychological parsdipm with the hehavier
medification paradigm {f. Rothechild and Jraidis
1961). Presiudy interviews with approximately 40
boundary personpe] in the magmebile, industral sup-
ply, and depariment siore channcls {e.g., owner/
manspers, buyers, snd salespeople) guided the de-
velopment of the Fumework aad the eatire mricle.

The Attitude-Behavior Framework

Ducliion Makers within Distriburtion Channe!
Relxtionyhips
.hmljorqnesﬁunn'isuiuiﬁﬂlyﬂﬁﬂﬂltwhﬁwam
e concept of wtitade, the process of sTinade change,
and interpersonal influsnce provesses are appliceble
and relsvant in interorganizational exchangs relation-
xhips within distribition chemmels. The mmswer it clearty
yer, but with some qualification.

In many organizations, especially those that are
il 10 mediinnesized, one person can have primary
if ot sole responsibility for all miractions with as-
bas=d o these interactions. For example, Frazier (1933)
ropons that one individual in most sutomobile deal-
erships, referved 10 a8 €he “dealer principal,” bes pri-
oty fesponsibility in handling manufacturer rele-
tions. Boundary personnet from other organizations
st atemd (o Teinforse of change the amiludes and
behavior af sach individuals.

Even in large organizations, one perton can have
primmy suhority o make ctnain decisions relaing
to ierorganizarional exchange nelstionships. For ex-
ample, whils the owner of a lage industrial disib-
wiosship may have ultimatez rcspoasibdity for mam-
aging cupplier relations, the distibalorship's rales
menager may be given & groal deal of responsibility
for making day to day decisions relating to its sales-
force, Again, ons person's arides and behmvior are
of major importance, although onty oz A issoe 1o ic-
sue basis.

The most complex simation is where multiple ac-
1ors within an crganization have majcr fesponsibility
for & variety of the tane interorganizalional decisions,
For gxample, within many chain sore operaiions,
centrally ioeated buying commiless have responsi-
bility for deciding which products apd frade prome-
tioms bo accept from aliomative sopplicts (Chevalicr
and Curban 1976}, Where muliiple actors have a ma-
jor role in malung « given decisica, the atGtade of
imerest within the organization foward a rpecific
channe! program will be based on either (1) & “con-
sensus”™ among, the relevant actors, or (2 the andmde
of the most powerful individual or eoalition (<f. Bach-
arach 2nd Lawler 1980). The group acting as a whole
or the most powerful individoal /coaliion will make
the decition whether or pol to participas. This only

indicates thal an interficm influence ahempt can in-
volve either one individual o scvir] individuals from
each firm, depending upon how many have respon-
mbility for managing channel relationships with other
business organizations. Amsiudes, the process of at-
otude change, and il'l‘l:ﬂpcfmﬂ influenpe DRCTES
will still be of mujos relevance.

The Atitude-Behavior Moda!

Tradilions] aftitude theory piidicis that individuals'
witimdes (mward & behavior will determine whether or
pol ey will perfoem that behavior, Howewr, as Smith
and Swinyard (1983) among, many ofhers have pointed
oul, meunting evidence indicates that mhimdes are nat
very good pradictors of overt behavier. While arti-
todes and behavior are psually positively related in an
aggmegete nalysds and, thersfors, generally comsis-
tent, there will typically exist # significant aomber of
ases where they #re inconsisient or a2 odds with one
anather (Rocdder, Sternthal, and Calder 19835 Sheth
and Frazier 1982). '

The mude! presented in Table 1 takes the incon-
sistency of mtitudes and behavior b certain cases 1
n given. hs two dimensions are (1} sttinde toward &
channel program within the crganization {whether
pasitive, beatral, or pogative}, kad (2) behavior of the
organization relating to the channel program (whether
10 acoept of rejert). As Buch, the mode] is applicable
1o channe! decisions where the hehavipral atternaives
are dichoiomeus wnd @ channel mermber's particips-
ton in the program i voluntary. Exswples of such
decizions at the reail or whelzsale Jevel in a channe]
ineiude whether or 10T 19 participar: in mamufactures-
mpomsored programe (cg, sales promotion po-
grams}, of sdd & new product line. From the opposite
PoRpective, maoufactuter Tesponss bt & fetailer's or
wholesaler's request 10 make o special prescotation at
& sales meeting or imprave produst delivery coold be
treated in the model,

Bases om the varying aminade-behaviem renditions
exhibiied in Tabde 1, six influcnee processes are idenr
tified, wlong with cormrespoading influzpce chjectives.
Each of these processes will pow be developed, to-
gether with & number of preliminary propesitions
dealing with the commaonication Stratzgies most ap-
propriate to use in implementing them and the mpacs
on them of decigion imporunce. Table 2 caegonizes
and defines tht communication strategies considered
herein, identified through an extensive libsramuns re-
wiwe and prestudy imerviews. The stratcpies dealing
with verbal communication range from relavely im-
plicit and upfocused (i.e., the Idirec1 sategies), 19
direct, focusesd, and pressurized (.., the ditect, me-
digted wrmegies). The informasion earhange. infor-
mation control, modeling. rrctmmendation, and warT-
ing stratepies cenicr on antitude meinforcement and/or
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TABLE1
The Atthiude-Bohavior Model: Alternative Influence Procsesses and Dbjectives

Attitude Towsrd the Chasnel Frogram

PFeshtve Nourtrnd Hagative
- 1 | 2 ol 1
nt Procats EMM iomlizition
" prent Atiitude chang tha
me L] .
2. Peychological reindorce- e
Eehavioe Ti ¢ the mant
Channal Frogran aell 4 call B ol 4
e o T
Rajact ’ nae 1 aviarsl chanpe
2 Afttude changs 2. Aftituds change

change {the inherent désirability of B channe! pro-
gram}, while the rest of the stoategies in Table 2 cene
w00 belavioral reinforcement and /o change. The
reward ond punishment srsgres are the only ben-
verbal ooe; identified in Teble 2 in the st that no
pricr notice i given of request made before the re-
wand (pupishmeny) is ghven.
Reinforcemen; process. Given that & firm has &
Proga it desires to implement in it chamne] £ystem,
boandary perstens] of all sssociated coganizations wrst
be s informed. Afier this informing process, some

boundary personne] will likely form a positive snitde |

taward the progran's inherent desirbility and accept
the program becanse of its anticipated benefits (<l 1
in Table 1), This i, of coarse, the tmmedizie goal of
the dnffoence sttempt with each . bogrdary persom.
However, even when wititodes wnd behavior are -
pistem, and in the desined direndon, tome acfions oo
the part o the focal organization’s persomnc? #ill usu-
ally be required 16 (1) keep the boundary persomnc]
and their organirations i this c=11, [2) promote com-
mitmen ko the program xnd & srrong tfort ia GOy it
our effectively, and (3) enhance the thance that they
will pacticipate fn simitar programs in the fagre (cf.
Bani 1970). Towsnd these ends, & reirforcement pro-
cess is appropoiate o facilitslz, cectering o the ob-
jective of either bebuvioral reinforcement, psyebolop-
ical reinforcement, or both. :
Behavioral reirforcement i accomplished by pro-
viding rewards to the boundary personnel after their
agreemeTy 30 participate in the {(Nioed and Pe-
ter Y980, Rothschild and Gaidis 1981). This is dons
o peinfores the behavior and is pol 5ed to boundary
persco wttitndes shout the sherent desirglility of the
progrzm Tself, although reimforced behavior com alo
lead w0 reinforeed attiudes, s vice versa
(Hirwand and Sheth 1969, Sheth and Raju 1973). Re-
wards of & noneconomic Bature (ol lexn directly} are
clearly spproprive, based on goodwill, tesponsive-
pess, and cooperation between the boundary person-
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wmve,m:ﬁwmwgymmbeumdinllauﬂd-
ing the impression that the Benndary personnel’s of-
izati m-mmamﬂ'_mmm.

vonal allowanoss, is well as gifts sod enterfizment.?
However, this i3 questionadile on both Jepal and cost
grounds, Moreaver, the giving of special erontmic
Tewands cam actually have negative effects on a fimm's
reputation wd ifs peneral chimnel relations. (of. Hill,
Alexander, and Cross 1975), For example, if special
economic pewards are given %0 ooz boundary person
Bt not to odhets, and this becomes genevally knawn
within the chanoe|, (opsiderable intrachanne] conflict
can wrise (Indusrrial Digritacion 1931). For all these
&m. noneconumic tewards are generally prders-

P1: Behaviorz] peinforcemem i best accom-
phished in channel nelationships through
us= of the poneconomic reward and pos-
iive /normative sUaegies.

On the ofwy hard, in secking prychelogical re-

inforcemeny, iniinsic rewards are given to peindorce

gt are of grext mpotanct, (5) chanoc] ses Rpdd Sine
:‘rﬂl&u-dlﬁlﬂuwpﬁuﬁmmmwmﬂmbb



TABLE 2
Descriptions of Influsnce Stratagy Categories and Commumleation Strvtagiss Contidened In this Btady

infirct dafirence Sirategiey: information on genetal buginess lasues snd the channel program is meraly scchanged
with boundery personnsl. k b5 baft bt themn to prosess the infermation and make sonciutions relating o the channe
program. Furthormam, v spaciffc sction b Sntly aquested.

1. Information axchange; An Mt usss discuesions on gearal business ieruves maisting o the chanml program
whare Inrformstion snd/or opindons wre presentsd on ks knheroi dasirability {Reven end Kruglanski 19701

2. Infermation contral: An wetor uses discitsions on general business ixsison wolating tc the channal program. where
oblactive Infonation oh hs inheren: degirability is sither withhald of manipulated in sema wiry (Tadaschi Schisner,
and Bonopme 1573).

3. Modeling: An sclor providey ssempise of other boundary personnal, Fimiler 10 the one In quastion, who hae
Hﬁ;}wﬂﬁw Etfitucé of Ehe inharent desrabllity of the chenna! program, snd (b} secaptad it iNord and Pater

Direct, Uinmacited Strategras: Conpoquonces o th sccepisnce tr njection of the channs] program snd/or i im-
plmeniation are wrexwnd, but thiss consecuences e based on 8 reapones from the market AWITENTISNL, MDt on
the mwdistion of the actor ar the focal organizetion. Conclution drawing and dramatic sistemants of Benefits or il
wiecty arn uxad. A spacific actlon i implisd, H not specifically mquestsd. :

1. Rucommmendotion: An sctor iressas that pertidpation in the channal program and it effectiva Implamenieton
Ip wery geairabie, as this will enk th posl stiinmnt of tha boundsry person's firm because of a8 favorsble
puslomer mpction dAngeimar end Stam 1978}

2. Warning: An sctor sirexmd thit failure to participete in tha channel progrom wnd affuctively eeprry B ot i wry
uncesinbls, a5 this will hempea:r the goal mttalnment of the Soundary n'e firn becauke of forspoing » fa
vorably customer reaclion [Angelmar nd Starm 1378; Tedoschi. Schisnker, and Banoma 1973).

3. Pritiva hofmative: An scior indicatss that boundary parson particlpation in it program would be in conformity
with channal mefma, stating or imphying & “good™ or “loyal” channel mamber “ought W™ participate Uhngeiruar
and Stam 1878} .

4. Megativi normative: An petor mdicates thid boundery parson failurs o participats in the progrem fa in violation
of channel norma, stating or kmphying only & “poor” or “disloyal” channel mambar would ot panicpate WAn-
geimar and Starn 1578].

Reward and Punishurtit Strafegies: Rewards o purishments sre directty given to boundary parsonnal and thair
firms with no grarg:.nuﬁn:. Mo comesponding ketion is asked for on their part IARgeimer and Stem 1928, Tedewchi,
w orma 1973

1. Economic reward: A form of financiy! teward ks given to the bounoary parson endfor the firm {e.g.. a specis!
“Lilk btk paroeniege. w spacial atvartising allwarncel,

2 Nonsconomic mward: A form of noofinancial rewerd i given to the boundery parson and/or the firm. (5., #n
tmprovamant In the “celrary system™) ahhough it could sarva 1o imprevt the finm's subtaguent financal goal
rAlnmanL

3. Economic punishment. A form of financial panalty ks given 10 the boundary person and for the firrn (&.9. lvwered
advartising allcwanesl

&. Nonaconamiz punishment: A form of nanfinancial panalty is given to the Boundary parson and for the firm ag.,
& WOISATRC celivary sysism), although it eculd serve To influsnce sdversely the firtn's subzequart Snancial goal
EainTIe L.

Dirsct Unweighted Staragy or Requeat: The sctor meraly communicales dosires or withes concatning boundany

nrwl secepiance of the channel program; no CORAUERSER of sccepiance o relection are menticned o2 mmplied

(Knlman 1561L

Dirsct Madiated Straregias: A specHlc wction ks raquested; comaguences of scoaptants of rajection are sresstd and
arn bazad on the medistion &f the actor snd/or tha focal ergeniztion.

1. Pargnai pisa: The acior stresses 1o 1he boundary person thot eihar their frisndship or debis ha/he i owsd
require acceptance of the program, mplying that s sccaptance will improve their parsonal working ralationehis.
while fis rejection will worsen 1hair pereonel working relationghip fanan and Kruglaneki 3970).

2. Promie: The sctor indicates tha boundary pergoncs firm will mesiva fuluts madlsted Inducememts (8.4, MFs
cooparetion on product alocatian] for the scoaptance of the rogram LAngaimar and Gierm 1978, Tederchi, Sehlenker,
nd Boroma 197d).

3 Theeat: The sctor indichtes Mive sancibone will be spplisd to the boundary on's firm (a.g.. give lest oo
oparatipn an produdt sllpeaticn} should the prograrm b rejected [Angeimar wed Stem 1975; Todeschi, Schianker.
and Bonoma 1873 .

4 Legalistic eafarence: Tha actor refars to some legal standerd existing in the chlktinthip and Argues thil it implizs
that boundary personnai shoukd pbriicipale tn the channel progeam (Marwell and Schmin 1957
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bovmeiary personne] belicts of the program's inberent
desirability, Puwitive informarion on the program and
s henefits would be given w reaffirm the: comecness
nt‘mispodtlveuﬁmdc.mﬂ:nmmlumm
be given of other boandsry personne! (similar 10 the
mhqneﬁuu]ﬁnm-gmhwﬂmm
the program and st eatmsizstic sbout it petential
penefits (Nord snd Perey 1980}, Boundacy

bere mest be Klowed 5 process this positive orenied
information themsetvis, 80 X W reinforoe Bheir pre-
wious conckesions reluting to the channe] progran. Fi-

‘pomic tewardy peiraarity tenter on behavioral pein-
forcement or, change, onc form of this ¢an alse be
uedgﬂmwhrmprmw:huhpﬂlmﬂm
mez.

F2: Puychological seinforcemem is best #o-

i in chennel  relatonships

through nse of the information exchange,

modeling, =od pomecomrmnic  reward
e pies.

For decisions oo chamel that e per-
mwm;ﬂmlmbenlaﬁulym
portant based ¢ their poteniial impact on their firms*
goal amainment {¢.g-, the desision o allow mmesther
firn's sales marager W muke a pressoiation o & sales
mesting?, behaviors] eeimfonoement is likely vo be toore
critical ® meek than pry jcal heinforcement
(Romechild and Gaicis 1581, Sheth and Raju 1973).
Relatively linde cogritive activiy and evalustion b
likelymﬂiﬂfmn:hpmnﬁ[ﬂlrlm.&mlhll
aﬂmigluz).ﬁimﬂﬁslukdlﬁmghwﬂ-
untica, drawing stention to the program. end irs de-
:isnmmaﬂymtm:ﬁummmm
Mﬂﬁ&mtﬂhdﬂiﬁmhmﬁﬂ
{Hum 1970). Rather, the learning of behavior pattems
choukd e sought. This mppears 3 onty where

toundary

and tack confidente initially in their evaluation of the
m.hﬂm.mﬁmwﬂum
is in doubt and, Berefor:, psychological seinforce-
ment can e equally critical.

O the other hand, s ieal reinforcement i
lihelywbemuslﬂi&:ﬂﬁordacisiommchmlm
pmthntmmmb:nhﬂw.lthmhythc
bewindary 1 (e, the decision o adopt a ndw
prestoct Line) (Rothschild and Gaidis 1981, Sheth and

o Fok And Fos (1974 fiar & ancelicnl measmenl of both bebav
oyl e payeiologicn setaforrrmest sed s 20 TaeiHome them.
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Raju 1973). Considersbie cognitive activity and eval-
wztion will exist for much programs; the in-
termalizaticn of the desirability of the program must
e sougiv and reinforond (Ray 1982, Stermhal snd Craig
1982). This appears citical even where relatively strong
positive attitodes exist, comsidering the possibility of
anitude decay and the need to promets CommiEREt
1n the progrion. This ressoning 35 pol meani 1o saggest
tho only one o he ather type of reinfwteznem ghould
e soupht per channe] pragram. In fact, wherever pos-
sible, both ghould be smived for, especially in a focal
wpﬁnﬁm'rmmpmm“mmpmmmﬂﬁps.

mlntively ¢riical objoctive, mmless the
strength of their positive Mrimdes Is rel-
ndvely Jow.

P4, 'Where the acceptance and fmplementa-
tiemy of a chann¢] pregram represeni a
relmively impostant decishon to boundacy
pezonnel, jcal reimforcement
is & pelatively ctitizal objective.

P5: Both bedwvioral and ical reln-
forcement should be generally sought,
expeciaily in u firm"s mos{ impoan! k-
whanpe relatienahips.

Ratigmalization geocesrer. Other boundery per-

sonne] may secept the chanme! program, but with oaly
2 ol or pegetive mititade boward s inherent de-
sirability (eells 2 and 3 i Table 1). 1o such cass,
boundary personnel pariistpation can be dur 1o 2 host
of nemsons, incwding a desire o promote goodwill,
wioid & confrontation, oc build up credits they con uss
hwmwwimyufwrudmmpplhs
(umﬂm}muﬁuﬂgninﬂwmumm.
mw{mﬂmhmwpmuhrminmpﬁn;
it. Unformnuizly, bocanse boundary personne] hers
ﬁmmﬂyhﬂwhﬁem.mm-
vﬁmmimplmﬂheﬁecﬁulyishmsdnm.
m:mk.mﬁtﬂmhmvﬂitrmdm-
ban {1976) suggest thal many reizilers who sccepd
mamfactarer tade promotyons fail 1o muplement them
pmpeﬂyudgiveﬂtmmnmdenpmmmalwp-
por {also see Quelch 1943). Soch & Jack of comrmit-
ment md earry-through is mast Hkely 1o accur where
boundary personne] have peatral and, especially, meg-
ive antitides wrward & progyic.

Where a styral artinude exists (o1l 20, & toderarte

rotionalizarion process it required in A JSIEMpL 1O

mindecm:e*:uﬂmbuundmrpcrsmi
pirudes will be conistent with behavior. A reasen-
ably persuasive influence approach seeds 10 Be une



dertaken, with mformavion on the program's tenefits
presenbed bo the boundary persoonel. The positive
consoqiepces of effectively implementing the pro-
gram most be cressed. Conclusion drawing is nocded
oo the part of the focal organizaisn’s personnel. As
such, use of the meommendation srategy is most ap-
proprixte. Furthermore, the modeling strategy could
be vsed i Conjunction with recomrendations. Ex-
amphes of boundary personnel sclidly behind the pro-
gem woukd be more sroagly stated oningared 1o those
oxed in aftempting 1o achieve peychological meinforce-
e

Pf: The moderzte rationalization process is
wost effactively implemented in chanme]
relationships throoph use of the fecom-
mendation md anodeling srategies.

Where boundary personpel hive accepred the pro-
Eram but exhibit » negative attitude sowean] s desir-
ability, » radicaf rafionaliration process (cell 3 in Ta-
bl 1) pecds 1o be implemented by the focal
organization. Similar to the moderats rtonalization
process, anirede chonge s the influence objective.
However, scoomplishing this objectve will be much
mofe ifficult than before, a5 the ity of xii-
tude change vidies nversely with its strength (Smith
end Swinyard 1983}, One of two geoerl influcme
wppmoaches coald be appropriaic. First, where the ex-
tremity of the Degative mitnds it high and bomedary
perscmnel wre very confident of their evaluarion of the
Program, an Altomie &t & large attitude change in a
short time will likzly fuil (Sherif, Sherif, and Neber-
=l 1965); people resist chagge in smmgly beld be-
liefe and sttinues, and do o drough selective mfoe-
matiers processing (Ray 19823 A strongly wonded,
persunsive message in soch cases will probably net be
sccepied o1 olermred by the boundary personmel
Therefomt, & Telatively conservative influence ap-
poach needs 1o be pken where positive information
o the peopram is exchanged with boundary person-
pel, bt where positive statements on its beoefie are
ool Blatantly or dramatically nowle (Fishbein and Ajzm
1975, Johnson 1965). Examplcs of others solidly be-
hmdﬁ:pwgnmwuldheglmhutmlwrgIWa
key Fashion, Conchusions should now be made by the
focal pepanizarion’s personnel, as this oould result in
» solidification or polarization of dhe inftial negative
sttitude (Brechm 1986). In other words, a "soft seil”
is required. Attude change would be atempted very
tlewly and imerementally.

FY: Where pegative attitudes are extreme and
confidently beld, the radical raticnaliza-
tion process s most effcctively imple-
mented in channel relationships theough
the gubale use of the informalion &x-
change and modeling Fratcgies.

T the other hand, where the negative snimde is
o extrermn: and boundary persenne] kack confidence
in their evaluation of the program, 3 relafively per-
auasive bflumce spproach i requived, congpoed o
the on= mken o facilitne the modarsts tationalization
procees. Information on the benefite of the program
the houndary personnc] = 4 dramatic fashiom  Con-
clusion drawing is needed and done with inthusiasm,
Wamings also sppear be be appropriuie, especially
where it & clear that a Ixxindary peteon is ool carrying
through o0 exrlier promises apd is Dol implementing
the program effestively. Furthermore, examples of

bonnudary perzonne] solidly behind the program can be
hmaunllypvm with testimonials vsed wherever
postble. A "hard 22117 3 reccnmmended i this case,

PE: wueugmumuﬂsmmm
and confidence in them i hncking, the
rﬂcﬂma!mmwmmm;f—

fectively in clhannel rels-
mﬂnpsmuughm:mlmvﬂypmua-
sve vsc of the recommendation, wirm-

ing, and modcling stradegies.

A change from the nonexireme negative stitude o o
neutral atitude shoold be soughi initially. Then, an
aticmpd 1 prodice & positive artitode can be made.

Finally, the relative importance of the decision 1o
#coept & channe] program docs ot appear to influence
the importance o the focal erpanizaton of facilituing
the raficnalization processes. Repardiess of the chan-
pe] program's importance, boundary personnel atti-
mde change (in a poutve directon) is desirable for
the focal orpanization, at it will increase their com-
mitrent b 2w program and, herefore, dis effective
implementation. Rowever, il will probably be mare
&ifficalt 4o changr mititudes for reladvely impovant
decisions, aethwdes are likely to be mote enmenched
mmdmambxmumegnmdmm
and pogritve activity is Likely 10 have accompanied
their formation (Fishbein and Ajzen 1975 Sherf,
Sherif, and Nabergall 1965).

PO Imesprectlve of the imporiante of the de-
cisicn ou 4 ¢hannel frogram, once it has
besn accepizd, boundary personnel At-
finde change is effectve in building
Eraler commitmeni 1o it and its effec-
tive implomeniation.

P10: Boundary personne] attituds change will
be more Gifficul 1w achieve on rels-
tvely imponant decisions than ¢n ba-
Huporant opes.

Inducemens process. Aficr being juformed of he

ProgTm, goane boundary may mject il cven
though they hold a positive attitude coward irs inherent
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uﬁnbﬁiy.mswmhwdu:mmmm
Iack of time, mowney, persocne], andfor facitities {e.g-,
Mw}nimphmﬂ:mmmw
mimilar programs offered by other suppliers (or re-
m}mmmmwﬂfuhﬁu
pnindinquminn.ﬁomemyfndpuiﬁulymﬂ
hmdﬁemmwmm
execativn. In such ces, M= inducemenr process (el
&) peeds 10 be facilitated. ‘This sefers to minimizing
ummvhguyﬁuﬁmﬂl.mnm,ﬁn!.mdﬂn
nhibiors taat vin intervens between the posidve at-
tirade and the cors=quent beturvior (Howard and Sheth

"
oormive mrawgy can be wsed i inplying the w “good
and Joyal™ channel member would participals i soch
npmgrmhscdmmdiﬁmmdchmdmﬂ-
mghhnmslbcuﬂmymbﬂy,w:n@m
for participation can be txed in conjunction with these:
strategies, especially where & wrong personal rela-
uanﬂnpmmmmmepum(ﬁmﬂmdm
mers 1084, Kelman 1961). All of this will belp g1
the message to the boundary personoc] of the impor-
fance 1o the Focal organization of their panicipation in
the peogram.*
 Pil: The inducement process is most effec-
Hvely i in chanue? relation-
ships through mee of the noneronomic
ewad, positive/normative, and ze-
quesl Fregies.
'Ihgrmuﬂ::impmmufuﬁedmi;imma
chanme! program, the easier it will Likely be to remove
the inhibitors holding boundary pessoxne] with posi-
tive mtitudes toward the program from scceping 1.
Therefore, kess inducement 0 the forn of Donebo-

pomic rowards i Lkely o be needed, Somapared 1o
a=mpting & gain sccepeance: of a relatively anim-
pmtmmym{&mﬁemmm'sphnnf
view ). For example, for a new product with relatvely
wmﬂﬂﬂmﬁtpﬁmﬂ.ﬂ‘,m— & bexmtary per-
wn origimally hesitamly mjects, oaly minor adjust-
e ey need to be madk: io the focal oepanizaiion’s
delivery Eystem and baresocracy. and relatively few
arsisiances mnd Bitle belp may be required in even-
tually gaining s Acceplance.

negRinve

5 xnd £ i Table 1). A “confrootaion” of sorts will
bereqﬁndhm:-mﬂnuldufmnlagnﬁmim
mmhﬁmﬁmw.ﬁnﬁmm
antimdes nor behavior e & a favorable level, untike

far.

Whez boundary personne] Tyt the progrm., while
bolding.nmalurindii‘ﬁermm-demwudﬂ.n
moderae comfrontation process Deeds 1 Be facili-
tai=d. To promote behaviaral change and, therefore,
movemenl of boundary personnet w ozl 2, the posi-
tive pommative and request jes can he msed
hﬂdﬂuhq:usion&ul'gwdndhya]‘m!
meciber would acoept the program, od that boundary

participation i very mpoetant 1o the focal
upnmunmn:mtmm'tmdpmm
wmglﬁmltwhumd,ﬁmwy.inlﬂighﬂy
more direer and pressutized . The implica-
tion would be thal only a *poor znd disloyal™ channel
member would pat accept the program snd that -
ceplance i expecied; bowever, o promoic that ac-
ceptmee, the focal orgapization i willing to give &
wﬂhﬂmﬂhﬁemﬁﬂe.mﬁum
rooperation o0 product allecations. Promises of non-
economic inducements would e preferable.

P13: Behaviora] change in B moderzic con-
froptmton process is mest effectively
achieved through wse of the positive/
DommMive, Tequeld, DegaEvefnomu-

{ummgwmmmudrdmgemme

ment of boundary persenne] to cell 4, 3 VETy perEna-
ﬁveimﬂmbnppmchwwldmdmhmﬂennk:n.



The focal "s personme] would need in sirass
dramarically the Sepefits of the program, thal it woold
very desitahle resule for the boundary per-
Isﬁ:mbu:nmeufmmlyfamaﬂ:m&-
tomer reaction. Funhermore, negative contaquences
of failing ro adopt the program ¢an be emphasized to
pulplmmmbaundlrypmnmdmmwsl}m
sider the merits of the program d the opporiunity
costs their Grme would incur should they continge to
reject it. Examples of ciher boundary porsone] sim-
ilar t0 the opes in question who were solidly behind
e peoegram conld be g, Dramatic conclusions must
be drawn, sommarizing the bepefs of the program.
The mdiffarence houndary hold oward the
progran must be divecily dut geptly atiacked

Fl4: Aingtode change In the moderats oon-
fronution process is most effectively
achivved @rongh the relabively persua-
sive mie of the recommiendation, wam-
ing, snd madsling Frategies.

‘When boundary persomet] sititudes and hehavior
are consisteni bt in a1 negative direction (cell 63, Im-
plementation of & radical confrontartion process needs
0 be coasidered (Bennis £t al. £975). The obiective
of dehgviorgl ghange, wnd, 1herefore, movement of
boundary personne? to cell 3, will be relatively dif-
ficult o schieve becanse the personnel muel be in-
duced to accept & program they dislike. A mlatively
dintet influenee spproach invelving the use of overt
preasure is required. The pegarive normarive smuegy
could be med in informing boundary personne! what
others in the channe] will think of anyone who rjects
the program. Farthermore, each of the dincet medinied
siraicgics e televamt. Personal pleas can be usad,
the: firms ghotd the propram contnue o be reiecied.
Promises e sppropriase where it is communicated that
boundary persoanel will receive some inductmen in
e for their aciqrance of the program. Raowd-
Blocks can also he set op o discoursgs conunoed re-
jection of the ogram through use of the threat stat-
exy. This may be particuilarly appeopriate in cases where
boundary personnel have had a loog history of liwle
or 0o cooperabion oh channe] programs. While acesp-
tance of the progeam is voluntary, Jepalistic references
can =il be used in arguing het the exchange agres-
roen? imiplies that the boundary personne] should par-
Goipate in The proprat. Finally, the nomeconomic
punishment strategy can be vaed whers the focal or-
panization’s personne]l become less respamsive and
coperative, For example, product deliveries can b
dclayed, while personal discussions tecome som-
what cold and businesslike. This approach must be
weed with pome disertion, howsver, becanse such
ponresponsiveness can alse hun the focsl orgamira-

tien's goal mmzinment. Similar to the reasoning behing

ﬂnnnﬁmoryvin@dmmﬂu:mm

achieve behaviora! reinferesment, pmg direct eco-
notzic purdshenents, ghould generally be avoided.
PL5: Behavioral change in the radical con-
frondation process {5 moest effectively
achizved trough use of the mgm'.ref

pormative, personal ples, promise,
threud, begalistic referencs, and noneco-
nemic punishmen? siritegies.

Anitude chamge in the radical confrontation pro-
cess will perhaps be even more difficolt o aclhieve
than behavorial change Unlike the radical rafionatiza-
ton process, & relatively comservative influence ap-
prokeh 5 pot necommendad bere for boundary per-
sonnel with wrong regarive aitides. Wirkenn the
Jeverupe of propram acceplance, mild positive state-
ente o prograts bensfils and low key examples wil]
probably be screened cur, manipuloed, amd for ig-
pored and, therefore, be ineffective. Rather, & dwect,
perslocive attack on nepafive atffudes is requined. The
warning sirategy is cloarly the most eppropriae o
o use. The negative consequences of failing to adopt
the program oot be Antssed. Adoprion of e pro-
gram muast be srongly encouraged, s a result. Small
meremerital changes in the boundary personnel’s neg-
ative attimades are =, with meverment 10 el
5 evenmally desired.

P15 Atfiude change in the radice] <omfron-
tton process iv most  effectivcly
achieved through pse of the waming
siralagy,

Tn cases where negative ititudes towind the program
e ot changed, the use of warnings can still serve
ibe putpese of esublishing a strong position for the
foca! organization on tee desirabiliy of the program.
Thea, afier the pfogram has o its course, if ils per-
mlmmmunw&uymmlﬂm
the program was indeed a sneorss as , therr
Degarive aminudes can be softened, and the chance of
ﬂlcirn‘wcptingsimilarpmgmnsin the future can im-

For relarively important decisions, attitude change
thould be emphasized and sought befors any AHEmMDO

*The “gick™ spposh jun necommended i Eacilioning bebavionl
o aftinade €hange in the rufia] confropition procrts by some hat
ruty ‘F-‘unbmﬂnymlhwnﬂumﬁlﬂdmm
mmlr:tmw;hm—
o 4 of poe.
ﬂmﬂhmﬂmﬂmmm&hﬂmw&mlﬂc
Mlﬂﬁlmmnﬁﬂlwﬁpﬂmlﬁ
Cide ko ek the radical ronft 5 . wmr o odher K-
q::lﬂlmnﬂmmhwnmhﬁeﬁmm
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previcusly, coasiderable svatuation & Hkely o we-
campany sach programs (=f. Ray 1982, Rethschild and
Guidic 1981}, Convincing boundary persomne] that the
progrm will make pogitive conrEwmions & their foms®
goal avainments will be critical in ek cases. The
rizsks involved im sceping a weak , ponsid-
ewing the hage negative mpact o poal sttainment thal
would accomipany soch a move, will prodoce 2 high
kewe! of resishance should sn atiempr a2 behavioral
change be made. Afeer smitudes are changed some-
what, aiwpes at bebavioral change will likely mect
with greater sucotss. Do the other bvid, for relatively
eningortans decisions behavior! change e be e
phasired a8 the infloence objective. Boondary per-
sornel will not resist adtempis ai behaviors! chanpe a5
much bere, since the ok are less, Overt pressure ap-
plied on boundary personoel wy change their behavicr
will meet with more saccess than an sttempi to change
their srrinades on the inhertal desirability of the pro-
gram. in cases where boundary persenne! do szl

the program, then smeonpis sl abdiode can be
made throogh the facititation of the moderate abd md-

P17: Whem the sreptance and implements-
tion of a channe] progam represenits &
melatively uportant decisicn 1o bound-
oy , anitude change i & 1el-
atively critical objective in it
the confrontatien processes and should

. be sttempted before behaviorl change.

P13: Where the acceptance wd implementa-

This cmpletes the development of the xifitude-be-
havior mode] exhibited in Table . Table 3 mmma-
rizes the peeceding dicnssion oo the Epppristimss
of the commmmication Araegies In faciliating the al-
temative Influxe processes. A muhde prediction ix
included where mie of & BOXteEY B Dof chearly man-
dated but slee not clearly mled oot

The major wmplications of the aftitude-behavicr
fanwework follow:

TABLE 3
Wﬂhmhhﬁ:ﬂiﬂuhmﬁlﬁmm

Moderste PMudical
Rational. Ratlormsl-  esiuns. Moo ste Fadiotl
ration  beation et Gonirbbitstion Gendromartion
Peocans Prowps  Process Procem Pristata
Halerh Process oy Attitade Seuvionl Bakaviorsl Actiuds Sebwelorsl Aniuc
Rahaviors] Paychplogical Change Change  Changs  Chenge Change  Thishgh
Information ] » mayba vt e ] ] na -]
Informaticn contre! no ™o L] o -] no ] " np
Wadeling na woom o~ o p it
Pacoamurand ition fa L ya o o L oy no mrvbe
waming no e =) e L] o ¥o3 G you
FPogitive normsthn o no 13 [ i o5 no no e
Hagithnd Rormuthve: ™ -3 na no no s o ye ne
qur;m o no - ::w-i pac st b
(] ™ L] no e
Ecxingmit punashrmant !n:-j 'E e T E o o rayle no
Hansconomic punighmant  no na L] no o "o L) it e
Recat e na ne L e you L no na
Peronal ples o e no e e maybe ™o you e
Prismih n na no no n h-_- ] na i L)
Thren ] o no ™ o arybs "o 7] Ll
Lagnilstie referoncs L] L] e Py na ITagiten no ye o
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Telxionehip i afemping to achieve the ac-
cepance and implementstion of ¢hannel pre-
grnus & clearly inapproprizte. Whiks & partic-
nhrmnmbttﬂ'::mtinﬁn‘hmgm
than poe infloence process., it will aot woek well
moross all of them. Moreover, even where &
Etrategy is appropriate for use in more than one
influence pmgess, its orientation sl the tactlcs
mrrounding its usc will changs across the pro-
faxses o question (e.g-, use of She recommen-
dation civategy in facilitating the raticmalization
PrbCetaes).

3, The impewtance of the decision on il channe!
ProgTam to- arget organdzations” boundary per-
sommel must also be ken ino ponsidermion

4. Careful consideration munst be given to both the
costs ynd the benefits of facilitoring tach influ-
#nca peocess. 1 is obvicus that the Cacilitation
of ot processes will be more sty than ofh-
ers fe.z., the radical confrontation process). For
certain chennel programs, the focal organiza-
ticn can be bener off implementing mly & par-
tion of the influenee processes exhibited in Ta-
ble 1, & defunile segmentaticn spproach.

Future Research Neeads

A variery of research needs st suggested within this
acticle. The most ohvious one is for chame) sesearch-
&% i axamine empirically the propositions dealing with
communicstion stralegies and the importance of the
decision om the channe] program within both Labors-
tiry Al ficdd senings. Clearly, nope of the i
tions staied can be accepied at face value & this time.
A study is also needed to vexify the validity of the
Hralegy catrgorization in Table 1. The strategies dis-
cussed here cerainty do not represent an exhaustive
e, other strazgies and categomies of Televance must
be whertified

The conccpual Famework in this aricle 3 fo-
tused on processes and mechanisms of influence and
musi be broadened o include other constructs of rel-
evance b exchange relationships. Soch factors as the
power of each party 10 the exchange, the persomal
:ha:muis:jﬂnd‘ﬂ:cpcrm]i.nwlwdinﬂ:‘mﬂu-
e wiempls (&g, prestige, ¢redibility}, boundary
pumne]mbuumﬁ of their reasons for neoepting or
rejecting progams, boundary persomnel interpeela-
tons of the communication struegiss ussd by the fo-
cal organization’s personne] (£.§-, # feecainendation

Mrategy is interpreted a5 2 threat}, the “judged inflo-
encz of extraoeous svenis® (Stemnthal and Craig 1982,
and the environmental structure sorTounding the ex-
chatpe (nanere of competition, stats of twe economy)
s be evimtually hinked to this fimmework.
Additional models must be developed that extend
mﬂmmﬂmmlm
Gonehips. For example, the model in Table 1 is Yin-
s 4o programs where chaonel member participation
i volumary and where the behavior]l ahemarives o

dichotomous, Clearly, the pofirmance of many be- -

haviors in 2 chanme] relationship is mvolmiary (as Jong
s the exchange relaiomsbip exists) with behavioml

ﬂmmmvmgﬁmmmm.mmge o -

ahove average commitment. Examples of guch be-
havicrs inelude retailer or wholesaler locol advertising
expendilures, imvemory levels, and panis and supply
purchasss, Exended sritnde-behavior modals muwr be
developed 1o deal with this.

Conclusion

The obdective of (s articl: was (o develop o Dor-
mafive conceptual framework (o provoot: the ¢ffes-
tivenress of inflecnes Anempts batwesn organizations
in cogoing channel relatonships- A model was Ge-
veloped bated on the underiying concept of amitude-
behavior consistency ¢or poonsisency. I is the firsr
in the marketing channels Literature 1o predict when
¢trtain pfluipce procestes are BPPTOPLiale o imple-
ment and when certain infloence objectives are ap-
propriate to seek in distrivution chamoel nlstionchips.
Hmhmmdﬂclup:d]mhngﬂ::wdclma]-
ternative communication smaiegies and ihe impoer-
tance of the decition on the chanmel program. This
article shoald £1) aid distribution channe] personnel
eifectively managing and coonlinating onpoing £x-
change relationships, and (2) stimulzte additonal re-
search, expecially empirical sexsarch, 1o examine it
pmpushimsinﬂ:e]lhxmmylndami:tynf:hmnﬂ
comexts. Undoubizdly, additiona effort is necded in
developing extended attide behavior frameworks 1o
facilitate our underslanding of ways o fromcts the
ffecfive mainecance and coordination of engoing
chennel relaticoships,
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