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Mismatch between Trust and Interdependence:
The Moderating Role of Power Imbalance

[Abstract] For the importance of trust in interdependent relationships, many researches explored the effects of dependence and trust and the relationship between them. However, the effect of optimal trust - the match between trust and interdependence - is few explored. This research focuses on the question that should trust perfectly match with interdependence and finds that optimal trust helps facilitate cooperation (perceived support) and improves relationship (distributive fairness). We decompose the mismatch between trust and interdependence into two kinds (over-trust and under-trust) and explore the different effects of them on perceived support, fairness and performance. Also the moderating effect of power imbalance is examined. Data from 300 dyads of retailer and supplier supports some of our hypotheses: Over-trust increases retailer perceived support and supplier perceived distributive fairness; Under-trust significantly decreases perceived support for both retailer and supplier. Power imbalance moderates the relationship between retailer’s over-trust and perceived support, and the relationship between supplier’s under-trust and distributive fairness. 
[Key Words] Optimal Trust, Interdependence, Dependence Asymmetry


Many firms facing the rapidly changing competitive environments choose to build collaborative relationships with their upstream and downstream channel members. Such collaborative relationships rely on relational forms of exchange characterized by high levels of trust (Morgan & Hunt, 1994). The high levels of trust characteristic of relational exchange enable parties to focus on the long-term benefits of the relationship (Ganesan, 1994), lower agency and transaction costs (Frank, 1988; Jones, 1995), promote smooth and efficient market ex-changes, and improve firms' ability to adapt to complexity and change (Korsgaard, Schweiger, &Sapienza, 1995; McAllister, 1995).
It is true that firms that trust too little or do not invest in creating trusting relationships that have substantial value for the firm may miss out on opportunities to create cost savings or develop organizational capabilities vital for the realization of firm objectives. However, trust can be harmful too. Firms that overinvest in trust-trust too much or invest in trusting relationships that have little value for the firm-may be misallocating precious resources and/or taking unnecessary risks that could have a substantial negative effect on firm performance (Wicks, Berman and Jones, 1999).
Wicks, Berman and Jones (1999) state that optimal trust consists of “a mixture of trust and distrust” and it consists of “exists when one creates and maintains prudent economic relationships biased by a willingness to trust”. Trust is an important part of strategic choice, and managers who develop optimal trust in relationships with stakeholders will improve firm performance. Such concept strengthens the bond between theorizing about trust and the real world of business (Parkhe and Miller, 2000). It helps provide reference for a strategic choice – the willingness of managers to create mutually trusting relationship.
To specify the optimal trust for different levels of interdependence between firm managers and stakeholders, Wicks, Berman and Jones (1999) expect that high trust is optimal for the interdependent relationship, moderate trust is optimal for the interdependent relationship and low trust is optimal for the independent relationship. Taking high trust for instance, in terms of stakeholders with whom managers have an interdependent relationship, firms with managers who are able to create high levels of mutual trust is expected to exhibit higher levels of performance. 
However, such expectation ignored at least two important problems. The first one is if the trust mismatch with interdependence, over-trust (trust too much) and under-trust (trust too little) may cause different effect. Secondly, the interdependent relationship between organizations, especially between power imbalanced upstream and downstream channel members, cannotbe reflected only by mutual dependence (sum of two parties’ dependence on each other). The power imbalance, which is the difference between two parties’ dependence on each other, needs to be taken into consideration.
Therefore, this research will focus on these questions: First, further explore the concept of optimal trust (Wicks, Berman and Jones, 1999), should trust perfectly match with interdependence?  Second, decompose the mismatch between trust and interdependence into two situations: over-trust and under-trust. Explore the different effect of over-trust and under-trust. Finally, examine the moderating role of dependence asymmetry in the relationship between mismatch and outcomes.
Mismatch: over-trust and under-trust
In the logic of optimal trust, Wicks, Berman and Jones (1999) expect a relationship between matching and firm performance because firms that create a match between the level of interdependence and trust level avoid the costs associated with over and underinvestment in trust. Whenwe discuss about the effect of mismatch between trust and interdependence, over-trust and under-trust may cause different effects on relationship and firm performance. 
The benchmark to separate over- and under-trust is the level of interdependence. In previous studies, the effects of dependence and trust have been studied a lot. Most of researches relevant to dependence and trust in channel relationship examined the effect of dependence or trust on channel performance or channel member’s attitude. For example, Kim (2000) found the moderating effect of dyadic trust on the relationship between interfirm power asymmetry and use of coercive/noncoercive influence strategy. The mean effect of trust on satisfaction is proved in both buyer side (Andaleeb, 1996) and supplier side (Benton et al., 2005). 
Andaleeb (1996) and Geyskens et al. (1996) explored the interaction of interdependence and trust on commitment. Buyer’s dependence on supplier shows a significant negative moderating effect on the relationship between buyer’s trust in supplier and buyer’s commitment (Andaleeb, 1996). When the buyer is dependent on the supplier, the buyer’s commitment will be high and will not be very sensitive to different levels of trust in the supplier. When the buyer is not dependent on the supplier, the buyer’s commitment will be very sensitive to different levels of trust in the supplier. In Geysken’s (1996) study, trust shows a negative moderating effect on the relationship between interdependence asymmetry and affective commitment, which means that, for both channel partners, the negative effects of interdependence asymmetry on affective commitment are mitigated by trust. The limitation is that the variables reflecting both sides are all measured in buyer sample.
Studies show that when dependence and trust interacts with each other, some different effect is shown on channel member’s attitude and. However, there is no generally accepted conclusion about the certain relationship between dependence and trust. The possible explanation is that trust and dependence are both verycomplex so trust is not determined only by dependence and also dependence is not only affect by trust. So I doubt whether the perfect match between trust and interdependence can lead to highest performance.
Underinvestment in trust is undesirable because firms miss out on the potential to use trust to lower costs as well as to enable certain organizational processes that may be crucial to firm performance. Overinvestment in trust is costly, but sometimes it is viewed as a sign of sincerity in relationship. On one hand, overinvestment in trust is problematic because it requires significant costs and risks to sustain trust, which can negatively impact firm performance. On the other hand, over-trust can also form a better firm image and help to maintain the relationship, hence improving the firm performance. Over-trust is usually the strategic choice of more dependent and less powerful channel members. Over-trust may have a positive effect on the relationship and performance. 
This research is an inter-organizational level research, and our focus is on the effect of two firm’s mismatch between dependence and trust on the firms’ performance, perceived support and fairness. One of the outcome variables, performance rating, is used to check the relationship between mismatching and financial performance. Also, we use perceived support from partner to reflect the channel member perceived partner’s willingness to support the relationship. We only choose only one aspect of fairness - distributive fairness, because procedural fairness and interactive fairness comes from the procedure and processes in the relations and reflects more about the personal perception and interpersonal relationship but not interfirm relationship. We choose distributive fairness toreflect the channel member's perception of the fairness of earnings and other outcomes that it receives from its relationship with its upstream or downstream partner. 
Therefore, we hypothesis that:
Hypothesis 1: Channel member who over-trusts in their partner will perceive (a) more support from partner; (b) higher distributive fairness of partner and (c) exhibit higher performance.
Hypothesis 2: Channel member who under-trusts in their partner will perceive (a) less support from partner; (b) lower distributive fairness in the relationship and (c) exhibit lower performance.
Mismatch and Power Imbalance
Channel members in collaborative relationships are necessarily, at least to some extent, dependent on some of other channel members in the supply chain. Dependence, a concept rooted in sociology (Emerson, 1962), is defined as the extent to which there are no equivalent or better alternatives available in the market (Emerson, 1962; Heide and John, 1988). Several studies (e.g., Kim, 2000; Andaleeb, 1996; Benton et al., 2005) examined the effect of dependence or trust on channel performance or channel member’s attitude. Interaction effect of dependence and trust on satisfaction, commitment and coercive influence are found. 
Managerial scholars use the term interdependence to suggest the presence of mutual dependencies between two parties (Calton& Lad, 1995; Garud&Kumaraswamy, 1995). That is, the degree of interdependence in a relationship is a function of the degree to which both parties are dependent on each other to achieve their desired outcomes (Calton& Lad, 1995; Garud&Kumaraswamy, 1995; Geyskens, Steenkamp, Scheer, & Kumar, 1996). In former studies (e.g., Wicks, Berman and Jones, 1999), scholars use only mutual dependence to demonstrated the interdependent relationships. For example, where retailer- supplier relationships have (virtually) no significant dependencies, they are independent. If mutual dependencies are significant but not high, we consider them moderately interdependent. If the mutual dependencies are high, we consider them interdependent.
However, mutual dependence only captures part of the interdependent relationship. Two parties’ dependence on each other yields two distinct theoretical dimensions of resource dependence: power imbalance, or the power differential between two organizations, and mutual dependence, or the sum of their dependencies (Casciaro and Piskorski, 2005; Gulati and Sytch, 2007).
Power imbalance captures the difference in the power of each actor over the other. Formally, this construct can be defined as the difference between two actors' dependencies, or the ratio of the power of the more powerful actor to that of the less powerful actor (Lawler and Yoon, 1996). The second dimension of dyadic power, mutual dependence, captures the existence of bilateral dependencies in the dyad, regardless of whether the two actors' dependencies are balanced or imbalanced. Formally, this measure can be defined as the sum, or the average of actor i's dependence on actor j and actor j's dependence on actor i (Bacharach and Lawler, 1981). 
Power imbalance and mutual dependence need to be considered simultaneously in order to produce a theoretically exhaustive portrayal of the power-dependence structure in a dyad. This is because, for any value of power imbalance, a power-dependence relation can be characterized by varying levels of mutual dependence. Conversely, for any given level of mutual dependence, there can be different levels of power imbalance in the dyad. Figure 1 (see Casciaro and Piskorski, 2005) illustrates this point. Dyads shown in shaded boxes on the diagonal depict power-balanced relationships. Although the power is balanced, or there is no dependence asymmetry, the mutual dependence can be quite different to be 2, 4 or 6. Dyads in un-shaded boxes are power-imbalanced, and the three configurations on the top right corner reflects the supplier’s dependence advantage and the  three configurations on the bottom left corner reflects the retailer’s dependence advantage.

	
	
	Retailer’s dependence on supplier

	
	
	Low 1
	Medium 2
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	Supplier’s dependence on retailer
	Low 1
	Configuration 1:
Dependence asymmetry: 0
Mutual dependence:  2
	Configuration 2:
Dependence asymmetry: -1
Mutual dependence:  3
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Mutual dependence:  4
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	Configuration 4:
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Mutual dependence:  3
	Configuration 5:
Dependence asymmetry:  0
Mutual dependence:  4
	Configuration 6:
Dependence asymmetry: -1
Mutual dependence:  5

	
	High 3
	Configuration 7:
Dependence asymmetry: 2
Mutual dependence:  4
	Configuration 8:
Dependence asymmetry: 1
Mutual dependence:  5
	Configuration 9:
Dependence asymmetry: 0
Mutual dependence:  6


Figure 1. Interdependence and Dependence asymmetry
[bookmark: _GoBack]Dependence is shown to have different effect between the more dependent channel member and the less dependent channel members. For example, Geyskens (1996) found that interdependence asymmetry increase calculative commitment for the more dependent channel partner, but decreases calculative commitment for the less dependent channel partner. 
When dependence is unilateral, the more dependent a party is made vulnerable to the whims of the less dependent party. A more vulnerable channel member faces higher switching costs and is less capable to recover the loss from the unsuccessful selling effort. This may lead the channel member to be more mindful of the firm’s image as perceived by the buyer. In order to gain resources from the dominant party, the more dependent channel member may willingly contribute more resources to the exchange (Buchanan, 1992). Based on this logic, we hypothesis that the mismatch between interdependence and trust have different effect in power-balanced and power-imbalanced relationships. Especially in the power-imbalanced relationships, the channel members who are in dependence disadvantage and choose to over-trust in partner maybe exhibit better performance and better relationship with partner.Thus, we hypothesis that:
Hypothesis3: Power imbalance has negative moderating effect on the relationship between over-trust and (a) perceived support from partner; (b) distributive fairness and (c) performance.
Hypothesis 4: Power imbalance has negative moderating effect on the relationship between under-trust and (a) perceived support from partner; (b) distributive fairness and (c) performance.
Following the above argument and hypotheses, we form the theoretical model as Figure 2. We decompose the mismatch between trust and interdependence into two parts, under-trust and over-trust, and separately explore the effects of them on perceived support and distributive fairness. Power imbalance serves as a moderator in the relationship between mismatch and the outcome variables.
 (
Mismatch between trust and interdependence
Over-trust
Under-trust
Perceived support
Distributive Fairness
Power Imbalance
)
Figure 2. Theoretical framework
METHODS
Sample and Data collection
In the analysis of interorganizational relationships, though the analytical focus has been on channel dyads, the methodological procedures used are commonly more appropriate for firm-level analysis. Most of studies of marketing channel dyads have relied on single key informant data for organizations. John and Reve’s (1982) study indicate the reliability and validity of data from key informants in different organizations within a marketing channel. Key informants from a heterogeneous sample of wholesaler-retailer dyads are capable to provide accurate reports of the relationships between their firms. Thus, data will be collected in retailer manager-sales manager (supplier side) dyads.
To conduct the research in China, we need a translated questionnaire. First, we two authors translated the scales from English to Chinese and invited two marketing scholars and three marketing experts to review the translated scales. Then several sales managers and retailer managers are invited to provide suggestions about amending Chinese scales. 
We choose a mobile phone manufacturer in China, and retailers of Bird mobile phone as research objects. We conducted a pre-test in Beijing and Hebei Province, 5 dyads of sales manager completed both the sales manager questionnaire and retailer questionnaire. 29 dyads of questionnaires (out of 40) are collected in Hebei Province. Excluding 2 inefficient questionnaires, we finally got 32 dyads of efficient questionnaires in the pre-test procedure. Based on the sales manager and retailer interview and the pre-test results, we adapted some of the items and got the final revision questionnaire. 
Except the retailers in Beijing and Hebei Province, Bird has 6988 retailers in China. We only choose the retailers which sell over 200 Bird mobile phones per month, because a large sales volume can reflect a tense cooperation between the retailer and Bird in a certain degree. We tried to contact 613 retailers which satisfy the minimum requirement of sales volume. We also need the sales managers of Bird, who are responsible for the chosen retailers, to participate in the research. The questionnaires are mailed directly to the chosen retailers and relevant sales mangers. Participates are required to complete the questionnaire independently are mail the completed questionnaire to us.
We send 1226 (613*2) questionnaires and collected 1031 from the retailers and sales manager. After pairing the retailer questionnaire and sales manager questionnaire, 348 dyads of questionnaires are obtained. Excluding inefficient or incomplete questionnaires, 300 dyads of efficient questionnaires are obtained are used for analysis finally.
In the final paired dyadic sample, 77.9% of retailer manager and 83.7% of sales manager are female. Most of retailer manager and sales manager are at the age of 25 to 34. The average length of cooperation is 15 years.
Measurements
Independent variable. The two independent variables in this research, over-trust and under-trust, are two aspects of mismatch between the interdependence and interorganizational trust. Thus, we need the information about retailer’s dependence on supplier, supplier’s dependence on retailer, retailer’s trust in supplier and supplier’s trust in retailer. Reponses are recorded on 5-point Likert style items (1 = strongly disagree to 5 = strongly agree). 
We measure dependence and perceived partner’s dependence in both sides’ questionnaire to assess each firm's replaceability within the retailer's trade area (Frazier & Rody, 1991). We adapted this measure in part from similar research in marketing that focuses on perceived interdependence from one side (Kumar et al., 1995). Retailer’s dependence on supplier andsupplier’s dependence on retailer is measured by items that capture the opportunity costs of the value that would be lost if the relationship ended and the switching costs associated with termination and replacement. Retailer perceived supplier’s dependence measurement and supplier perceived retailer’s dependence measures examine the focal party perceived their own replaceability in the trade area. The reliability of retailer’s dependence on supplier is 0.792 and the reliability of supplier’s dependence on retailer is 0.700. The reliability of perceived partner’s dependence is 0.716 in retailer side and 0.729 in supplier side. Retailer’s positiveness is calculated as retailer’s dependence on supplier minus supplier perceived retailer’s dependence. Then, all the calculated responses were averaged to develop a formative index of the retailer’s positiveness on dependence on supplier. Follow similar steps, we calculate retailer perceived supplier’s dependence minus supplier’s dependence on retailer and average the results as a formative index of retailer’s controllability.
Trust is the willingness of a party to be vulnerable to the actions of another party based on the expectation that the other will perform a particular action important to the trustor, irrespective of the ability to monitor or control that other party (Mayer, Davis, & Schoorman, 1995). This definition of trust is applicable to a relationship with another identifiable party who is perceived to act and react with volition toward the trustor. In our questionnaire, interfirm trust is measured by 3 items in retailer questionnaire: “This supplier is a company that stands by its word”, “I can rely on this supplier to keep the promises they make to me” and “This supplier is sincere in its dealings with me” (Crosby, Evans, & Cowles, 1990). In retailer questionnaire, the reliability of trust is 0.707 and in supplier questionnaire is 0.604.
First, we calculate the interdependence as the average of retailer’s dependence on supplier and supplier’s dependence on retailer:
Interdependence = 
Secondly, we use the ratio of interfirm trust and interdependence to reflect whether interfirm trust is more or less than interdependence. When the ratio is bigger than one, the channel member over-trusts in its partner; when the ratio is small than one, then channel member under-trust in its partner. 
We used a spline specification to measure the direction of mismatch between interdependence and trust and subsequently differentiate between the channel member’s over-trust and under-trust (Johnston, 1984).It is possible to use a single variable of mismatch instead of the spline decomposition, but the single variable technique would needlessly constrain one of the over-trust variables (other than the one extended into a single variable), eliminating the flexibilityand the precision of spline estimation (Kumar, Scheer, and Steenkamp, 1998). Given that we had two distinct categoriesof actors, we opted for the precision of spline estimation,which allowed us to explore the possible variations in theeffects of over-trust and under-trust that could go beyond the diametrically oppositehypothesized effects and that would not be uncovered in asingle variable approach.
Thus the two variables, over-trust and under-trust, are calculated as following:
OverTru =     ,           if 
                         0,                                      if 
UnderTru =      0,                                      if 

Following thisdecomposition, our sample returned 251 retailers which over-invests in trust in supplier and 49retailers which under-invests in supplier. 220 suppliers under-invests in trust in retailer and 80 suppliers under-invests in trust.
The moderating variable dependence asymmetry is the absolute value of the difference between retailer’s dependence on supplier and supplier’s dependence on retailer; 
Dependent variable. In our retailer-supplier relationship, distributive fairness refers to the channel member's perception of the fairness of earnings and other outcomes that it receives from its relationship with its upstream or downstream partner. Distributive fairness can be viewed as anevaluation of the channel partner's relative rewards (or losses)in comparison to its respective contributions or inputs(Frazier 1983, p. 74). Following others, we conceptualizedistributive fairness as a firm's comparison of its actual outcomesto those outcomes the firm deems it deserves (Frazier, 1983). 5 items are chosen and modified accordingly to measure retailer perceived distributive fairness and supplier perceived distributive fairness in the relationship. The reliability of retailer perceived distributive fairness is 0.861 and the reliability on supplier side is 0.769.
Perceived support reflects channel members perceived receipt of supporting behavior from partner and is measured by 6 items. The reliability of retailer perceived support from supplier is 0.753 and the reliability of supplier perceived support from retailer is 0.734.
Control variables. Tenure of cooperation and retailer’s firm size (asset) are measured with one item for each. Since in previous studies (e.g., Timmerman, 2000, Maddux & Brewer, 2005), tenure of cooperation and firm size are shown to correlate with interpersonal power, interdependence and trust. Thus, Tenure of cooperation and retailer’s firm size (asset) are controlled in all of the analyses.
Data analysis results
Table 1 reports the means, standard deviations and correlations of the measures. As hypotheses, perceived support is significant positively related to the over-trust, negatively related to under-trust on both retailer side and supplier side. Supplier’s under-trust is significantly negatively related to supplier perceived distributive fairness. But correlation between over-trust, under-trust and retailer perceived distributive fairness is not significant. Also, the over-trust and under-trust shows no correlation with performance on both retailer and supplier side, which means that mismatching between trust and interdependence, does not predict low financial performance.
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Table 1. Mean, Std. Deviation and Correlation Coefficient
	
	Mean
	Std. Deviation
	1
	2
	3
	4
	5
	6
	9
	10
	11

	Independent Variable
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	1.  Retailer's over-trust
	.3055
	.28275
	1
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	2. Retailer's under-trust
	.0295
	.08659
	-.369**
	1
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	3. Supplier's over-trust
	.2419
	.29129
	.582**
	-.122*
	1
	
	
	
	
	
	

	4. Supplier's under-trust
	.0477
	.10705
	-.210**
	.067
	-.372**
	1
	
	
	
	
	

	Dependent Variable
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	5. Retailer perceived support
	3.7487
	.65604
	.115*
	-.307**
	-.254**
	.094
	1
	
	
	
	

	6. Supplier's perceived support
	3.4383
	.66680
	.022
	-.206**
	.154**
	-.352**
	.065
	1
	
	
	

	7. R distributive fairness
	3.5906
	.76338
	.023
	.066
	-.019
	-.010
	.035
	-.041
	1
	
	

	8. S distributive fairness
	3.7934
	.62951
	-.020
	-.012
	-.041
	-.161**
	.028
	.031
	.167**
	1
	

	Moderator
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	9. Dependence asymmetry
	.9618
	.71353
	.011
	.067
	-.077
	-.048
	.092
	-.063
	-.073
	.097
	1      



The hierarchical linear regression is used to test hypothesizes and the results are shown in Table 2. After controlling tenure of cooperation and retailer’s firm size, over-trust has a significant positive effect on perceived support in retailer side and a significant positive effect on distributive fairness on supplier side,  partially supporting H1a and H1b. Under-trust has significant negative effects on perceived support on both retailer and supplier side. Under-trust also has a significant negative effect on supplier perceived distributive fairness, but no significant effect on distributive fairness on retailer side. H2a and H2b are partially supported. However, over-trust and under-trust do not show any significant effect on performance on both retailer and supplier side, failing to support H1c and H2c. 
Table 2. The Mean Effect of Over-trust and Under-trust on Performance, Perceived Support and Distributive Fairness
	
	Perceived Support
	Distributive Fairness
	Performance

	Retailer side
	
	
	

	Constant
	3.644***
	3.433***
	3.929***

	Control Variables
	
	
	

	Tenure of cooperation 
	.070
	.067
	-.026

	Retailer’s Firm Size (Asset)
	-.024
	.078
	-.144**

	Independent Variables
	
	
	

	Over-trust
	.118*
	.056
	-.065

	Under-trust
	-.328***
	.086
	.038

	Dependence asymmetry
	.120**
	-.081
	-.055

	R-squared
	.119
	.153
	.173

	F (sig.)
	7.669 (.000)
	1.364 (.238)
	1.175(.118)

	
Supplier side
	
	
	

	Constant
	3.552***
	3.920***
	3.873***

	Control Variables
	
	
	

	Tenure of cooperation 
	.012
	.021
	-.081

	Retailer’s Firm Size (Asset)
	.039
	-.131**
	-.002

	Independent Variables
	
	
	

	Over-trust
	.014
	.113*
	-.076

	Under-trust
	-.344***
	-.177***
	-.091

	Dependence asymmetry
	-.080
	.080
	-.087

	R-squared
	.359
	.233
	.138

	F (sig.)
	8.489 (.000)
	3.239 (.007)
	1.120(.350)


Notes: * P<0.1, ** P<0.05, *** P<0.01 (two-tailed)
Discussion
The moderating effect of dependence asymmetry enables us to know when mismatch show significant effect on perceived support and distributive fairness.  Power imbalance moderates the effect of retailer’s over-trust on perceived support.
When power imbalance is low, or the relationship is power-balanced interdependent, retailer’ over-trust has a negative effect on perceived support; When the power imbalance is high, or the relationship is highly power-imbalanced, retailer’s over-trust has a positive effect on perceived support. 

Power imbalance also moderates the effect of supplier’s under-trust on distributive fairness. Similar to the interaction of power imbalance and over-trust on perceived support, when power imbalance is low, or the relationship is power-balanced interdependent, Supplier’s under-trust has a significant negative effect on supplier perceived distributive fairness in the relationship. However, when the power imbalance is high, or the relationship is highly power-imbalanced, Supplier’s under-trust has a lighter negative effect on supplier perceived distributive fairness in the relationship. The negative effect of under-trust on distributive fairness is mitigated by power imbalance.

Generally speaking, in dependence symmetric relationships, mismatch between the trust and interdependence (both over-trust and under-trust) has negative effect on perceived support or distributive fairness. This result supports the proposition about the positive correlation between match and performance by Wicks, Berman and Jones (1999). However, in power-imbalanced relationships, mismatch is not definitely to show negative effect on the relationship. Retailer’s over-trust shows positive effect on perceived support in power-imbalanced situation and the negative effect of supplier’s under-trust on distributive fairness is also mitigated by the power imbalance.
Limitations
Supplier representatives in our sample are from one single manufacturer, which has more power and dependence advantage in the channel relationships. Although different supplier representatives, who are in charge of different retailers, perceive different dependence asymmetry, suppliers has dependence advantage in general. Future studies may consider to collect data from the dyadic relationship contains both the situation that retailer has dependence advantage and the situation that supplier has dependence advantage. 
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Appendix: Survey Items 
	Constructs and Measurements 

	Dependence on Supplier (adapted from Kumar, Scheer, and Steenkamp 1995)

	1. This supplier’s product lines are essential to round out our product offering

	If for some reason, our relationship with this supplier ended, ...
2. We would suffer a significant loss of income despite our best efforts to replace the lost income.

	3. Such a loss would negatively affect our human resource management

	4. The loss would seriously damage our reputation in this area.

	
Perceived Supplier’s Dependence (adapted from Kumar, Scheer, and Steenkamp 1995)

	If for some reason, our relationship with this supplier ended ...
1. Such a loss would seriously hurt the sales of this supplier in this area.

	2. This supplier could easily compensate for it by appointing another agent in this area. (R)

	3. This supplier would suffer a significant loss of marketing channel network and promotion support

	4. Such a loss would negatively affect the service of this supplier’s customers have come to expect in this area.

	
Distributive Fairness(adapted from Kumar, Scheer, and Steenkamp 1995)
How fair are your firm's outcomes and earnings compared to:
1. the effort and investment that we have made to support the supplier’s line.
2. the roles and responsibilities the supplier assigns to our organization.
3. what other dealers in our industry earn.
4. what the supplier earns from sales through our dealership.
5. the contributions we make to this supplier's marketing effort.

Perceived support(adapted from Kumar, Scheer, and Steenkamp 1995)
1. Though circumstances change, we believe that the supplier will be ready and willing to offer us assistance and support.
2. When making important decisions, the supplier is concerned about our welfare.
3. When we share our problems with the supplier, we know that they will respond with understanding.
4. In the future we can count on the supplier to consider how its decisions and actions will affect us.
5. When it comes to things which are important to us, we can depend on the supplier's support.

	
Trust (Crosby et al., 1990)

	1. This supplier is a company that stands by its word

	2. I can rely on this supplier to keep the promises they make to me.

	3. This supplier is sincere in its dealings with me.



	Dependence on Retailer (adapted from Kumar, Scheer, and Steenkamp 1995)

	If for some reason, we ended our relationship with this retailer, ...
1. Such a loss would seriously hurt our sales in this area.

	2. We could easily compensate for it by appointing another agent in this area. (R)

	3. We would suffer a significant loss of financial support

	4. Such a loss would negatively affect the service our customers have come to expect in this area.

	Perceived Retailer’s Dependence (adapted from Kumar, Scheer, and Steenkamp 1995)

	1. We are key supplier of this retailer

	If for some reason, we ended our relationship with this retailer, ... 
2. This retailer would suffer a significant loss of income

	3. Such a loss would negatively affect our human resource management

	4. Such a loss would significantly damage this retailer’s reputation in this area.



Figure 2 TheModerating effect of Power Imbalance on the effect of Retailer's Over-trust on Perceived support
Low Power imbalance	3.931885469539997	3.3691824904599987	High Power imbalance	3.4166905304599977	3.7062415095399999	Perceived Support



Figure 3 The Moderating effect of Power Imbalance on the effect of Supplier's Under-trust on Distributive Fairness
Low Power Imbalance 	4.2470364442799955	3.3591315557200012	High Power Imbalance	4.0369400557199997	3.7128919442799999	Distributive fairness
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