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Abstract

This study aims to test the effects of buyer-seller relationship antecedents and test the
mediating role of knowledge sharing. A quantitative study based on a sample of 100
marketing managers in small medium companies. Data were analyzed using the PLS
Structural equation modeling. Findings show that Knowledge sharing, contract specification
level and opportunistic behavior have a positive effect on buyer-seller relationship; however,
power asymmetry has a negative effect. In addition, contract specification level,
Dysfunctional conflict, opportunistic behavior were found to have a positive effect on
knowledge sharing, however, power asymmetry has a negative effect.

Keywords: buyer-seller relationship, knowledge sharing, functional conflict, opportunistic
behavior, dysfunctional conflict

Résumé

Cette ¢étude vise a tester les effets des antécédents de la relation acheteur-vendeur et a tester le
role médiateur du partage des connaissances. Une ¢étude quantitative basée sur un échantillon
de 100 responsables marketing dans des PME. Les données ont été analysées a laide de la
mod¢lisation d'équations structurelles PLS. Les résultats montrent que le partage des
connaissances, le niveau de spécification du contrat et le comportement opportuniste ont un
effet positif sur la relation acheteur-vendeur ; cependant, lasymétric de pouvoirr a un effet
négatif. En outre, au niveau de la spécification du contrat, le conflit dysfonctionnel, le
comportement opportuniste se sont avérés avoir un effet positif sur le partage des
connaissances, cependant, lasymétrie de pouvoir a un effet négatif.

Mots clés : relation acheteur-vendeur, partage des connaissances, conflt fonctionnel,

comportement opportuniste, conflit dysfonctionnel
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Introduction

Based on an extensive reading on what has been written so far in the topic of the antecedents
of buyer-seller relationship in business-to-business context, there are two issues that can be
extracted from the literature and need careful consideration. The first issue is that buyer-seller
relationship is a concept that has many antecedents. For example, studies such as (Bush and
Rocco, 2016; Chen et al, 2017a; Voldnes and Grenhaug, 2015), focused on affective trust,
commitment, respect, technology, network capability, cultural adaptation, opportunism, and
showed how these constructs have effect on buyer-seller relationship. The second issue is that
fewer studies interested in the role of knowledge sharing as a link between the buyer-seller
relationship and its antecedents.

This his study aims to answer two main questions:

What is the effect of the antecedents (functional conflict, opportunistic behavior, dysfunctional
conflict, power asymmetry and contract specification level) on buyer-seller relationship?
What is the mediating role of knowledge sharing between these antecedents and buyer-seller
relationship?

1. Litterature review

1.1Knowledge sharing (KS) and buyer-seller relationship (BSR)

Knowledge sharing is considered as a valuable capital for modern companies (Hooff and
Weenen, 2004; Young et al., 2003). However, not all knowledge sharing is worth devoting the
same level of consideration. Therefore companies have created interorganizational alliances to
extract value from knowledge management (Tan et al, 2005c). For an effective buyer-seller
relationship, knowledge needs to be shared (Du et al, 2012b) even though people who are
supposed to share it might have different motives for not doing it (Baalen et al, 2013)
because of several relational factors.

Knowledge sharing allows to bridge the gap between different stakeholders (Hatzakis et al.,
2005b) and it is a tool that can be used to solve different problems i a supply chain
partnership and consequently a better relationship (Yan et al, 2001). It is also suggested that
knowledge sharing capabilty and the jont integration of information systems processes
between relationship members is a determinant factor of collaborative buyer-supplier
relationships (Keong Leong et al., 2008c¢).

Therefore, we postt,

H1 knowledge sharing (KS) has a positive effect on buyer-seller relationship (BSR)
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Figure N°1: The proposed conceptual framework
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Source: Author

1.2Functional conflict (FC) and knowledge sharing (KS)

Although functional conflict has received lmited attention in the literature (Duarte and
Davies, 2003; Panteli 2002), it is at the heart of organizational knowledge sharing.
"Functional conflict refers to differences in opinions regarding tasks, procedures, strategy,
business ideas, and other-business related issues that tend to be openly discussed and resolved
and facilitate the strengthening of the relationship (Skarmeas et al., 2006)".

Relationship conflict is a negative factor to knowledge sharing (Chen, 2011a; Chen et al,
2011a), and has an effect on both information exchange and creative problem solving
(Langfred and Moye, 2014a). Although it seems logically that relationship conflict between

partners has negative outcomes on their relationship and performance, evidence and empirical
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studies have shown the opposite. It can stimulate mnter-organizational knowledge sharing,
(Tang et al, 2017b) and improves both quality of strategy and performance (Menon et al.,
1996a). However, only moderate levels of relationship conflict is good for knowledge sharing,
and both high and low levels of relationship conflicts are not conducive for knowledge
sharing (Kakar, 2018). Furthermore, many research didn't pay attention to the fact that there is
conflict inside mnterorganizational knowledge activities (Tan et al, 2005d) and the type of its
management has an impact of the whole knowledge strategy.

However, other factors itervene in this negative relationship. Thus, reward and reputation
play the role of moderators, when they are high the negative relationship between relationship
conflict and knowledge sharing is weaker than when they are low (Chen, 2011b). However,
knowledge sharing itself is found to be a predictor of conflicts. As an illustration, Gu and
Wang, (2013) revealed that when the attitude toward knowledge sharing increases team
conflicts decrease. By the same token, disagreements over how to undertake tasks have been
found to produce positive outcomes in management teams (Jehn and Mannix, 2001).

Thus, we posit:

H2 Functional conflict (FC) has a positive effect on Buyer-Seller relationship (BSR)

H3 Functional conflict (FC) has a positive effect on Knowledge sharing (KS)

H4 (KS) mediates the relationship between (FC) and (BSR)

1.3O0pportunistic behavior (OB) and knowledge sharing (KS)

Opportunism is considered as an important factor of the buyer-seller relationship quality
(Hawkins et al, 2013; Kang and Jindal, 2015). As a phenomenon that is empirically
established in the exchange relationship, buyers and suppliers must put opportunism in the
heart of theirr mterests, (Hawkins et al., 2008). There is a significant research debate between
scholars about its Impact on knowledge sharing and relationship.

Opportunistic behavior can be defimed as "one kind of unethical behavior, which refers to
pursuing self-nterest with guile or taking advantage of opportunities as they appear. During
this process, the opportunists are regardless to principles or consequence, but are keen on
what can rather than what should be done in a context" (Lu et al., 2013)

Knowledge sharing is significantly influenced by trust of partnership. Hence, more trust is
maintained in a business partnership, more knowledge is shared and exchanged between its
members. On the other hand, opportunistic behavior has a negative effect on future purchase

mtentions. Therefore, Machiavellianism is found to be negatively correlated to knowledge
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sharing willingness (L, 2008b). The absence of opportunistic behavior or a lower
opportunistic behavior enhances knowledge sharing. This is shown by the empirical results of
(Cheng and Shih, 2014a) who found that knowledge sharing is critically affected by moral
orientation. In a study examining the knowledge sharing influencing factors and its
implementation in mter-organizational relationships, relational risk is one the factors that is
negatively associated with willngness to share knowledge between i inter-organizational
relationship (Cheng, 2011). In a research examining the relationship between trust and
mterorganizational knowledge sharing, opportunistic behavior is shown to be a trust factor
that contributes negatively to knowledge sharing (Cheng et al., 2008a; Martinez et al., 2013a).
Furthermore, opportunistic behavior has a significant influence on knowledge sharing
between members in a particular team. Similarly, the overall inter-organizational trust, which
means a low opportunistic behavior, encourages the behavior of knowledge exchange in a
supply channel (Kyu Kim et al., 2012).

However. The relationship that exists between opportunism and knowledge sharing is not
considered negative in all studies, there are several studies that has revealed that opportunism
can be analyzed from another angle and can provide a further explanation to the nature of this
relationship. For example, a moderate level of opportunism is acceptable given that its control
mechanisms are expensive in an exchange relationship between supply chain members
(Boissinot and Paché, 2011). Moreover, Information-sharing itself contributes to reducing
opportunistic behavior. Also, opportunistic behavior disappears when partners have access to
information, and vice-versa. Likewise, contrary to many research studies, when partners are
highly committed, their willingness to knowledge sharing increases and their opportunism
decreases (Chan, 2015). Smmilarly, knowledge exchange 1is related to knowledge
complementarity, when it is low there is a risk of opportunism to appear and when it is high,
oppositely to what is expected, knowledge exchange is impeded because of the appearance of
trust (Kim et al, 2012b). However, There is no effect of opportunistic behavior and
knowledge sharing, this could be explained by the fact that expected extrinsic rewards don't
have a significant effect on attitude toward knowledge sharing (Tohidinia and Mosakhani,
2010)

Therefore we postt,

H5 OB has a positive effect on BSR

H6 OB has a positive effect on KS
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H7 KS mediates the relationship between OB and BSR

1.4Dysfunctional conflict (DS), Power asymmetry (PA), Contract specification level
(CSL)

Empirical studies in the field of marketing on dysfunctional conflict is partial and not
complete and does not present the whole picture (Massey and Dawes, 2007). Research studies
showed that performance of the channel is negatively affected by dysfunctional conflict and
positively affected by functional conflict (Chang and F. Gotcher, 2010; Rose and Shoham,
2004a). This means that functional conflict mncreases the channel performance and
dysfunctional conflict decreases it. Considered as a team, Dysfunctional conflict negatively
affects the buyer-seller satisfaction and performance because of antagonism and tension
created (De Dreu and Weingart, 2003a). Dysfunctional conflict may be the outcome of a
situation when functional conflict is daunting (De Dreu and Weingart, 2003b).

Dysfunctional conflict has negative outcomes on relationship (Jehn, 1995). Other researchers
have revealed that dysfunctional conflict has negative outcomes on relationship variables
(Harris et al, 2008b). Furthermore, dysfunctional conflict prevents new information from
processing and triggers hostility among network members i terms of behavior and also
diminishes tolerance and hinders effective cooperation, communication in a network
(Bradford et al, 2004a). Buyer-seller effective decision making and processes that shape it is
negatively affected by dysfunctional conflict which is a hindrance to effective
interorganizational knowledge sharing (Wu-Chung et al, 2015). Dysfunctional conflict has
negative consequences on information processing, intentions and behavior effective
cooperation and communication in a given network(Bradford and Weitz, 2009). At the same
time, dysfunctional conflict has no effect on the relationship quality and this will depend on
the management of the type of this conflict (Bobot, 2011).

HS8 DF has a positive effect on BSR

H9 DF has a positive effect on KS

H10 KS mediates the relationship between DF and BSR

Although the literature about the effect of power on the knowledge is scarce, power is a major
variable in the buyer-seller relationship(He et al, 2013a). It was found that the concept of
power in B2B relationships is a pluralistic construct, this extended the existing theories that
are narrowing therr reflections only on individual or organizational aspects of the

power(Meehan and Wright, 2012). In business to business relationship, power has been under
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the contrasting views of researchers, some of them consider it as alien to mechanisms of
relationship exchanges ( kumar 1996). And some of them view it as important to management
of the exchanges between business organizations (Hingley, 2005) and also important in
designing and conducting of conflict interventions (Rouhana and Korper, 1997a). However,
knowledge sharing is an antecedent of bargaining power which result in an elimination of
partner dependency (Inkpen and Beamish, 1997). Furthermore, when the use of power is
restrained by the actor having most power and when alternatives are limited by actors in a
supply chain, this increases the flow of knowledge.(He et al, 2013b). knowledge sharing is
essential for buyer-seller relationship, because, goal congruence ( which requires knowledge
sharing) mediates the effect of power asymmetry on the development of trust in organizations
and process and formal roles(Cuevas et al, 2015). Contrarily to theoretical predictions that
claim that power asymmetry leads to unequal distribution of benefits, power asymmetry could
increase relationship value(Chen et al, 2017b). Buyer-seller relationship requires that both
parties work as a team when sharing knowledge which is influenced by power asymmetry,
type of performance feedback received by a team is a moderating variable that moderates the
effect of power asymmetry on team learning and performance. In addition to this, the effect of
power asymmetry on team performance is mediated by team learning(Van der Vegt et al,
2009). By contrast, the level of power asymmetry negatively moderates the relationship
between innovative performance and alliance learning, alliance experience and. However a
positive moderating impact on the relationship between alliance experience on innovative
performance(Wang, 2011a)

H11 PA has an effect on BSR

H12 PA has an effect on KS

H13 KS mediates the relationship between PA and BSR

Knowledge sharing represent one of the three facilitators of the inter-organizational creativity
that is affected by contract (Wang et al, 2008a). Knowledge sharing may turn to knowledge
leakage because of formal contracts and trust (Jiang et al, 2013a). Formal contracts
complements the impact of relational mechanism on the acquisition of explicit and tacit
knowledge(Li et al, 2010a). Moreover, formal agreement design is of crucial importance for
alliance partnerships and knowledge sharing. It was found that formal contracts safeguard
risks, co-ordinate activities between allies(Jong and Woolthuis, 2009). The attitudes for

sharing knowledge are influenced by implicit psychological contracts that often influence.
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This aspect of contract is highly overlooked by managers(O’Neill and Adya, 2007). This
relationship is mediated by trust and collaboration (Lui, 2009). Time horizon of the
relationship moderates the contract of an exchange and knowledge accessing and acquisition
relationship(Nor etal., 2011).

On the other hand, relational-based governance was found to be more influential and effective
than contractual-based governance i terms of strengthening the mterorganizational
partnership, facilitating knowledge transfer, and stabilizing the alliance (Lee and Cavusgil,
2006). Although there are complementary mechanisms between contracts and relational
norms and trust, in joined R&D, it was shown that relational norms improve performance of
exploration projects while contracts are more effective in exploitation projects (Arranz and
Arroyabe, 2012a). Trust and contracts are both substitutes and complements. The use and the
presence of contracts in interorganizational relationship depends on the close study of the
content of the contract (Woolthuis et al., 2005).

H14 CSL has a positive effect on BSR

H15 CSL has a positive effect on KS

H16KS mediates the relationship between CSL and BSR

2. Methods

The research methodology used in this study was a quantitative analysis (PLS structural
equation modeling) on the basis of primary data. This empirical research focused on SMEs in
Morocco, they account for more than 90% of companies. The survey instrument of this study
was the questionnaire; it included all the 7 constructs of the proposed framework to test the
hypotheses. All the constructs are measured based on previous research as showed in the table
mentioned below. They were adapted to the research context. The constructs are: Buyer-seller
relationship, knowledge sharing, functional conflict, dysfunctional conflict, opportunistic
behavior, power asymmetry, and contract specification level. The items of each construct were
adopted from literature.

Both online questionnaire and a face-to-face questionnaire were used. A part of managers who
didn't have time were given the online questionnaire so that to increase the response rate. The
questionnaire was sent to a sample of 100 managers. These managers were Marketing
managers, key account managers, sales managers, and all managers having relationships with
customers. They were chosen randomly and contacted before the questionnaire was sent to

them to see their participation in this survey. There was not a specification of a particular
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industry or sector we wanted managers working in companies that there customers are
companies and nor individuals

The questionnaire was translated into French and the local language so that to make it easy for
them. The survey covered managers in industrial companies that their activities are business
to business; theirr customers are companies in different industries such as restaurants,
agencies, advertising companies, vegetable companies, etc. these companies are suppliers of
companies and at the same time they are also customers of other suppliers. The other part of
the managers found it difficult to deal with a French questionnaire version, therefore, they
were given another questionnaire version of the local language. The data collection took 30
days. Because all the questions are closed each questionnaire took approximately about 15
minutes to be filled. All managers responded by their own will, there were no incentives given
to them to fill the questionnaire.

The model has seven constructs, they were measured using a 7 point Likert scale (1= strongly
disagree, 2, 3, 4, 5, 6, 7 strongly agree), this scale was chosen to allow the respondents to have
more variability and also to have a better distribution of the scores.

2.1Research constructs and measure ment

Construct Items

The construct Buyer-seller relationship was| 1-We enter into special agreements with
adapted from (Rashed et al., 2010) customer relationships who have judged our
improved performance.

2-We are loyal to key customers.
3-We have very frequent face-to-face
planning/communication with key customers.
4-There is high corporate level
communication on important issues with key
customers.
5-There are direct computer to computer links
with key customers.
6-There are direct computer to computer links

with key customers.
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Knowledge sharing wad measured using the

scale of ( Ying-Hueih Chen et al., 2014 )

1-My company provides relevant knowledge
to our business partners.

2-My company teams up with business
partners to enhance mter-firm learning.

3-My company and business partners jointly
organize job traming to enhance each other’s
knowledge.

4-My company and business partners share
successful experiences with each other

5-My company and business partners share
new knowledge and viewpoints with each

other

Functional Conflict was measured based on

the scale of ( Thuong Phat Tang et al., 2017)

1. Disagreements between us are worked out
in a friendly way.

2. Disagreements between us have increased
the productivity of our working relationship.

3. Disagreements between us stimulate us to

find productive solutions to our problems.

The construct Opportunistic behavior was

adapted from (Jao-Hong Cheng, 2011)

1-To accomplish his own goals, sometimes
your partner alters the facts slightly

2-To accomplish his own goals, sometimes
your partner promises to do things without
actually doing them later

3-Your partner Breach formal or informal

agreements to his benefit

Dysfunctional conflict was measured using

the scale of (Jao-Hong Cheng, 2011)

I-You wil interfere the decision making
process in the cooperation

2-You will overstate your needs to try to
influence your partner

3-You will overstate some information or facts

to try to influence your partner
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The construct Power asymmetry was

measured using the scale of (Jao-Hong Cheng,
2011)

You don’t respect your partner
You cannot withdraw from the relationship
with your partner

You don’t have decision-making power

Contract specification level was adapted

from Jelle de Vries., et al 2014

The contract precisely states the legal
remedies for a service partner's failure to
perform.

The contract precisely states what will happen
in the case of service events occurring that
were not planned.

The contract precisely states how service
disagreements will be resolved.

The is  highly

required considerable legal work.

contract customized and

Source: Author

3. Data analysis
3.1Testing measurement model

3.1.1Converging validity

To evaluate the convergent validity the following indicators for each variable of our model are

evaluated: Individual item reliability (Factor loading), Cronbach Alpha, CR (Composite

Reliability), AVE (Average Variance Extracted)

Table 1 : Convergent validity analysis of Measurement Model

Average Variance
Cronbach's Composite
Variables | Items Factor loading* Extracted
Alpha* Reliability*
(AVE)**
FC FC1 0,773 0,808 0,834 0,636
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FC2 0,960
FC3 0,811
OBl 0,942

OB OB2 0,709 0,797 0,880 0,712
OB3 0,864
DF1 0,821

DF DF2 0,833 0,767 0,861 0,674
DF3 0,808
PAl 0,900

PA 0,821 0,917 0,842
PA3 0,940
CSL1 0,878
CSL2 0,878

CSL 0,905 0,934 0,660
CSL3 0,895
CSL4 0,879
KS1 0,868
KS2 0,782

KS KS3 0,746 0,855 0,897 0,637
KS4 0,714
KS5 0,869
BSR1 0,800
BSR2 0,817

BSR BSR3 0,742 0,871 0,906 0,660
BSR4 0,822
BSR5 0,876

*signifiant at the 0.7 level

**significant at the 0.5 level

Source: Author

The analysis of the convergent validity of the independent variables of the model shows that

there is a very good internal and external reliability of the measurement scales used for the

measurement of each construct. The items of the seven constructs have values that exceed the
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accepted threshold of 0.7 for Cronbach's alpha analysis, composite reliability, and the loading
factor, as well as a value that exceeds 0.5 for the AVE variance. This shows that we have very
good reliability of the scales of measurement of the variables and that each item manages to
measure effectively its construct.

3.1.2. Discriminant validity

v’ Variable correlation ( ROOT Square of AVE)

Table 2 : Analysis of the correlation matrix
BSR CSL DF FC KS OB PA
BSR 0,812
|CSL 0,478 0,882
DF 0,723 0,337 0,821
FC 0,589 0,441 0,641 0,798
KS 0,913 0,493 0,724 0,616 0,798
|OB 0,616 0,232 0,778 0,643 0,548 0,844
PA -0,614  |-0,219  |-0,487 |-0,380  |-0,563  |-0,309 (0,920

Source: Author

The result of the correlation matrix shows that the correlation value of each variable with
itself gives the highest value. This shows that there is a divergence of the measure of the
variables and that each item of a construct is distinct from the other measurement items of
other constructs. This gives a discriminant validity to scales measures of the model
3.2Testing the structural model

The evaluation of the structural model requires the calculation of two indicators: Coefficient
of determination (R?) and Standard Beta (j3)

3.2.1. The coefficient of determination (R?).

This coefficient varies between O and 1. It indicates the percentage of variance of the
endogenous variable explained by the set of explanatory variables introduced in the regression
model, the higher the coefficient of determination, the greater the explanatory power of the

explanatory variables.
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Coefficient of determination

Table 3: Coefficient of determination R?

R square
Outer model R square

adjusted
Direct Model : (BSR) 0,864 0,855
Model with mediation (KS) | 0,658 0,640

Source: Author
The result of the coeflicient of determination R*> makes allows to estimate the proportion
explanation of the explanatory variables in the measurement model of the mediator variable
(KS), as well as the dependent variable (BSR). The value of R? gives a very strong value that
exceeds 60% for the two models (direct model, and model with mediation), and therefore, that
the explanatory variables exert a considerable power of explanation on the moderator variable

(KS), as well as the dependent variable (BSR).

Table 4 : Hypotheses testing

Std. Standard T-
Hypothesis | Relation Béta Deviation | Statistics P-value | Decision
® (STDEYV)
H14 CSL -> 0.035 2.023 Accepted*
0.070 0,044*
BSR
H15 CSL > KS | 0.236 0.079 2.990 0,003** | Accepted*
H8 DF -> 0.077 0.164 .
0.013 0,870 Rejected
BSR
H9 DF - KS | 0.394 0.161 2451 0,015%* Accepted*
H2 FC = BSR | -0.055 0.073 0.754 0,451 Rejected
H3 FC > KS | 0.119 0.116 1.020 0,308 Rejected
H1 KS -> 0.084 8.585 Accepted*
0.725 0.000%**
BSR
H5 OB > KS | 0.069 0.068 2.260 0.024* Accepted*
Ho6 OB -> 0.103 0.667 .
0.069 0.505 Rejected
BSR
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H12 PA-> KS | -0.158 0.054 2.931 0.004** | Accepted*

Hl11 PA - BSR | -0.253 0.091 2.776 0.006** | Accepted*

* significant at the 0.05 level
** significant at the 0.01 level

Source: Author

The analysis of the direct effect model shows two statistically significant relationships of
mfluence at the 0.05 and 0.01 level among the five predictor variables on the dependent
variable (BSR); namely the variable CSL and PA. These two variables exert a significant
mnfluence on the dependent variables (BSR). On the other hand, the variables DF, FC and have
no significant direct impact on the dependent variable (BSR).

The value of the Standard Beta () shows that the variables (PA) the most influential variables
on the dependent variable (BSR) with a negative coeflicient of -0.25. The impact model on
the mediator variable (KS) gives more significant results, it was found find that four
explanatory variables: (CSL, DF, OB and PA) exert a significant influence on the mediator
variable (KS). The variable (KS) gives a very strong influence value on the dependent
variable (BSR) at the threshold of 0.01 with a Standard Beta () of 0.72. This result allows to
say that the mtroduction of the variable (KS) as a mediator of the dependent variable (BSR),
mproves the impact of the five explanatory variables of the model, as is justified in the
following table 5

Table 5 : Specific indirect effect

e T Standard T-
Hypothesis Deviation | Statistics P-value | Decision
® (STDEY)
H16 CSL >KS - BSR 0.171 0.062 2.757 0.006* | Accepted*
H10 DF - KS - BSR 0.286 0.125 2.282 0.023** | Accepted*
H4 FC - KS = BSR 0.086 0.077 1.118 0.264 Rejected
H7 OB - KS - BSR 0.050 0.072 0.690 0.490 Rejected
H13 PA - KS - BSR -0.183 0.061 3.005 0.003* | Accepted*

* significant at the 0.05 level
** significant at the 0.01 level

Source: Author
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The indirect effect table shows that the introduction of the variable (KS) as a mediating
variable allowed to improve the relation between the explanatory variables and the dependent
variable (BSR). It should be noted that after the introduction of the mediating variable, the
variable (DF) is added as a predictor variable on the dependent variable (BSR), the value of
the standardized Beta coeflicient has improved for the variable (CSL), it has gone from 0.07
to 0, 17.

Path model

< Ks3
FC2 T

K54

— ksl Kss
FCG3 *—S:ff ((33331): \ 0.746 (0.000) /

LE 002) 07820000, | 0714 {0000)
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Source: Author

4. Discussion

Based on the empirical results of the present study, the majority of hypotheses (10 out of 16)
were supported. These findings have theoretical implications for the antecedents of the buyer-
seller relationship. In this research, results, show that KS has a positive effect on BSR. This, is
consistent with the results of (Du et al, 2012d; Hsu et al., 2008; Yu et al., 2001a). In addition
(Martin et al, 2005; Yu et al, 2001b) found consistent results with the results of the present
research n terms of KS and BSR. This means that the current research reinforces and

corroborates the existing literature about the importance of knowledge sharing to the quality
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of buyer-seller research.

This research concluded that FC has no effect on BSR, because the relationship was found
non-significant. This finding is of a crucial importance to the literature, because it enriches the
existing literature that lacks enough research related to the FC construct (Duarte and Davies,
2003; Panteli 2002). However, if we consider that buyer-seller relationship is a type of
performance, this finding is divergent from the finding of (Chang and Gotcher, 2010a; Menon
et al, 1996b; Rose and Shoham, 2004b) saying that conflict attitudes have a positive effect on
conflict coordinating learning ( which is a buyer-seller relationship) and also that task conflict
reduce the performance. In addition in this study FC is found to have no effect on KS, which
is not consistent with the results of (Chen, 2011c; Chen et al, 2011b; Langfred and Moye,
2014b; Tan et al, 2005a; Tang et al, 2017c) stating that functional conflict has an effect on
knowledge sharing.

After testing the model hypothesis of this research, OB has a positive impact on KS. This
finding is completely divergent from the work of (Cheng and Shih, 2014b; Kim et al., 2012a;
Liu, 2008c). However, it converges with the work of.(Boissinot and Pache, 2011; Cheng et al.,
2008b; Martinez et al., 2013b). In this article, the relationship between OB and BSR is found
non-significant, which means there is no effect of opportunistic behavior on buyer-seller
relationship.

The hypotheses testing revealed that DF does not have an effect on BSR. Because there is a
lack in empirical research dealing with dysfunctional conflict (Massey and Dawes, 2007), the
results of this study come to supplement it. In addition, it is not consistent with (Amason,
1996b; Bradford et al, 2004b; Chang and Gotcher, 2010b; De Dreu and Weingart, 2003c;
Harris et al., 2008a; Rose and Shoham, 2004c; Wu et al, 2015). However, it is consistent with
(Bobot, 2011). In addition, this study found that, DF has a positive effect on KS, this finding
is against and doesn't back up the negative relationship in the study of (Bradford et al,
2004a).

According to the results of this research, PA has a negative effect on both BSR and KS.
According to the literature, the first relationship is new, however, the second is different from
the results of (He et al, 2013b), but Consistent with(Wang, 2011b) and not consistent with
(Chen et al, 2017c; Rouhana and Korper, 1997b). CSL has a positive effect on BSR and on
KS, the second relationship supports the results of (Arranz and Arroyabe, 2012; Jiang et al.,
2013b; de Jong and Woolthuis, 2009; Li et al, 2010b; Wang et al, 2008b). Fmnally, KS
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partially mediates the relationship between CSL and BSR, however, it completely mediates
the relationship between DF and BSR. In addition, KS does not mediate the relationship
between, FC, OB and BSR. Furthermore KS partially mediates the relationship between PA
and BSR.

Conclusion

Like all studies, this research has several limitations to take mto account to read the results,
these limitations are three.

The first lmitation of this research is the context, it was conducted m Moroccan context,
which is too specified and particular. It will be difficult to generalize results to other contexts,
therefore, future research should test the model in other contexts that can generate different
results based on which we can find other explanations directions of the buyer-seller
relationship. The second limitation is respondents, ie., managers selected for the survey.
These managers work for companies of different sizes, they were not comparable (of the same
size some) even the majority of them were small and medium companies. Future research
should test the model within companies of the same size so that the results will be of much
more convergence and consistence. The third limitation is the perspective from which the
buyer-seller relationship was investigated. In this research, buyer-seller relationship was
evaluated from the supplier's perspective, ie., the questionnaire was filled by the supplier (the
seller) which makes the results not general, therefore, future research are mvited to conduct
similar studies but investigating the buyer's perspective or both of them (dyad research) to
obtain the whole picture of the relationship.

BIBLIOGRAPHIE
Arranz, N. and Arroyabe, J.C.F. de. (2012a), “Effect of Formal Contracts, Relational Norms
and Trust on Performance of Joint Research and Development Projects”, British Journal of
Management, Vol. 23 No. 4, pp. 575-588..
Baalen, PJ. van, Dalen, J. van and Malsen, J. van. (2013), “Relational Model Conflicts in
Knowledge Sharing Relations™...
Bobot, L. (2011), “Functional and dysfunctional conflicts in retailer-supplier relationships”,
International Journal of Retail & Distribution Management, Vol 39 No. 1, pp. 25-50.
Boissinot, A. and Pach¢, G. (2011), “Opportunism control in exchange relationships: lessons
from the French logistics industry”, Problems and Perspectives in Management, Vol. 9 No. 1,

Revue ISG WWww.revue-isg.com Page 861



Revue Internationale des Sciences de Gestion

ISSN: 2665-7473 zﬂ
REVUE

VOlume 3 - Numéro 4 INTERNATIONALE DES SCIENCES DE GESTION

p. 8..
Bradford, K.D., Stringfellow, A. and Weitz, B.A. (2004a), “Managing conflict to improve the

effectiveness of retail networks”, available athttps//doiorg/10.1016/j.jretai2003.12.002.
Bradford, K.D. and Weitz, B.A. (2009), “Salespersons’ Management of Conflict in Buyer—
Seller Relationships”, Journal of Personal Selling & Sales Management, Vol. 29 No. 1, pp.
25-42.

Bush, A.J. and Rocco, R.A. (2016), “Exploring buyer-seller dyadic perceptions of technology
and relationships: Implications for Sales 2.0”, Journal of Research in Interactive Marketing,
Vol. 10 No. 1, pp. 17-32.

Cannon, J.P. and Perreault, W.D. (1999a), ‘“Buyer—Seller Relationships in Business Markets”,
Journal of Marketing Research, Vol. 36 No. 4, pp. 439—460.

Chan, C. (2015), “Knowledge sharing, commitment and opportunism i new product
development”, International Journal of Operations & Production Management, Vol. 35,
available athttps://doi.org/10.1108/1JOPM-01-2014-0037.

Chang, K.-H. and F. Gotcher, D. (2010), “Conflict-Coordination Learning in Marketing
Channel Relationships: The Distributor View”, Industrial Marketing Management - IND
MARKET MANAG, Vol. 39, pp. 287-297.

Chen, P.-Y., Chen, K.-Y. and Wu, L.-Y. (2017a), “The mmpact of trust and commitment on
value creation in asymmetric buyer—seller relationships: the mediation effect of specific asset
mvestments”, Journal of Business & Industrial Marketing, Vol. 32 No. 3, pp. 457-471.

Chen, Z. (2011c), “The Interactive Effects of Relationship Conflict, Reward, and Reputation
on Knowledge Sharing”, Social Behavior and Personality: An International Journal, Vol 39,
available athttps://doi.org/10.2224/sbp.2011.39.10.1387.

Chen, Z.J., Zhang, X. and Vogel, D. (2011a), “Exploring the Underlying Processes Between
Conflict and Knowledge Sharing: A Work-Engagement Perspectivel”, Journal of Applied
Social Psychology, Vol 41 No. 5, pp. 1005-1033.

Cheng, J., Yeh, C. and Tu, C. (2008a), “Trust and knowledge sharing n green supply chains”,
Supply Chain Management: An International Journal, Vol 13 No. 4, pp. 283-295.

Cheng, J.-H. (2011), “Inter-organizational relationships and knowledge sharing in green
supply chains—Moderating by relational benefits and guanxi’, Transportation Research Part
E-Logistics and Transportation Review - TRANSP RES PT E-LOGIST TRANSP, Vol. 47, pp.
837-849.

Revue ISG WWww.revue-isg.com Page 862



Revue Internationale des Sciences de Gestion

ISSN: 2665-7473 zﬂg

REVUE

VOlume 3 - Numéro 4 INTERNATIONALE DES SCIENCES DE GESTION

Cheng, J.-H. and Shih, D.-H. (2014a), “The influence of moral orientation and relational risk
on knowledge sharing in supply chains”, Proceedings - Pacific Asia Conference on
Information Systems, PACIS 2014.

Cuevas, J.M., Jukunen, S. and Gabrielsson, M. (2015), “Power symmetry and the
development of trust in interdependent relationships: The mediating role of goal congruence
¥, available athttps’//doiorg/10.1016/j.indmarman.2015.03.015.

De Dreu, C.K.W. and Weimngart, L.R. (2003a), “Task wversus relationship conflict, team
performance, and team member satisfaction: A meta-analysis”, Journal of Applied
Psychology, Vol. 88 No. 4, pp. 741-749.

Du, T, Lai V., Cheung, W. and Cui, X. (2012a), “Willingness to share information in a supply
chain: A partnership-data-process perspective”, Information & Management, Vol. 49, pp. 89—
98.

Duarte, M. and Davies, G. (2003), “Testing the conflict—performance assumption in business-
to-business relationships”, Industrial Marketing Management, Vol. 32 No. 2, pp. 91-99.

Erat, P., Desouza, K.C., Schifer-Jugel, A. and Kurzawa, M. (2006a), “Business customer
communities and knowledge sharing: exploratory study of critical issues”, European Journal
of Information Systems, Vol 15 No. 5, pp. 511-524.

Fan, Y.-W. and Ku, E. (2010), “Customer focus, service process fit and customer relationship
management profitability: the effect of knowledge sharing”, The Service Industries Journal,
Vol. 30 No. 2, pp. 203-223.

Gu, L. and Wang, J. (2013), “HOW CONFLICTS MAY IMPACT INTENTIONS TO SHARE
KNOWLEDGE IN A VIRTUAL TEAM”.

Harris, L., Ogbonna, E. and Goode, M. (2008a), “Intra-functional conflict: An investigation of
antecedent factors in marketing functions”, European Journal of Marketing, Vol. 42, pp. 453—
476.

Hatzakis, T., Martin, V.A., Lycett, M. and Macredie, R. (2005a), “Cultivating knowledge
sharing through the relationship management maturity model’, The Learning Organization,
Vol. 12 No. 4, pp. 340-354.

Hawkins, T., Wittmann, C. and Beyerlein, M. (2008), “Antecedents and Consequences of
Opportunism in Buyer-Supplier Relations: Research Synthesis and New Frontiers”, Industrial
Marketing Management, Vol 39, pp. 895-909.

Hawkins, T.G., Pohlen, T.L. and Prybutok, V.R. (2013), “Buyer opportunism in business-to-

Revue ISG WWww.revue-isg.com Page 863



Revue Internationale des Sciences de Gestion

ISSN: 2665-7473 zﬂ
REVUE

VOlume 3 - Numéro 4 INTERNATIONALE DES SCIENCES DE GESTION

business exchange”, Industrial Marketing Management, Vol. 42 No. 8, pp. 1266—-1278.

He, Q., Ghobadian, A. and Gallear, D. (2013a), “Knowledge acquisition in supply chain
partnerships: The role of power”, International Journal of Production Economics, Vol 141,
pp. 605-618.

Hooff, B. van den and Weenen, F. de L. van. (2004), “Committed to share: commitment and
CMC use as antecedents of knowledge sharing”, Knowledge and Process Management, Vol
11 No. 1, pp. 13-24.

Hsu, C.-C., Kannan, V., Tan, K.-C. and Leong, G. (2008), “Information sharing,
buyer-supplier relationships, and firm performance”, International Journal of Physical
Distribution & Logistics Management, Vol. 38, pp. 296-310.

Inkpen, A.C. and Beamish, P.W. (1997), “Knowledge, bargaining power, and the instability of
mternational joint ventures”, Academy of Management Review, Vol. 22 No. 1, pp. 177-202.
Jehn, K.A. (1995), “A Multimethod Examination of the Benefits and Detriments of Intragroup
Contlict”, Administrative Science Quarterly, Vol 40 No. 2, pp. 256-282.

Jehn, K.A. and Mannix, E.A. (2001), “The Dynamic Nature of Conflict: A Longitudinal Study
of Intragroup Conflict and Group Performance”, Academy of Management Journal, Vol 44
No. 2, pp. 238-251.

Jian, Z. and Wang, C. (2013), “The impacts of network competence, knowledge sharing on
service mnnovation performance: Moderating role of relationship quality”, Journal of Industrial
Engneering and Management; Barcelona, Vol. 6 No. 1, p. n/a.

Jiang, X., Li M., Gao, S., Bao, Y. and Jiang, F. (2013a), “Managing knowledge leakage in
strategic alliances: The effects of trust and formal contracts”, Industrial Marketing
Management, Vol. 42 No. 6, pp. 983-991.

de Jong, G. and Woolthuis, R.J.AK. (2009), “The content and role of formal contracts in
high-tech alliances”, Innovation: Management, Policy & Practice; Maleny, Vol. 11 No. 1, pp.
44-59.

Kakar, AK. (2018), “How do team conflicts impact knowledge sharing?”, Knowledge
Management Research & Practice, Vol. 16 No. 1, pp. 21-31.

Kang, B. and Jindal, R.P. (2015), “Opportunism in buyer—seller relationships: Some
unexplored antecedents”, Journal of Business Research, Vol. 68 No. 3, pp. 735-742.

Keong Leong, G., Hsu, C., Kamnan, V.R. and Tan, K. (2008a), “Information sharing,

buyer-supplier relationships, and firm performance: A multi-region analysis”, International

Revue ISG WWww.revue-isg.com Page 864



Revue Internationale des Sciences de Gestion

ISSN: 2665-7473 zﬂg

REVUE

VOlume 3 - Numéro 4 INTERNATIONALE DES SCIENCES DE GESTION

Journal of Physical Distribution & Logistics Management, Vol. 38 No. 4, pp. 296-310.

Kim, K., Umanath, N., Kim, J.Y., Ahrens, F. and Kim, B. (2012a), “Knowledge
complementarity and knowledge exchange in supply channel relationships”, International
Journal of Information Management - INT J INFORM MANAGE, Vol 32, available
athttps//doi.org/10.1016/j.1jinfomgt.2011.05.002.

Langfred, C. and Moye, N. (2014a), “Does Conflict Help or Hinder Creativity in Teams? An
Examination of Conflict’s Effects on Creative Processes and Creative Outcomes”,
International Journal of Business and Management, Vol. 9 No. 6, p. p30.

Lee, Y. and Cawvusgl, S. (2006), “Enhancing Alliance Performance: The Effects of
Contractual-Based Versus Relational-Based Governance”, Journal of Business Research, Vol.
59, pp. 896-905.

Li, J.J., Poppo, L. and Zhou, K.Z. (2010a), “Relational mechanisms, formal contracts, and
local knowledge acquisition by international subsidiaries”, Strategic Management Journal,
Vol. 31 No. 4, pp. 349-370.

Liao, S., Chang, J., Cheng, S. and Kuo, C. (2004a), “Employee relationship and knowledge
sharing: a case study of a Taiwanese finance and securities firm”, Knowledge Management
Research & Practice, Vol. 2 No. 1, pp. 24-34.

Lwu, C.C. (2008a), “The Relationship Between Machiavelianism and Knowledge Sharing
Willingness”, Journal of Business and Psychology, Vol. 22 No. 3, pp. 233-240.

L, X., Zhou, W., Yu, S. and Zhao, L. (2013), “Human Behavior and Social Impacts on E-
Business Track 465 Opportunistic Claiming Behavior in Two-sided Market”.

Lui, S.S. (2009), “The Roles of Competence Trust, Formal Contract, and Time Horizon in
Interorganizational Learning”, Organization Studies, Vol. 30 No. 4, pp. 333-353.

Luo, H., Sha, S. and Huang, G.Q. (2013), “The Impact of Information and Knowledge sharing
on the Buyer-supplier Relationship and Performance m Electronics Industry”, IFAC
Proceedings Volumes, Vol. 46 No. 9, pp. 1944-1949.

Martin, V.A., Hatzakis, T., Lycett, M. and Macredie, R. (2005), “Cultivating knowledge
sharing through the relationship management maturity model”’, The Learning Organization,
Vol. 12 No. 4, pp. 340-354.

Martinez, A.B., Galvan, R.S. and Palacios, T.B. (2013a), “Study of factors influencing
knowledge transfer n family firms™, Intangible Capital, Vol. 9 No. 4, pp. 1216-1238.

Massey, G.R. and Dawes, P.L. (2007), ‘“Personal characteristics, trust, conflict, and

Revue ISG WWww.revue-isg.com Page 865



Revue Internationale des Sciences de Gestion

ISSN: 2665-7473 zﬂg

REVUE

VOlume 3 - Numéro 4 INTERNATIONALE DES SCIENCES DE GESTION

effectiveness in  marketing/sales working relationships”, European Journal of Marketing;
Bradford, Vol. 41 No. 9/10, pp. 1117-1145.

Meehan, J. and Wright, G. (2012), “The origins of power in buyer—seller relationships”,
Industrial Marketing Management, available
athttps//doi.org/10.1016/j.indmarman.2011.09.015.

Menon, A., Bharadwaj, S.G. and Howell, R. (1996a), “The quality and effectiveness of
marketing strategy: Effects of functional and dysfunctional conflict in mntraorganizational
relationships”, Journal of the Academy of Marketing Science, Vol. 24 No. 4, p. 299.

Nor, L., Abdullah, N., Arshad, R., Abd, R. and Ghani. (2011), “Psychological Contract and
Knowledge Sharing among Academicians: Mediating Role of Relational Social Capital”,
International Business Research, Vol. 4, available athttps://doi.org/10.5539/ibr.v4ndp231.
O’Neill, B. and Adya, M. (2007), “Knowledge sharing and the psychological contract”,
Journal of Managerial Psychology, Vol 22, pp. 411-436.

Panteli, N. (2002), “Trust and Conflict within Knowledge-Intensive Environments: The Case
of Virtual Inter-Organizational Arrangements”.

Panteli N. (2004), “Trust and conflict within virtual inter-organizational allances: a
framework for facilitating knowledge sharing”, Decision Support Systems, Vol 39, available
athttps//doi.org/10.1016/S0167-9236(04)00055-7.

Rashed, C.A.A., Azeem, A. and Halim, Z. (2010), “Effect Of Information And Knowledge
Sharing On Supply Chain Performance: A Survey Based Approach”, Journal of Operations
and Supply Chain Management, Vol 3, pp. 61-77.

Rose, G.M. and Shoham, A. (2004a), “Interorganizational task and emotional conflict with
mternational channels of distribution”, Journal of Business Research, Vol. 57 No. 9, pp. 942—
950.

Rouhana, N. and Korper, S. (1997a), “Power Asymmetry and Goals of Unofficial Third Party
Intervention in Protracted Intergroup Conflict Peace and Conflict”, Peace and Conflict:
Journal of Peace Psychology, Vol 3, pp. 1-17.

The Moderating Role of Information Technology”, AMCIS.

Skarmeas, D., Spyropoulou, S. and Robson, M.J. (2006), “Behavioral attributes and
performance in international strategic alliances: Review and future directions”, International

Marketing Review, Vol 23 No. 6, pp. 585-609.

Revue ISG WWww.revue-isg.com Page 866



Revue Internationale des Sciences de Gestion

ISSN: 2665-7473 zﬂg

REVUE

VOlume 3 - Numéro 4 INTERNATIONALE DES SCIENCES DE GESTION

Tan, C.-W., Pan, S.L., Lim, E. and Chan, C. (2005a), “Managing knowledge conflicts in an
interorganizational project: A case study of the Infocomm Development Authority of
Singapore”, JASIST, Vol. 56, pp. 1187-1199.

Tang, T.P., Fu, X. and Xie, Q. (2017a), “Influence of functional conflicts on marketing
capability in channel relationships™, Journal of Business Research, Vol. 78, pp. 252-260.
Tohidinia, Z. and Mosakhani, M. (2010), “Knowledge sharing behaviour and its predictors”,
Industrial Management & Data Systems; Wembley, Vol. 110 No. 4, pp. 611-631.

Van der Vegt, G.S., de Jong, S.B., Bunderson, J.S. and Molleman, E. (2009), “Power
Asymmetry and Learning in Teams: The Moderating Role of Performance Feedback”,
Organization Science, Vol. 21 No. 2, pp. 347-361.

Voldnes, G. and Grenhaug, K. (2015), “Cultural adaptation in cross-national buyer-seller
relationships: A study of Russian buyers and Norwegian sellers of seafood”, International
Journal of Emerging Markets, Vol. 10 No. 4, pp. 837-857.

Wang, C.-H. (2011a), “The Moderating Role of Power Asymmetry on the Relationships
between Alliance and Innovative Performance in the High-Tech Industry”, Technological
Forecasting and Social Change - TECHNOL FORECAST SOC CHANGE, Vol. 78, pp. 1268—
1279.

Wang, Q., Bradford, K., Xu, J. and Weitz, B. (2008a), “Creativity in buyer—seller
relationships: The role of governance”, International Journal of Research in Marketing, Vol
25 No. 2, pp. 109-118.

Wu-Chung, W., Ku, E.C.S. and Liao, H. (2015), “Intimate knowledge mitiators”, Internet
Research; Bradford, Vol 25 No. 1, pp. 67-84.

Yan, H., Yu, Z. and Edwin Cheng, T. c. (2001), “Benefits of mformation sharing with supply
chain partnerships”, Industrial Management & Data Systems, Vol 101 No. 3, pp. 114—121..
Young, G., Sapienza, H.J. and Baumer, D. (2003), “The influence of flexibility in buyer-seller
relationships on the productivity of knowledge”, Journal of Business Research, Vol. 56 No. 6,
pp. 443-451.

Revue ISG WWww.revue-isg.com Page 867



