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Abstract 

 

The purpose of this study is to research how resource dependence parameters of business organizations 

influence the producer-supplier relationships and firm performance. Moreover, how the relational norms 

between producers and suppliers affect the firm performance, from the viewpoint of resource dependence 

and transaction costs theories. The study was conducted with the data of the face-to-face and individual 

surveys carried out with the managers of business organizations (314 participants) employed in different 

sub-sectors in the manufacturing sector, between May – December 2017. The validity and reliability of 

the scales were studied with exploratory and confirmatory factor Analyses. The hypotheses were tested 

with the support of the Structural Equation Modelling technique. As a result of the study, it is observed 

that Resource dependency parameters have a statistically significant impact on relational norms between 

producer-supplier. Solidarity from producer-supplier relational norms, mutuality, and relational focus 

variables meaningly influence the firm performance.  Moreover, asset specificity of resource dependency 

parameters meaningly influences the mutuality. Accordingly, Resource dependence parameters and the 

relational norms between producer and supplier explain 38% of the variance in firm performance. 
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1. Introduction  

While possession of the fundamental skills and resources which will provide competitive 

advantage is very important in strategic management, (Barney, 1991), companies usually remain 

inadequate in supplying their required resources as well as sustaining the flow and thereby establish 

relationships with other organizations in order to meet their needs (Katila, Rosenberger, & Eisenhardt, 

2008). Additionally, companies also need to continuously monitor the opportunities and threats which are 

to be created by the market dynamics and balances of power, in order to ensure that the flow of resources 

is maintained. For this reason, they tend to increase the level of coordination and control process 

(Mintzberg, 2003). Thereby they seek opportunities to decrease uncertainty and manage dependence by 

purposefully structuring their exchange relationships, establishing formal and semi-formal links with 

other businesses (Salam, Ali, & Seny Kan, 2017). In other words, with the help of strategic partnerships 

and the choice of exchange strategies, firms may increase operational and financial performance (Fink, 

Edelman, Hatten, & James, 2006). For this reason, business organizations have long been defined as 

political coalitions. It is also stated that firms can be seen as both a collectivity of transactions and as a 

bundle of resources. While organizations realize the transaction through exchange, they also transact 

resources. However, it is important to be able to understand this process of exchange in the context of the 

relationships between organizations, without making administrative mistakes in the market. The approach 

of resource dependence has been founded on these assumptions (Pfeffer & Salancik, 2003). Furthermore, 

the transaction cost approach also shapes economic activities, together with the resource dependence 

approach, in the shaping of the market mechanisms. The transaction cost approach draws attention to the 

opportunism which may appear as a result of limited rationality, within the framework of uncertainty, 

confusion and the specificity of assets (Williamson, 1981). 

The uncertainty in finding resources or the flow of resources makes it more difficult for the 

company, which is in the position of the client, to manage its activities in line with its mission, within the 

scope of the resource dependence approach (Pfeffer & Salancik, 2003; Fink, Edelman, Hatten, & James, 

2006). With the resources it provides companies, the supplier becomes a strategic asset, complementing 

and enabling firms to consolidate in-house competencies (Eisenhardt & Schoonenoven, 1996). Moreover, 

where the number of suppliers, which are able to obtain the resource is very low within the market, and 

where these companies perform a significant share of the production of the raw materials, the 

concentration of resources increases the asymmetry of power between the manufacturer and the supplier 

(Oliver, 1990). In market conditions where the uncertainty of resources and resource concentration is 

high, the mutual relationships between the producers and suppliers may turn into mutual dependence in 

time (Pfeffer & Salancik, 2003). Both sides are able to influence the profitability and behavior of each 

other with the resource interconnectedness which emerges between the client and the supplier, in order to 

be able to balance the behaviors related to power and the obtaining of control in the process of resource 

exchange (Sambharya & Banerji, 2006). In particular under the circumstances where the degree of asset 

specificity is high, and the level of uncertainty is above average, within the framework of the transaction 

cost approach, the producer is able to potentially trade with a lower number of suppliers, and while this 

results in the bargaining power of the producer company to fall, it also increases the risk of opportunism 

from the aspect of the supplier company (Bunduchi, 2005). 
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Companies, which are similar to each other under the same market conditions and pressures 

(DiMaggio & Powell, 1983) are only able to ensure organizational performance differences and 

sustainable competitive advantage, both within and across firm boundaries, through the governance skills 

they are able to exhibit (Madhok & Tallman, 1998). Within this context, the performance of the 

organization is able to be increased through the ability to effectively manage the relational norms which 

are shaped within the framework of the transaction cost approach (Fink et al., 2006). In the light of this 

perspective, the study focuses on how the resource dependence parameters of business organizations 

influence the producer-supplier relationships and the firm performance. Moreover, how the relational 

norms between producers and suppliers affect the firm performance, from the viewpoint of resource 

dependence and transaction costs theories. 

 

2. Literature Review and Theoretical Framework 

2.1. The Resource Dependence Theory 

Resource dependence theory states that organizations need resources in order to sustain their 

existence in the long term. It is also stated that they are only able to obtain these resources from their own 

environment and that there are also other organizations which want to have the same resources in this 

environment (Pfeffer & Salancik, 1978). At the same time, it is emphasized that the strategies of change 

determined by organizations in the direction of obtaining resources increases their level of dependence on 

the environment / other organizations (Fink et al., 2006: 500), and as also stated by Emerson (1962), it 

will become necessary to manage the “relationships of dependence on power” correctly (Delke, 2015). 

When the literature concerning resource dependence theory is examined, it can be seen that social change 

theory (Emerson, 1962; Blau, 1964; Pfeffer, & Salancik, 1978) and theories related to power (Pfeffer, 

2005; Werner, 2008) have been utilized. 

Power is defined as the capacity of an actor to acquire control over the resources needed by others, 

within the framework of resource dependence theory (Harris & Holden 2001). As can be understood from 

this definition, the disproportionate power which emerges as a result of the relationships based on the 

resource, creates pressure on the organization which is dependent on the resource and brings with it the 

requirement to accept demands. Within this context, the uncertainty of resources is one of the most 

important of the environmental difficulties faced by organizations. The three sub-factors within the scope 

of resource dependence are resource concentration, the uncertainty of resource availability and resource 

interconnectedness (Pfeffer & Salancik, 2003; Fink et al., 2006). Pfeffer & Salancik (2003) define 

resource dependence as the dimensions of the power and authority which is widespread in the 

environment in which organizations are situated; the uncertainty of resource availability as the lack of, 

shortfall in or abundance of critical resources; and resource interconnectedness as the number and type of 

the relationships or connections between organizations. 

As set out in the purpose for this study, the resource dependence parameters of business 

organizations have been studied from the viewpoint of the resource dependence and transaction costs 

theories, and it was seen that both of them are quite similar. From both approaches, it has been 

determined that the frequency of change, the characteristics of the resource and uncertainty are the 

fundamental logic behind the establishment of strategic alliances (Williamson, 1991; Fink et al., 2006). In 
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general, when the manner in which resources shape the relationships of power within the framework of 

opportunities and needs during economic change (Williamson, 1981; Lin, 2006), is taken into account, 

two sub-dimensions of transaction costs – asset specificity and uncertainty / technological uncertainty – 

have been added to resource dependence parameters. 

Asset specificity expresses important investments, which are few and far between or do not exist at 

all, outside of the respective transaction (Anderson & Dekker, 2005: 1741). Low asset specificity can be 

said to be present if the activity and / or product does not possess a structure which requires specific or 

technical skills or knowledge. As asset specificity increases, transaction cost also increases. Where the 

degree of asset specificity of the organization is high, this will result in it collaborating with a lower 

number of commercial partners and the reduction of its bargaining power (Bunduchi, 2005). Six types of 

specificity are mentioned in the literature. These are; site specificity, physical asset specificity, human 

asset specificity, brand names, dedicated assets and temporal specificity (Williamson, 1991). Another 

critical factor under transaction cost theory and resource dependence theory is environmental uncertainty 

– the fact that the incidents and circumstances of the future cannot be forecasted (Pfeffer & Salancik, 

2003). The technological uncertainty of a product expresses the inadequacy in forecasting the technical 

aspects of the product changes, the technical requirements of clients and the changes in the future (Fink et 

al., 2006). It can be seen that strategic collaborations and mergers are more frequent in industries where 

the rates of dependence and uncertainty are higher (Pfeffer, 1972).  

 

2.2. The Relational Norms Between Producers and Suppliers 

While investigating how interactions between companies formed company and industry structure, 

it is suggested that mergers could be accepted as a response to threats by other companies and the market 

mechanism.  Mergers were efforts to minimize the uncertainty, complexity, asymmetry and opportunism 

among other companies during the production and distribution process (Koedler, 1995).  With this 

perspective, strategic partnerships, just like mergers, might be considered as a response to the market 

mechanism. When this is discussed from the perspective of resource dependence theory, it is stated that 

the uncertainty in reaching resources and ensuring continuity can be reduced and the continuation of the 

flow of resources can be ensured through alliances (Pfeffer & Salancik, 1978; Wisnieski & Dowling, 

1997). Thus, companies are able to access resources, prevent their competitors getting stronger with the 

resources they have acquired and eliminate their shortcomings in being able to obtain resources (Mitchell 

& Singh, 1996). 

Within the framework of resource dependence theory, it can be said that organizations are not 

autonomous within the scope of the relationships between organizations, and that as a result of the 

dependence between them, they have difficulties establishing the balance of power. As the basis for 

strategic collaborations is strategic needs and opportunities (Eisenhardt & Schoonhoven, 1996), 

dependence, uncertainty and balance of power relationships in connection with this, come into play 

within the framework of the transaction costs approach, in also the supplier – buyer relationship formed 

by the organizations which use the inputs and outputs of each other. The size of the organization has the 

potential to implement power over the other organization, with its potential for being / providing the 

resource (Oliver, 1990). It is important to mention that in the majority of customer–supplier / 
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manufacturer- supplier relationships this asymmetric power distribution might arise.  It is usually seen as 

the nature of the relationship. According to their exchange strategy each partner aims to satisfy their own 

specific objectives and to limit or manage their dependence on their suppliers (Fink et al., 2006).  

In order to manage the customer- supplier / manufacturer- supplier partnerships it is essential to 

examine the operational processes in terms of a context of the contractual norms of behaviors (Fink et al., 

2006), which regulate commercial exchange relationships (Kaufmann & Stern, 1988; Macedo & Pinho, 

2006; Fink et al., 2006). The relational norms are defined as the unofficial mechanisms of governance 

which are supported by the trust between the partners (Fink et al., 2006). The associative norms between 

the manufacturer–supplier are in particular determined by dependence and uncertainty and encompass 6 

dimensions (Fink et al.  2006).  These are; (i) relational focus, (ii) restraint on power use, (iii) solidarity, 

(iv) role integrity, (v) mutuality, and (vi) flexibility. With the balancing of these dimensions within the 

framework of trust and requirements, the exchange continuum, in other words the long-term exchange 

relationships can be sustained.  

 

2.3. Firm Performance 

Organizational performance is an indicator which measures how an organization accomplishes its 

objectives (Ho, 2008). In order to increase organizational performance, firms use quantitative and 

qualitative criteria for measuring and evaluating organizational outcomes. In term of quantitative criteria, 

it is seen that they encompass generally; profitability, sales growth, productivity, cost efficiency, rate of 

new products and the number of new supply contracts (Awwad & Akroush, 2016:8). 

According to Resource Dependence Theory, firms establish strategic collaborations in order to 

minimize their environmental dependence as well as uncertainty (Pfeffer & Salancik 1978) and focus on 

negotiating relationships of dependence (Johnson, 1995).  Manufacturer–supplier relationships is an 

example of such relationship established within this framework and can be categorized into two major 

types: adversarial/transactional and collaborative partnership. The market exchange relationship is most 

likely the transactional type. It is generally characterized by short-term based contracts, in which each 

manufacturer purchases among many suppliers in order to create price competition among the suppliers 

(Petison & Johri, 2008).  

When these relationships are managed properly, they can positively affect the financial 

performance of the firm. For this reason, nowadays developing enduring manufacturer– supplier 

relationships are now considered the most preferred style of relationship for manufacturer’s ability to gain 

competitive advantage (Petison & Johri, 2008:76). Strategic partnerships have been associated with 

significantly reduced costs, faster time-to-market, increased productivity, and enhanced product quality 

(Fink et al. 2006). 

In the light of the literature, the following hypotheses are listed below:   

H1: Resource dependency parameters have a statistically significant impact on relational norms between 

producer-supplier. 

H2: The relational norms between producer-supplier have a statistically significant impact on the firm 

performance 

H3: Resource dependence parameters have a statistically significant impact on firm performance. 
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Figure 01.  Research Model 

 

3. Research Method 

3.1. Sample and Data Collection 

 The survey of this study was conducted on 314 managers of companies operating in different 

sub-sectors of the manufacturing industry in Turkey, between May - December 2017. The convenience 

sampling method was utilized in order to determine the sample for the study. The data was obtained from 

different business organizations in the different cities of Turkey, in person or by e-mail. 

 

3.2. Analyses 

 Following the questions concerning the details of the organization, in the first section of the 

survey, the five dimensions of resource dependence (resource concentration, the uncertainty of resource 

availability, restrictions in the use of power, technological uncertainty and interconnectedness – 17 items) 

and the six dimensions of relational norms (Role integrity, solidarity, focus on relationships, specific 

assets, mutuality and flexibility – 23 items) prepared by Fink et al. (2006) were utilized in the second 

section. The eight statements of Ablulkareem Awwad (2016) were used in order to measure the firm 

performance. Overall, 48 items with 5 Likert-type scales were used to measure the variables. The 

Cronbach Alpha values for each of the factors exceed 0.70, which indicates the reliability of the scales 

used in the survey. Following the exploratory and confirmatory factor analyses in the study, the 

hypotheses were tested with the support of the structural Equation Modelling technique. 

 

4. Findings 

4.1. Factor Analysis- Validity and Reliability 

 In order to research whether the observed variables were theoretically loaded or not in factor 

structure, exploratory factor analysis was done by using Principal Component Analysis and Promax 

rotation method. Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin (KMO) sample adequacy test and Bartlett sphericity tests were 

applied to test the suitability of the data set for factor analysis. As a result of the analyses, it was found 

that the BMO value was 0.79 and above the desired level of 0.50 and the Bartlett test was significant at 

the significance level of 0.001. In addition, the diagonal values in the ‘’ anti-image correlation ‘’ matrix 

are examined and it is seen that these values are over 0.5 as it should be. Accordingly, it has been found 
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that sample data is suitable for factor analysis (Hair, Black, Babin, & Anderson, 2010). In the exploratory 

factor analysis, the factor loadings and the lower limit of the ‘’Communality’’ values are accepted as 0.5. 

Variables that do not provide these values or do not load them into the theoretical predicted factor have 

been removed from the scale so as not to disturb the factor structure. The relevant factor structure is 

presented in the table below. The total variance of factors was 71%. The Cronbach’s Alpha value was 

used calculate the internal consistency of the factors. The Cronbach’s Alpha value of each factor was 

above 0.7. Confirmatory factor analysis was performed using the Maximum Likelihood estimation 

method to validate the results of the KFA and to analysis the validity and reliability of the research scales. 

In addition, the modification indices were examined and error values with high modification value of the 

factor are explored (Table 1). In this case, the fit index values were X2 / dF = 1,576, GFI = 0,890, TLI = 

0,925, CFI = 0,939, PNFI = 0,697, RMSEA = 0,043. Consequently, the fit indices are found to be at the 

desired level (Hu & Bentler, 1999; Schumacker, & Lomax, 2012). The relevant factor analysis results are 

given below. 

Since all factor loads are statistically significant in terms of the predicted factor (Bagozzi, Yi, & 

Lynn, 1991) and the factor loadings on the basis of structure averages are higher than 0.7, (Hair et al, 

2010) the convergent validity and goodness-of-Fit indices are in a good level. For this reason, 

unidimensionality holds (Anderson & Gerbing 1988). Average Variance Extracted (Fornell & Larcker, 

1981) and Scale Composite Relability) (Bagozzi & Yi 1988) values were used to test the validity and 

reliability of the factor structures. İt is possible to say that the validity and reliability of the relevant factor 

is provided when the AVE value is 0,5 and the CR value is over 0,7 (Bagozzi & Yi, 1988). The AVE and 

SCR values of the research factors are shown in Table 1. 

 

Table 01. Exploratory Factor Analysis 

Factor Factor Item B Standardize B T CR AVE 

Firm Performance 

perf_1 1 0,838   0,863 0,564 

perf_2 1,024 0,86 17,546   

perf_3 0,885 0,803 16,146   

perf_5 0,791 0,64 11,957   

perf_6 0,702 0,57 10,376   

Resource Concentration 

RC_1 1 0,719   0,812 0,591 

RC_2 1,133 0,821 11,697   

RC_3 0,982 0,762 11,473   

Resource Availability 

Uncertainty  

RA_A_1 1 0,67   0,786 0,552 

RA_A_2 1,169 0,806 10,484   

RA_A_3 1,095 0,746 10,309   

Solidarity 

S_1 1 0,792   0,806 0,583 

S_2 1,091 0,809 12,959   

S_4 0,913 0,683 11,413   

Restraint On Power Use  

Power_1 1 0,769   0,810 0,588 

Power_2 1,119 0,837 12,354   

Power_3 0,853 0,687 11,202   

Relational Focus RF_1 1 0,71   0,767 0,525 
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RF_2 0,823 0,657 9,659   

RF_3 1,053 0,799 10,481   

Technological 

Uncertainty  

TU_1 1 0,873   0,809 0,680 

TU_2 0,879 0,773 11,768   

Asset Specificity 

AS_2 1 0,884     

AS_3 0,855 0,674 9,716 0,789 0,559 

AS_4 0,936 0,664 9,532   

Mutuality 

Mut_2 1 0,639     

Mut_3 1,261 0,706 7,051 0,750 0,502 

Mut_4 1,268 0,774 7,416   

Role integrity 
RI_3 1 0,811   0,748 0,598 

RI_4 0,792 0,734 6,011   

Resource 

interconnectedness 

RInt_1 1 0,707   0,761 0,616 

RInt_2 1,302 0,856 7,277   

All factor loadings are statistically significant at p < 0.001.  

B; Standardised factor load 

 SCR; Scale Composite Reliability, AVE; Average Variance Extracted 

X2/df = 1,576, GFI=0,890, TLI=0,925, CFI=0,939, PNFI=0,697, RMSEA=0,043 

 

Average Variance Extracted (Fornell & Larcker 1981) and Scale Composite Relability (Bagozzi & 

Yi, 1988) values were used to test the validity and reliability of the factor structures. İt is possible to say 

that the validity and reliability of the relevant factor is provided when the ave value is 0,5 and the CR 

value is over 0,7 (Bagozzi & Yi, 1988). The AVE and SCR values of the research factors are shown in 

Table 2. 

Discriminant validity is shown in Table 2. The square root values of the Average Variance 

Extracted in the diagonals and coefficients of correlation in the horizontal and vertical axis are compared. 

Table 2 shows the results of this initial comparison. For each factor, the square root of the AVE values 

are higher than the correlations on the axis horizontally vertically, so it can be said that there is 

discriminant validity of the factors (Hair et al., 2010). 

 

Table 02. Correlations and Validity, Validity Values 

Variables 1. 2. 3. 4. 5. 6. 7. 8. 9. 10. 11. 

1.Role integrity 0,773                     

2.Firm Perform. ,161** 0,751                   

3.Resource Concentration ,144* ,118* 0,768                 

4.Res.AvaibilityUncertainty ,131* 0,023 ,176** 0,743               

5.Solidarity ,144* ,420*** 0,107 0,008 0,763             

6.Restraint On Power Use 0,103 0,098 0,075 ,358*** ,139* 0,767           

7.Relational Focus ,177** ,304*** ,153** ,253*** ,297*** ,211*** 0,724         

8.Technological Uncertainty -0,019 ,358*** 0,065 0,019 ,416*** ,116* ,123* 0,825       

9.Asset Specificity ,135* ,415*** ,153** ,138* ,335*** 0,079 ,221*** ,470*** 0,748     

10.Mutuality ,180*** ,358*** ,208*** ,152** ,368*** ,125* ,329*** ,220*** ,366*** 0,708   

11.Resourceinterconnected. ,220*** 0,029 ,288*** ,213*** 0,052 ,233*** 0,059 0,008 0,107 ,131* 0,785 

*;p<0,05 **;p<0,01 ***;p<0,001 

 

The square root of the AVE value of the relevant variable is shown on the diagonal. As a result of 

the analysis, the validity and reliability of the factors was found to be desired level. 
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4.2. Research Model and Hypothesis Testing 

4.2.1. Testing Hypotheses Based on Direct Effects 

The hypotheses related to the study model were tested with the support of the Structural Equation 

Modelling technique. The research hypothesis that examines the relationship between Resource 

Dependency Parameters and Producer-Supplier solidarity and the results of the structural equation 

modelling for testing the hypothesis are shown in the table below. 

H1: Resource dependency parameters have a statistically significant impact on relational norms 

between producer-supplier. 

The research hypothesis that examines the relationship between Producer-Supplier and firm 

performance and the relationship between Resource dependence parameters and firm performance and the 

results of the structural equation modelling for testing the hypothesis are shown in the table below. 

According to Table 3, these hypotheses are relatively accepted for each variable. 

 

Table 03. Resource Dependency Parameters and Solidarity 

Independent Variable Dependent Variable B Std B T p 

Resource Concentration 

Mutuality 

0,057 0,072 1,026 0,305 

Resource Availability Uncertainty  -0,008 -0,009 -0,143 0,887 

Asset Specificity 0,267 0,285** 3,172 0,002 

Technological Uncertainty 0,224 0,306*** 3,464 0,000 

Resource Interconnectedness -0,016 -0,015 -0,203 0,839 

R2= 0,30 *;p<0,05 **;p<0,01 ***;p<0,001 

Independent Variable Dependent Variable B Std B T p 

Resource Concentration 

Relational Focus 

0,096 0,103 1,347 0,178 

Resource Availability Uncertainty 0,303 0,293*** 3,854 0,000 

Asset Specificity 0,297 0,267** 2,765 0,006 

Technological Uncertainty -0,002 -0,002 -0,024 0,981 

Resource Interconnectedness -0,053 -0,04 -0,508 0,611 

R2= 0,29 *;p<0,05 **;p<0,01 ***;p<0,001 

Independent Variable Dependent Variable B Std B T P 

Resource Concentration 

Restraint On Power 

Use 

-0,085 -0,09 -1,238 0,216 

Resource Availability Uncertainty 0,426 0,408*** 5,357 0,000 

Asset Specificity -0,093 -0,083 -0,937 0,349 

Technological Uncertainty 0,187 0,213* 2,414 0,016 

Resource Interconnectedness 0,304 0,229** 2,988 0,003 

R2= 0,26 *;p<0,05 **;p<0,01 ***;p<0,001 

Independent Variable Dependent Variable B Std B T P 

Resource Concentration 

Role Integrity 

0,074 0,073 0,923 0,356 

Resource Availability Uncertainty 0,078 0,07 0,935 0,35 

Asset Specificity 0,379 0,316** 3,033 0,002 

Technological Uncertainty -0,223 -0,238* -2,395 0,017 

Resource Interconnectedness 0,268 0,189* 2,251 0,024 

R2= 0,15 *;p<0,05 **;p<0,01 ***;p<0,001 

 

H2: The relational norms between producer-supplier have a statistically significant impact on the 

firm performance 

H3: Resource dependence parameters have a statistically significant impact on firm performance. 
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According to the results of the structural equation model, solidarity from producer-supplier 

relational norms (;0,414, p<0,001), mutuality (;0,414, p<0,001), and relational focus variables 

(;0,414, p<0,001) that meaningly influence the firm performance.  

 

Table 04.  Resource Dependence Parameters, Relational Norms and Firm Performance 

Independent Variable Dependent Variable B Std B T p 

Relational 

Norms 

Solidarity 

Firm Performance 

0,208** 0,191 2,695 0,007 

Relational Focus 0,126* 0,138 2,05 0,04 

Restraint on Power Use 0,033 0,037 0,537 0,592 

Role Integrity  0,085 0,1 1,502 0,133 

Mutuality 0,264* 0,167 2,443 0,015 

Resource 

Dependence 

Parameters  

Resource Concentration  0,048 0,056 0,781 0,435 

Resource Availability 

Uncertainty 
-0,115 -0,122 -1,619 0,105 

Asset Specificity 0,207* 0,205 2,07 0,038 

Technological Uncertainty 0,084 0,106 1,204 0,228 

Resource 

İnterconnectedness 
-0,103 -0,086 -1,166 0,244 

Control 

Variables 

Number of Employees 0,016 0,034 0,428 0,669 

Firm Age -0,003 -0,113 -1,88 0,06 

Financial Turnover 0,065 0,136 1,893 0,058 

R2= 0,38 *;p<0,05 **;p<0,01 ***;p<0,001 

X2= 815,868,  df=494,  X2/df = 1,652, GFI=0,875, TLI=0,907, CFI=0,923, PNFI=0,688, RMSEA=0,046  

  

 

Accordingly,  H2 is relatively supported. Similarly, it has been observed that asset specificity of 

resource dependency parameters meaningly influences the mutuality. Accordingly,  H3is relatively 

supported. Resource dependence parameters and the relational norms between producer and supplier 

explain 38% of the variance in firm performance. The goodness- of- fit indexes are X2 / dF = 1,652, GFI 

= 0,875, TLI = 0,907, CFI = 0,923, PNFI = 0,688, RMSEA = 0,046 for the Structural Equation Modeling. 

 

5. Conclusion and Discussions 

This study, which focuses on the relationship between the resource dependence parameters of 

business organizations and the relational norms between producers and suppliers and firm performance, 

has reached the following findings:  

 The resource concentration of business organizations influences the mutuality between 

producers and suppliers; 

 The uncertainty of resource availability influences the restriction on the use of power and the 

focus on the relationship between producers and suppliers; 

 The specific resources of business organizations influence the solidarity, the focus on the 

relationship, the mutuality and the role integrity between producers and suppliers; 

 The interconnectedness of the business organizations influences the restrictions on the use of 

power and the role integrity between producers and suppliers; 

 The technological uncertainty influences the solidarity, the restriction on the use of power and 

the role integrity between producers and suppliers. 
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The findings are similar to those of Fink et al. (2006). In addition to this, according to the findings, it 

can be seen that specific assets, from among the parameters of resource dependence, had more 

influence on the relational norms between producer and supplier, when compared to the other 

parameters. 

 

5.1. Managerial and Further Research Implications  

This study contributes to RDT body of knowledge from academic and practical perspectives. 

Academically, it enhances dependence theory-related researches that are currently very scarce. The 

results of the study emphasize the importance of developing rare and difficult to copy resources and 

skills. Thus, the companies which develop specific assets at the general and operational level will be able 

to increase company performance. It has been also revealed that, in the sectors where technologic 

uncertainty is dominant, company performance can be strengthened with the impact of the win-win 

strategy of the strengthening of the relationships between companies. 

Several questions such as which scare resources Turkish companies have, which mechanisms they 

use to overcome these limitations as well as whether they develop specific strategic responses or not still 

exist as the problematics that need to be examined and explained.  
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