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Abstract The aim of the study is to examine the determinants of franchisor

performance by focusing on the moderating role of control as transaction cost

savings and value-creating mechanism. In line with resource-based view, we

argue that intangible resources of the franchisor (brand name) and the intangible

resources of the franchisees (local market knowledge, human resource manage-

ment, quality control, and administrative capabilities) will positively impact fran-

chisor performance. Based on the transaction cost view, we show that

environmental uncertainty is negatively related to franchisor performance.

Although the resource-based view and transaction cost economics have been

extensively used in previous literature, no study examined the moderating role of

control on the impact of resource-based and transaction cost variables on franchisor

performance. We use cross-sectional data from the franchise sector in Germany to

empirically test the hypotheses.

1 Introduction

A large number of studies in the management, marketing, and organization

theory examine the role of control in intra- and interorganizational relationships

(e.g., Brown et al. 2003; Chalos and O’Connor 2004; Choi and Beamish 2004;

Dant and Nasr 1998; Das and Teng 1998; Dekker 2004; Doherty and Alexander

2006; Gatignon and Anderson 1988; Geringer and Hebert 1989; Grewal et al.

2013; Jaussaud and Schaaper 2006; Mjoen and Tallmann 1997). However, this

literature uses very heterogeneous concepts of control and does not provide a

general theoretical foundation of control as a major pillar of the governance

structure of the firm (Liu et al. 2013). This study applies the concept of control

developed in the property rights theory (e.g., Baker et al. 2008; Grossman and

Hart 1986; Hansman 1996). It refers to the allocation of decision and ownership
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rights in intra- and interorganizational relationships. If assumed that outlet

ownership (i.e., the proportion of company-owned outlets) is given in franchising

networks, control refers to authoritative control (Weitz and Jap 1995; Mohr et al.

1996) as allocation of decision authority between the franchisor and franchisees

over the different value chain activities at the local outlets, such as pricing,

advertising, product and service, human resource management, procurement, and

supplier selection. High control means that the franchisor has a high proportion

of residual decision rights over the value chain activities at the local outlets.

Although many studies investigate different aspects of control in franchising

(e.g., Azevedo 2009; Brookes and Roper 2011; Dant and Nasr 1998; Dant and

Gundlach 1999; Doherty and Alexander 2006; Fladmoe-Lindquist and Jacque

1995; Mellewigt et al. 2011; Mumdziev and Windsperger 2013; Pizanti and

Lerner 2003; Quinn 1999; Quinn and Doherty 2000), no previous study examines

the impact of control on franchisor performance. Starting from this deficit, the

aim of the study is to examine the determinants of franchisor performance by

focusing on the moderating role of control as transaction cost savings

(Williamson 1975, 1985) and value creation mechanism (Barney 1991; Madhok

1996). Consistent with the resource-based theory (RBT) and transaction cost

theory (TCT), the study argues that franchisor control increases network perfor-

mance by facilitating knowledge transfer and mitigating appropriation and coor-

dination cost concerns (Gulati and Singh 1998; Dekker 2004; Gulati et al. 2012).

Specifically, it shows that the franchisor will set up a control level which

considers the trade-off between the performance-enhancing effect of control

under highly intangible brand name assets and high environmental uncertainty

and the performance-decreasing effect of control under highly intangible local

market assets of the franchisees.

Overall this study contributes to the franchise literature by combining RBT and

TCT reasoning to explain performance in franchising networks. Specifically, the

impact of RBT and TCT variables (such as franchisor’s brand name assets, fran-

chisees’ local market assets, and environmental uncertainty) on franchisor perfor-

mance is contingent on the level of control. In addition, the study contributes to the

application of the RBT in marketing channel literature (Kozlenkova et al. 2014) by

focusing on the impact of market-based resources (such as brand name and local

market assets) on channel performance (Morgan et al. 2009; Richey et al. 2010;

Srivastava et al. 2001).

The paper is organized as follows: Section 2 explores the resource-based and

transaction cost determinants of franchisor performance. Section 3 investigates the

moderating role of control in the relationship between the resource-based as well as

transaction cost variables and franchisor performance. Section 4 presents the

empirical analysis. Finally, we discuss the results and draw conclusions for theory

and practice.
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2 Franchisor Performance, Intangible Resources,

and Environmental Uncertainty

According to RBT, franchising is an interorganizational network that increases

relational rents by combining complementary intangible resources of the franchisor

and the franchisees, while based on TCT, franchising is a governance form that

minimizes transaction costs due to uncertainty and transaction-specific investments

(Mayer and Salamon 2006). Hence, RBT focuses on the value creation function and

TCT on the transaction cost savings function of a governance mechanism. In the

following, the study uses both theories to explain the determinants of franchisor

performance.

2.1 Resource-Based Perspective

The main focus of the resource-based framework is to explain sustainable perfor-

mance differences among firms (Barney 1991; Kozlenkova et al. 2014; Peteraf

1993). According to the RBT (e.g., Rumelt 1991), performance variation among

firms is due to their idiosyncratic and unique resources as homogeneously distrib-

uted resources cannot generate competitive advantage and high returns. On the

contrary, resource attributes of prosperous firms should be sticky, non-imitable, and

hence difficult to transfer (Madhok 2002). Therefore, the most important resources

to create and maintain competitive advantage are intangible resources (Barney

1991; Galbreath and Galvin 2008).

Intangible Resources of the Franchisor and Performance The success of the

franchise network relates to the ability to effectively manage the value of intangible

resources (Watson et al. 2005). The franchisor’s intangible resources refer primar-

ily to the system-specific know-how and brand name (Hall 1993) that are charac-

terized by a high-tacitness component. According to Fladmoe-Lindquist and Jacque

(1995), the brand name is the most important intangible resource. To build brands,

the franchisor invests in marketing and promotion that reduce information asym-

metry between the firm and the customers (Norton 1988). Similarly, Amit and

Schoemaker (1993) highlight that brand name assets are less vulnerable to compe-

tition as they cannot be easily imitated by potential competitors. Accordingly, the

study proposes that intangible resources in general and a strong brand name in

particular lead to competitive advantage and higher performance (Blomstermo et al.

2006; Sharma and Erramilli 2004; Watson et al. 2005). It is hypothesized that:

H1 Intangible brand name assets of the franchisor will positively impact franchi-
sor performance.

Intangible Resources of the Franchisee and Performance Intangible resources of

the franchisee include local market know-how, human resources, quality control,
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and administrative capabilities. The franchisee will continuously seek to exploit

his/her capabilities to increase the relationship-specific rents. More specifically,

franchisees have higher incentives to pursue more explorative learning as opposed

to the managers of company-owned outlets (Sorenson and Sørensen 2001). Accord-

ingly, managers are concerned with incremental improvements as they are more

intensively monitored by franchisor’s internal hierarchy that aims to minimize

possible shirking risks. Based on the RBT, value chain activities will be delegated

to the local partners when franchisees possess superior local market knowledge

(Kogut and Zander 1992). In line with this reasoning, franchisees provide easier

access for the franchisor to gain competitive advantage in heterogeneous and

changing local environments where local market knowledge, such as consumer

preferences, cultural values, and location-specific marketing methods, are very

important for value creation. Consequently, we expect that franchisees’ intangible
resources will increase the performance of the network and more particularly that of

the franchisor. Hence, the following hypothesis is formulated:

H2 Intangible local market assets of the franchisees will positively impact fran-
chisor performance.

2.2 Transaction Cost Economic Perspective

According to the TCT, environmental uncertainty influences the choice of intra-

and interorganizational governance structure (Gulati et al. 2005; Rindfleisch and

Heide 1997; Williamson 1991). Environmental uncertainty refers to the

unpredictability of business environment, demand volumes, technologies, etc. In

such circumstances, the context of economic exchange becomes difficult to predict

and cannot be easily specified in contracts (Geyskens et al. 2006; Hendrikse and

Windsperger 2011). In an uncertain local environment, contractual renegotiations

and adjustments are costly. In addition, environmental uncertainty may also

increase franchisees’ propensity for opportunistic behavior resulting in high mon-

itoring costs. Consequently, high environmental uncertainty may negatively impact

the performance of the franchisor. Hence, the next hypothesis is:

H3 Environmental uncertainty will negatively affect franchisor performance.

3 The Moderating Role of Control

3.1 Interaction Between Control and Intangible Resources

In areas of the value chain activities where network partners have more intangible

resources, they should exercise more control (Brown et al. 2003; Choi and Beamish
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2004; Windsperger 2004; Gurcaylilar-Yenidogan andWindsperger 2015). First, the

franchisor has to consider the nature of his/her knowledge assets (such as brand

name), which interact with the extent of control exercised in the franchise networks.

As argued by Demsetz (1988), if the knowledge of one of the partners is more tacit

and less codified in contracts, more residual control rights should be transferred to

that partner. Therefore, if the franchisor possesses knowledge assets with highly

idiosyncratic and tacit characteristics, he/she should have more control (Contractor

and Ra 2002) to strengthen the positive performance effect of his/her intangible

assets. Hence, it is predicted that:

H1a In presence of franchisor’s highly intangible brand name assets, more control
will strengthen the positive performance effect of highly intangible franchisor’s
assets.

Second, franchisees are expected to have more specific know-how of the local

market. Yin and Zajac (2004) finds that franchised stores permit more flexibility to

respond to the local market environment compared to company-owned stores. As a

result, it is presumed that they have higher exploration capabilities and generate

more innovations for the system (Bradach 1997). Under such circumstances more

franchisee autonomy and less franchisor control can strengthen the positive impact

of franchisees’ intangible local market assets on network performance.

However, franchisees may also behave opportunistically by lowering quality or

underinvesting in local advertising in order to increase their residual income stream

(Gassenheimer et al. 1996). A higher level of control enables the franchisor to

minimize horizontal externality problems by protecting the brand name value

against degradation (Combs et al. 2004). In this case, more control is also supported

by field audits, mystery costumers, and management information systems

(Barthélemy 2008). Consequently, under highly intangible local market assets,

the value-enhancing effect of a lower (higher) level of control (franchisee auton-

omy) might be weakened by the costs of free-riding. Stated formally:

H2a In presence of franchisees’ high intangible local market assets, more control
will weaken the positive performance effect of highly intangible local market assets.

3.2 Interaction Between Control and Environmental
Uncertainty

Two different theoretical views explain the impact of environmental uncertainty on

the choice of governance form. First, the control view of governance highlights that

firms could respond more effectively to environmental uncertainty by increasing

their level of control with more hierarchical integration (Williamson 1975). This

view has been supported by several authors (e.g., Geyskens et al. 2006; John and

Weitz 1988; Noordewier et al. 1990; Stinchcombe 1990). They have shown that

firms increase their tendency to vertically integrate under increasing environmental
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uncertainty. Applied to franchising networks, TCT reasoning would predict higher

control by the franchisor in uncertain business environments. A qualitative study

regarding six UK-based fashion retailers and their international franchise opera-

tions (Doherty and Alexander 2006) shows that franchisee managers asked for more

franchisor control as this helps them to keep pace with uncertain business devel-

opments. Faced with unpredictability, franchisors use more vertically integrated

governance structures that enable faster reaction and adoption. Therefore, more

control decreases the negative performance effect of environmental uncertainty.

Hence, it is anticipated that:

H3a In presence of high environmental uncertainty, more control exercised by the
franchisor will weaken the negative performance effect of environmental
uncertainty.

Second, according to the adaptation view of governance (e.g., Gulati et al. 2005;

Simon 1947; Williamson 1991), high environmental uncertainty requires more

local responsiveness that is achieved by delegating more coordination tasks to the

franchisees. Accordingly, lower levels of control and hence more franchisee auton-

omy are required if the local market environment is very uncertain. This would

allow for more flexibility in order to react to environmental changes (Erramilli and

Rao 1993; Klein et al. 1990). Consistent with this reasoning, lower levels of control

are expected to decrease the negative performance effect of environmental uncer-

tainty while allowing more space for local adaptation of the franchisees. Hence, the

following hypothesis is formulated:

H3b In presence of high environmental uncertainty, more control exercised by the
franchisor will strengthen the negative performance effect of environmental
uncertainty.

In conclusion, our research model is based on the view that control is an

important moderator variable in the relationship between RBT and TCT variables

and franchisor performance (Fig. 1). The need for an appropriate level of control is

more sever under highly intangible brand name and local market assets as well as

Franchisor 
Performance  

Franchisees’ Intangible 

Local Market Assets

Environmental 

Uncertainty H3

H1

H2

Franchisor’s Intangible 

Brand Name Assets

Authoritative 

Control

H3a, H3b

H2a

H1a

Age, Size, Sector

Fig. 1 Performance model
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high environmental uncertainty. On the other hand, if the use of brand name and

local market assets can be easily specified in contract and the environmental

uncertainty at the local outlets is low, control will be exercised mainly by specify-

ing detailed contract provisions in the franchise agreement (Demsetz 1998;

Hendrikse and Windsperger 2011) and less by assigning residual decision rights

to the franchisor.

Overall, the impact of control as moderator on franchisor performance can be

summarized by the following proposition: the higher the value of the franchisor’s
brand name as well as the level of environmental uncertainty and the lower the

extent of franchisees’ intangible local market assets, the stronger is the value

creation and transaction cost savings effect of higher control and the stronger is

its performance-enhancing effect. This can be illustrated by comparing the follow-

ing cases of control in franchising networks (Table 1):

1. High control: If the extent of intangible brand name assets and environmental

uncertainty is high and the extent of franchisees’ intangible local market assets is

low, the franchisor will exercise a high level of control to facilitate knowledge

transfer from the headquarters to the network partners (“top-down” knowledge

transfer) and to mitigate appropriation and coordination cost concerns.

2. Medium control: If the extent of intangible brand name assets and intangible

local market assets as well as the level of environmental uncertainty is high, the

franchisor will exercise a medium level of control to facilitate both knowledge

transfer from the headquarters to the network partners and the network partners

to the headquarters (“top-down and bottom-up” knowledge transfer) as well as to

mitigate appropriation and coordination cost concerns. In this case, the franchi-

sor will increase franchisee autonomy to efficiently exploit the franchisees’
intangible local market know-how.

3. Low control: If the extent of intangible brand name assets and environmental

uncertainty is low and the extent of franchisees’ intangible local market assets is

Table 1 Moderating role of control

Environmental

uncertainty and

intangible brand name

assets

Intangible local market assets

High Low

High Medium control
(“bottom-up” and “top-down”

knowledge transfer and high trans-

action cost savings)

High control
(“top-down” knowledge

transfer and high transaction

cost savings)

Low Low control
(“bottom-up” knowledge transfer

and low transaction cost savings)

n/aa

aThis case refers to market control and is not applicable to authoritative control (Ouchi 1979;

Weitz and Jap 1995) which we examine in franchising networks. Under low asset intangibility and

low environmental uncertainty, control can be exercised by specifying detailed contract provisions

regarding the use of assets under different environmental situations
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high, the franchisor will exercise a lower level of control to increase network

partners’ incentives for knowledge transfer from the local outlets to the head-

quarters. In addition, the transaction cost savings function of control is less

important for franchisor performance under low environmental uncertainty.

4 Empirical Analysis

4.1 Data Collection

To empirically test the hypotheses, we collected data from the franchising sector in

Germany. In-depth interviews with franchise professionals from the Austrian and

German franchise associations guided to several preliminary steps in questionnaire

development and refinement. Moreover, a pretest with 20 franchisors in Austria was

part of the final modification process. According to the key informant approach for

data collection (McKendall and Wagner III 1997), interviews were conducted with

senior managers that were considered responsible for franchise expansion. The

revised questionnaire, which incorporated the alterations suggested by the pretest,

was mailed to 491 relevant franchise systems in Germany. We derived the data

from the directory of the German Franchise Federation (DFV) and “Franchise

Wirtschaft” (2009/10) which lists all franchise systems operating in the country.

Although, these directories list 837 franchise systems operating in Germany, we

employed a reduced judgmental sampling on the basis of two-point criteria. The

system should have started franchising at least 2 years previous to our selection, and

it should have at least five operating outlets to be considered as a valuable

observation. As a result, we were left with 491 relevant franchise systems to mail

the questionnaires. We received back 137 filled questionnaires with a response rate

of 28%. However, due to missing value, only 110 responses could be used for the

regression analysis.

To trace nonresponse bias, we examined whether the results obtained from

analysis are driven by early versus late respondents (Armstrong and Overton

1977). The late respondents serve as proxies for the group of nonrespondents,

which includes the firms that completed the questionnaire 4 weeks after the first

group of respondents. Second, we compared the respondents with nonrespondents

in terms of age, size, advertising fee, and royalties to determine whether

nonresponse was a serious problem for the data. These variables are available in

the “Franchise Wirtschaft” for the entire listed systems. No significant differences

emerged between the two respondent groups (see Table 2). In addition, Harman’s
single-factor test has been used to examine whether a significant amount of

common method variance exists in the data (Podsakoff et al. 2003). Factor analysis

conducted on all items as well as extracting more than one factor with eigenvalues

greater than 1 revealed that common method variance is not a problem in our study.
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4.2 Measures

Performance of the Franchisor Derived from Sorenson and Sørensen (2001)

and Ghemawat and Ricart Costa (1993), performance is measured with four

items by asking the franchisor to rate the franchise performance on a seven-

point Likert scale: reduction in costs, increase in revenues, increase in inno-

vations, as well as increase in savings in coordination and control costs. There

are several reasons to use subjective measures aiming to capture the multifac-

eted nature of the performance construct. The singularity nature of the objec-

tive indicators and the lack of financial data disclosure in franchise networks

have encouraged authors to more often use subjective measures. Similarly,

researchers find high correlation between subjective and objective measures

(Geringer and Hebert 1991; Glaister and Buckley 1998; Wall et al. 2004).

Although the average variance extracted (AVE) is just slightly below the

required level (0.48), composite reliability (CR) and internal consistency

(Cronbach’s alpha [CA]) of measurements are according to the required thresh-

old levels (CA, 0.77, and CR, 0.79; see Appendix).

Franchisors’ Intangible Brand Name Assets The construct adopted from

Barthélemy (2008) asked franchisors to rate on a seven-point Likert scale the

franchise networks’ brand name advantage compared to their competitors. Brand

strength, brand recognition, and reputation for quality all compared to the compet-

itors as well as the importance of brand name to achieving competitive advantage

were rated (CA, 0.75; AVE, 0.47; and CR, 0.79).

Franchisees’ Intangible Local Market Assets Four items are derived from

Mumdžiev and Windsperger (2011). They reveal franchisor’s opinion about the

Table 2 Nonresponse bias

Means, (SD), and countsa

Population Respondents t-value p-value

Age of franchise system (years) 10.1

(8.1)

N ¼ 449

11.2

(8.39)

N ¼ 121

�1.29 0.19

System size (total outlets) 112.7

(431.4)

N ¼ 337

155.9

(328.37)

N ¼ 118

0.99 0.32

Advertising fee (% of sales) 1.0

(1.4)

N ¼ 326

0.9

(1.34)

N ¼ 127

�0.47 0.63

Royalties (% of sales) 4.4

(6.2)

N ¼ 446

5.4

(7.45)

N ¼ 117

1.40 0.16

The measures of advertising fee and royalties were first tested by a MANOVA to ensure

independence of these variables
aCounts differ across different measures because of missing values
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advantage of franchised outlets compared to company-owned outlets. Franchisors

were asked to rate on a seven-point Likert scale whether franchised outlets have

more advantages on quality control, administrative skills, human resources, and

local market know-how (CA, 0.84; AVE, 0.61; and CR, 0.80).

Environmental Uncertainty Adopted from Celly and Frazier (1996) and John and

Weitz (1988), the construct is measured on a seven-point Likert scale. Franchisors

were asked to assess three items regarding their possibility to forecast development

and fluctuations of outlet sales, unpredictability of the local market, and volatility of

the local economic situation (CA, 0.74; AVE, 0.54; CR, 0.74).

Control Adopted from Windsperger (2004), control represents the allocation of

decision-making authority between franchisor and franchisees. The variable

assessed on a seven-point scale (1, very low influence; 7, very high influence)

captures the extent of franchisor’s influence on operational decisions regarding the

selection of suppliers, product/service offering, equipment and procurement deci-

sions, new product decisions, and application of accounting and controlling sys-

tems. By averaging the scale values, we constructed a control index varying

between 1 and 7. The higher the franchisor’s influence on residual decision-making

in the network, the higher is the control index (CA, 0.84; AVE, 0.50; CR, 0.85).

Size is measured by the log of the number of employees in the headquarters. From

the transaction cost theoretical perspective, larger firms should have a higher

control capacity (Erramilli and Rao 1993). Therefore, we expect that the larger

the number of employees in franchisors’ headquarters, the more savings in coordi-

nation and monitoring can be achieved.

Age of the franchising system is measured by the log of the number of years

since the opening of the first franchised outlets. Age may be a proxy for

interorganizational learning. As time passes, experience with established practices

and routines increases, raising efficiency and the level of performance (Sorenson

and Sørensen 2001).

Sector affects the efficiency of the franchising system in different ways. Intan-

gible assets (e.g., local market know-how, knowledge transfer, monitoring capabil-

ities) vary between different sectors. Service franchising firms need more intangible

assets compared to the product franchising firms (Zeithamel et al. 1985). We

include a dummy variable to control for sectoral effects (0 for service firms, 1 for

product franchising firms).

All items across the scales were subject to principal component factor analysis

with varimax rotation and to confirmatory factor analysis, which confirmed a five-

factor solution for the items presented in the study (Anderson and Gerbing 1988)

explaining 63.77% of the variance. In addition, a discriminant validity test was

conducted (Fornell and Larcker 1981) (see Table 3).
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5 Regression Analysis

We use the OLS regression method to test the research model (Fig. 1). Descriptive

statistics and Pearson correlation coefficients are reported in Table 4. Additional to

correlations, low inflation factors (VIF ranges from 1.06 to 1.48) indicate that

multicollinearity does not affect the results of our analysis. Next, Breusch-Pagan

and Ramsey tests showed no signs of heteroscedasticity or omitted variable bias.

Further, to test whether there is an endogeneity between the extent of control and

franchisor performance, an instrumental variable derived from franchisors formal

visits to the franchisees was used. Several authors show how franchisors exercised

control on their franchisees via formal visits (Quinn 1999; Quinn and Doherty

2000; Dekker 2004; Doherty and Alexander 2006; Mellewigt et al. 2011). The

Durbin-Wu-Hausman test comparing instrumental variable estimates to OLS esti-

mates indicates that endogeneity is not the issue in this matter (ch2 (10) ¼ 0.20).

According to the resource-based view, we hypothesize positive effects of intan-

gible brand name assets and the franchisees’ local market assets on franchisor

performance. Further, under the realm of TCT, environmental uncertainty is

hypothesized to negatively impact franchisor performance. The results of OLS

regression analysis are presented in Table 5. First, we conduct regression analysis

only with control variables, with age being the only significant variable (model 1).

In model 2, we add the RBT and TCT variables. The regression results in model

2 show support for the hypotheses 1 and 3 that intangible brand name assets of the

franchisor positively and environmental uncertainty negatively impact franchisor

performance (ß ¼ 0.251, p ¼ 0.006; ß ¼ �0.284, p ¼ 0.002, respectively).

However, the results do not support the positive impact of franchisees’ intangible
local market assets on franchisor performance (hypothesis 2). In models 3 and 4, we

add the interaction effects between control and TCT and RBT variables.

In line with H1a, the regression results reveal that control strengthens the

positive performance effect of highly intangible brand name assets (ß ¼ 0.158,

p ¼ 0.03). Hypothesis (H2a), that in presence of franchisees’ high intangible local

market assets, more control will weaken the positive performance effect of highly

intangible franchisees’ assets, is also supported (ß ¼ �0.194, p-value ¼ 0.01). This

means that more franchisee autonomy will improve franchisor performance by

supporting the use of local market knowledge. Finally, consistent with H3a more

Table 3 Discriminant validity

1 2 3 4 5

1 Franchisor performance 0.48

2 Intangible brand name assets 0.13 0.47

3 Intangible local market assets 0.00 0.00 0.61

4 Environmental uncertainty 0.06 0.01 0.01 0.54

5 Control 0.14 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.50

The average variance extracted values are presented on the diagonal, while the numbers below

represent squared correlations
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control weakens the negative performance effect of environmental uncertainty

(ß ¼ 0.219, p ¼ 0.006). These results support the control view of governance

(e.g., Williamson 1975; Stinchcombe 1990) that franchise firms could respond

more effectively to environmental uncertainty by centralization of decision-

making. The results of the hypotheses test are summarized in Table 5. Overall,

we can conclude that adding control strongly increases the explanatory power of the

research model (R2 increased from 0.235 to 0.477). This result highlights that the

impact of the RBT and TCT variables on franchisor performance is contingent on

the level of control (Table 6).

Table 5 Results of OLS regression analyses of franchisor performance

Variables Franchisor performance

Model 1 Model 2 Model 3 Model 4

Constant 4.115***

(0.276)

3.755***

(0.614)

2.629***

(0.599)

2.645***

(0.567)

Size 0.034

(0.084)

�0.007

(0.078)

�0.083

(0.071)

�0.051

(0.067)

Age 0.218*

(0.115)

0.210**

(0.106)

0.216**

(0.096)

0.211**

(0.090)

Sector �0.102

(0.195)

�0.090

(0.186)

�0.069

(0.168)

�0.126

(0.160)

Intangible brand name assets 0.251***

(0.019)

0.228***

(0.018)

0.223***

(0.016)

Intangible local market assets �0.011

(0.017)

0.020 (0.015) �0.006

(0.014)

Environmental uncertainty �0.284***

(0.064)

�0.278***

(0.058)

�0.230***

(0.055)

Control 0.395***

(0.009)

0.388***

(0.008)

Control � intangible brand

name assets

0.158**

(0.002)

Control � intangible local

market assets

�0.194**

(0.002)

Control � environmental

uncertainty

0.219***

(0.006)

N 110 110 110 110

F 2.723** 5.318*** 9.08*** 9.13***

R2 0.072 0.235 0.382 0.477

Adjusted R2 0.045 0.191 0.340 0.425

Values in parentheses represent standard errors. ***p < 0.01. **p < 0.05. *p < 0.1
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6 Discussion and Implications

6.1 Discussion

This paper presents a combined resource-based and transaction cost explanation of

franchisor performance by focusing on the moderating role of control as transaction

cost savings and value creation mechanism. The empirical results from the German

franchise sector provide overall support for the hypotheses. First, consistent with

the RBT logic, the relation between franchisor’s intangible brand name assets and

franchisor performance is positive. In addition, the results show that control

strengthens the positive performance effect of franchisor’s intangible brand name.

Second, the results indicate that the impact of franchisees’ intangible local market

assets on performance is contingent on the level of control. If the franchisor

evaluates franchisees’ intangible local market assets of high value, more control

will weaken the positive performance effect of highly intangible local market

assets. Hence, the results suggest that under such circumstances more franchisee

autonomy increases system performance. This is due to the fact that franchisees will

be more motivated to use their local market know-how to increase the residual

surplus if they have a higher level of autonomy over the operational decisions at the

local markets.

Third, consistent with TCT prediction, environmental uncertainty negatively

influences franchisor performance. Specifically, when franchisors perceive higher

market and demand uncertainty, they are confronted with the dilemma regarding

the appropriate level of control that should be imposed over the operational

activities at the local markets. According to our results, in presence of high

environmental uncertainty, more control exercised by the franchisor will weaken

Table 6 Summary of the hypotheses test

H1 Intangible resources of the franchisor will positively impact franchisor

performance

Supported

H2 Intangible resources of the franchisee will positively impact franchisor

performance

Not

supported

H3 Environmental uncertainty negatively affects franchisor performance Supported

H1a In presence of franchisor’s highly intangible brand name assets, more

control will strengthen the positive performance effect of highly intangible

franchisor’s assets

Supported

H2a In presence of franchisees’ high intangible local market assets, more control

will weaken the positive performance effect of highly intangible local

market assets

Supported

H3a In presence of high environmental uncertainty, more control exercised by

the franchisor will weaken the negative performance effect of environ-

mental uncertainty

Supported

H3b In presence of high environmental uncertainty, more control exercised by

the franchisor will strengthen the negative performance effect of environ-

mental uncertainty

Not

supported
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the negative performance effect of environmental uncertainty. This supports the

control view of governance and is consistent with the result of Doherty and

Alexander (2006). They show that franchisees ask for more franchisor control

under uncertain business developments. In addition, under high environmental

uncertainty, the negative performance effect of higher opportunism risk may be

mitigated by a higher level of control. Overall, the inclusion of control as a

moderator variable strongly increases the explanatory power of the performance

model.

The present empirical results do not support the hypothesis regarding the direct

impact of intangible local market knowledge on franchisor performance. This may

be due to availability biases (Tversky and Kahneman 1974) or the leadership style

of the franchisors (Anderson and Brown 2010), who may consider local market

knowledge as less important performance driver in the franchise system. Finally,

the control variable size and sector do not significantly influence franchisor perfor-

mance. On the other hand, age supports the view that experience may lead to

interorganizational learning and hence to higher franchisor performance.

6.2 Implications

What are the theoretical and practical implications of this study? First, to the best of

our knowledge, it is the first study that examines the moderating role of control on

the impact of the resource-based and transaction cost variables on franchisor

performance. We argue that a high level of franchisor performance requires a fit

between control, RBT, and TCT variables. The findings show that a higher level of

control strengthens the positive performance effect of franchisor’s intangible brand
name assets and weakens the negative performance effect of environmental uncer-

tainty. On the other hand, a higher level of control weakens the performance effect

of franchisees’ intangible local market assets. Therefore, highly intangible local

market assets require more autonomy for franchisees to trigger a positive perfor-

mance effect. Second, this study contributes to the application of RBT in the

marketing channel literature (Kozlenkova et al. 2014) by focusing on the impact

of market-based resources (such as brand and local market know-how) on firm

performance (Morgan et al. 2009; Orr et al. 2011; Richey et al. 2010).

In addition, the results of the study have important implications for the manage-

ment of franchising networks. They show that control is an important governance

mechanism to improve franchisor performance. A higher level of control increases

franchisor performance, if the franchisor’s resources are highly intangible and the

business environment at the local markets is very uncertain. On the other hand, a

higher level of control may prevent the franchisor from getting access to highly

intangible local market resources resulting in a negative performance effect. Con-

sequently, the franchisor can only set up an efficient level of control if he/she

considers the trade-off between the performance-enhancing effect of higher control

under a strong brand name and high environmental uncertainty and the
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performance-weakening effect of higher control under highly intangible local

market assets.

6.3 Limitations and Future Research Directions

Some limitations of the study have to be acknowledged. First, the main limitation

results from the fact that performance measurement is based on subjective indica-

tors. While objective measures have greater validity, most of the franchise systems

in this survey do not disclose financial data. Although the literature has demon-

strated that there is a strong positive correlation between objective and subjective

performance indicators, future studies should test the research model by using both

subjective and objective performance indicators that are closely related to the

theoretical framework (Crook et al. 2008). Second, our empirical analysis uses

data based on the franchisor’s evaluation of franchisees’ intangible local market

assets. Future research should also collect data from the franchisees to increase the

validity of the results. Third, although our research model explains more than 47%

of the variance in our performance measure, other variables, not included in this

study, may impact franchisor performance. In addition to the resource-based and

transaction cost variables, trust as relational variable and bargaining power of the

partners may influence franchisor performance. According to the relational view of

governance (e.g., Dyer and Singh 1998), trust influences cooperation and coordi-

nation in interorganizational relationships (Das and Teng 2001; Gulati et al. 2012;

Gurcaylilar-Yenidogan and Windsperger 2013; Weitz and Jap 1995). Hence, trust

may improve franchisor performance by reducing relational risk and increasing

communication and knowledge sharing between the partners (Gorovaia and

Windsperger 2011). Bargaining power theory (e.g., Gaski 1984; Gaski and Nevin

1985; Heide and John 1992; Porter 1976; Shervani et al. 2007) may focus on the

impact of bargaining power on performance in franchising networks. We expect

that franchisors with high bargaining power may influence the behavior of the

franchise partners and hence network performance. High bargaining power may

have a positive or negative impact on performance, which depends on the network

partners’ relative dependence (Gilliland et al. 2010; Kumar et al. 1995; Palmatier

et al. 2007). Consequently, future research has to examine the impact of relational

governance and bargaining power variables on franchise performance.

7 Conclusions

The study examines the determinants of franchisor performance by focusing on the

moderating role of control as transaction cost savings and value-creating mecha-

nism. Our results suggest that the impact of franchisor’s brand name assets and

franchisees’ local market assets as well as environmental uncertainty on franchisor

performance is strongly contingent on the level of control. Overall, we can conclude
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that the franchisor has to set up a level of control in the franchising network that

considers the trade-off between the performance-enhancing effect of higher control

under a strong brand name and high environmental uncertainty and the

performance-decreasing effect of higher control under highly intangible local

market know-how of the franchisees.

Appendix: Measures of the Variables

Constructs Items Description of measures

Franchisor per-

formance

CA ¼ 0.77

CR ¼ 0.79

AVE ¼ 0.48

Four seven-point items, anchored by

“much worse than planned” [1] and

“much better than planned” [7], adopted

from Sorenson and Sørensen (2001)

The extent the franchisor

achieved the following goals

last year

1. Reduction of costs

2. Increase of revenues

3. More innovation

4. Savings on coordination and

control costs

Franchisor intan-

gible brand name

assets

CA ¼ 0.75

CR ¼ 0.79

AVE ¼ 0.47

Four seven-point items, anchored by

“strongly disagree” [1] and “strongly

agree” [7], adapted from Barthélemy

(2008)

How franchisors evaluated their

brands

1. Our brand name is very

strong compared with that of

our competitors

2. The quality of our franchise

system has a very good reputa-

tion

3. Our franchise system is well

recognized compared with that

of our competitors

4. Our brand name is very

important to achieve a compet-

itive advantage

Franchisees

intangible local

market assets

CA ¼ 0.84

CR ¼ 0.80

AVE ¼ 0.61

Five seven-point items, anchored by

“strongly disagree” [1] and “strongly

agree” [7], adapted from Mumdžiev and

Windsperger (2011)

Franchisee’s know-how advan-

tage compared to the manager

of a company-owned outlet

evaluated by the franchisor with

regard to

1. Local market knowledge

2. Quality control

3. Administrative skills

4. Human resource capabilities

Environmental

uncertainty

CA ¼ 0.74

CR ¼ 0.74

AVE ¼ 0.54

Three seven-point items, anchored by

“strongly disagree” [1] and “strongly

agreed” [7], adapted from John and

Weitz (1988); Celly and Frazier (1996)

Franchisor’s opinion on

1. Sales at the local markets are

very unpredictable

2. It is very difficult to forecast

the market development in the

local markets

3. Economic environment is

changing quickly in the local

markets

(continued)
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Constructs Items Description of measures

Control

CA ¼ 0.84

CR ¼ 0.85

AVE ¼ 0.50

Six seven-point items, anchored by “very

large extent” [1] and “not at all” [7],

based on Windsperger (2004)

Franchisor’s opinions on the

extent they influence franchi-

sees on the following decisions

1. Supplier decision

2. Product/service decision

3. Equipment decision

4. Procurement decision

5. New product decision

6. Accounting and controlling

system decision

Sector: dummy variable, 0 ¼ service franchising and 1 ¼ product franchising

Age: log of the number of year since opening the first franchise outlet

Size: log of the number of employees in the franchisor’s headquarters
CA Cronbach’s alpha, CR composite reliability, AVE average variance extracted
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Barthélemy J (2008) Opportunism, knowledge, and the performance of franchise chains. Strateg

Manag J 29:1451–1463

Brookes M, Roper A (2011) International master franchise agreements: an investigation of control

from operational, relational and evolutionary perspective. Eur J Mark 45(7/8):1252–1276

Brown JR, Dev CS, Zhou Z (2003) Broadening the foreign market entry decision: separating

ownership and control. J Int Bus Stud 34:473–488

Celly KS, Frazier GL (1996) Outcome-based and behavior based coordination efforts in channel

relationship. J Mark Res 332:200–210

Chalos P, O’Connor NG (2004) Determinants of the use of various control mechanisms in US–

Chinese joint ventures. Acc Organ Soc 29(7):591–608

Choi CB, Beamish PW (2004) Split management control and international joint venture perfor-

mance. J Int Bus Stud 35(3):201–215

Combs JG, Michael SC, Castrogiovanni GJ (2004) Franchising: a review and avenues to greater

theoretical diversity. J Manag 30:907–931

Contractor FJ, Ra W (2002) How knowledge attributes influence alliance governance choices: a

theory development note. J Int Manag 8:11–27

52 I. Hajdini et al.



Crook R, Ketchen D, Combs J, Todd S (2008) Strategic resources and performance. A meta-

analysis. Strateg Manag J 29(3):1141–1154

Dant R, Nasr NI (1998) Control techniques and upward flow of information in franchising in

distant markets: conceptualization and preliminary evidence. J Bus Ventur 13:3–28

Dant RP, Gundlach GT (1999) The challenge of autonomy and dependence in franchised channels

of distribution. J Bus Ventur 14(1):35–67

Das TK, Teng B (2001) Trust, control and risk in strategic alliances. Organ Stud 22(2):251–283

Das TK, Teng B (1998) Between trust and control: developing confidence in partner cooperation in

alliances. Acad Manag Rev 23(3):491–512

Dekker HC (2004) Control of inter-organizational relationships: evidence on appropriation con-

cerns and coordination requirements. Acc Organ Soc 29:27–49

Demsetz H (1998) Book review: firms, contracts and financial structure (by O. Hart). J Polit Econ

106:446–452

Demsetz H (1988) Theory of the firm revisited. J Law Econ Org 4:141–161

Doherty AM, Alexander N (2006) Power and control in international retail franchising. Asia Pac J

Mark Logist 40:292–316

Dyer JH, Singh H (1998) The relational view: cooperative strategy and sources of

interorganizational competitive advantage. Acad Manag Rev 23:660–679

Erramilli MK, Rao CP (1993) Service firms’ international entry-mode choice: a modified

transaction-cost analysis approach. J Mark 57(3):19–38

Fladmoe-Lindquist K, Jacque LL (1995) Control modes in international service operations: the

propensity to franchise. Manag Sci 41(7):1238–1249

Fornell C, Larcker D (1981) Evaluating structural equation models with unobservable variables

and measurement error. J Mark Res 18(1):39–50

Galbreath J, Galvin P (2008) Firm factors, industry structure and performance variation: new

empirical evidence to a classic debate. J Bus Res 61:109–117

Gassenheimer BJ, Baucus BD, Baucus SM (1996) Cooperative arrangements among entrepre-

neurs: an analysis of opportunism and communication in franchise structures. J Bus Res

36:67–79

Gaski JF (1984) The theory of power and conflicts in channels of distribution. J Mark 48:9–29

Gaski JF, Nevin J (1985) The differential effects of exercised and unexercised power sources in a

marketing channel. J Mark Res 22:130–142

Gatignon H, Anderson E (1988) The multinational corporation’s degree of control over foreign

subsidiaries: an empirical test of a transaction cost explanation. J Law Econ Org 4:305–336

Geringer JM, Hebert L (1989) Control and performance of international joint ventures. J Int Bus

Stud 19(2):235–254

Geringer JM, Hebert L (1991) Measuring performance of international joint ventures. J Int Bus

Stud 22:249–263

Geyskens I, Steenkamp JEM, Kumar N (2006) Make, buy, or ally: a transaction cost theory meta-

analysis. Acad Manag J 49:519–543

Ghemawat P, Ricart Costa JEI (1993) The organizational tension between static and dynamic

efficiency. Strateg Manag J 14(2):59–73

Gilliland DI, Bello DC, Gundlach GT (2010) Control-based channel governance and relative

dependence. J Acad Mark Sci 38:441–455

Glaister K, Buckley P (1998) Measures of performance of UK international alliances. Organ Stud

19:89–118

Gorovaia N, Windsperger J (2011) Determinants of the knowledge transfer strategy in franchising:

integrating knowledge-based and relational governance perspectives. Serv Ind J 11:1–18

Grewal R, Kumar A, Mallapragada G, Saini A (2013) Marketing channels in foreign markets:

control mechanisms and the moderating role of multinational corporation headquarters –

subsidiary relationship. J Mark 50(3):378–398

Grossman SJ, Hart OD (1986) The costs and benefits of ownership: a theory of vertical and lateral

integration. J Polit Econ 94:691–719

Control and Performance in Franchising Networks 53



Gulati R, Lawrence P, Puranam P (2005) Adaptation in vertical relationships: beyond incentive

conflict. Strateg Manag J 26:415–440

Gulati R, Singh H (1998) The architecture of cooperation: managing coordination costs and

appropriation concerns in strategic alliances. Adm Sci Q 43(4):781–814

Gulati R, Wohlgezogen F, Zhelayzkov P (2012) The two facets of collaboration: cooperation and

coordination in strategic alliances. Acad Manag Ann 6:531–583

Gurcaylilar-Yenidogan T, Windsperger J (2013) Centralization of decision making authority in

inter-organizational networks: evidence from the Austrian automotive industry. J Glob Strat

Manag 7(13):184–194

Gurcaylilar-Yenidogan T, Windsperger J (2015) Complementarity between formal and relational

governance mechanisms in inter-organizational networks: combining resource-based and

relational governance perspectives. In: Windsperger J, Cliquet G, Ehrmann T, Hendrikse G

(eds) Interfirm networks: cooperatives, franchising, and strategic alliances. Springer,

New York, pp 229–248. doi:10.1007/978-3-319-10184-2_12

Hall R (1993) A framework linking intangible resources and capabilities to sustainable compet-

itive advantage. Strateg Manag J 14:607–618

Hansman H (1996) The ownership of enterprise. The Belknap Press, Cambridge, MA

Heide JB, John G (1992) Do norms matter in marketing relationships? J Mark 56:32–44

Hendrikse G, Windsperger J (2011) Determinants of contractual completeness in franchising. In:

Tuunanen M, Windsperger J, Cliquet G, Hendrikse G (eds) New developments in the theory of

networks. Springer, New York, pp 13–30. doi:10.1007/978-3-7908-2615-9

Jaussaud J, Schaaper J (2006) Control mechanisms of their subsidiaries by multinational firms: a

multidimensional perspective. J Int Manag 12:23–45

John G, Weitz BA (1988) Forward integration into distribution: an empirical test of transaction

cost analysis. J Law Econ Org 42:337–355

Klein S, Frazier GL, Roth VJ (1990) A transaction cost analysis model of channel integration in

international markets. J Mark Res 27(2):196–208

Kogut B, Zander U (1992) Knowledge of the firm, combinative capabilities and the replication of

technology. Organ Sci 3:383–397

Kozlenkova IV, Samaha SA, Palmatier RW (2014) Resource-based theory in marketing. J Acad

Mark Sci 42:1–21

Kumar N, Scheer LK, Steenkamp J-BEM (1995) The effects of perceived interdependence on

dealer attitudes. J Mark Res 32:348–356

Liu X, Vredenburg H, Steel P (2013) A meta-analysis of factors leading to management control in

international joint ventures. J Int Manag 20(2):219–236. http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.intman.

2013.07.001

Madhok A (1996) The organization of economic activity: transaction costs, firm capabilities, and

the nature of governance. Organ Sci 7:577–590

Madhok A (2002) Reassessing the fundamentals and beyond: Ronald Coase, the transaction cost

and resource-based theories of the firm and the institutional structure of production. Strateg

Manag J 23:535–550

Mayer K, Salamon R (2006) Capabilities, contractual hazards, and governance: integrating

resource-based and transaction cost perspectives. Acad Manag J 49:942–959

McKendall MA, Wagner J III (1997) Motive, opportunity, choice, and corporate illegality. Organ

Sci 8(6):624–647

Mellewigt T, Ehrmann T, Decker C (2011) How does the franchisor’s choice of different control
mechanisms affect franchisees’ and employee-managers’ satisfaction? J Retail 87:320–331

Mjoen H, Tallmann S (1997) Control and performance in international joint ventures. Organ Sci

8:257–274

Mohr JJ, Fisher RJ, Nevin JR (1996) Collaborative communication in interfirm relationships:

moderating effects of integration and control. J Mark 60:103–115

Morgan N, Slotegraaf R, Vorhies D (2009) Linking marketing capabilities with profit growth. Int J

Res Mark 26(4):284–293

54 I. Hajdini et al.

http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/978-3-319-10184-2_12
http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/978-3-7908-2615-9
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.intman.2013.07.001
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.intman.2013.07.001


Mumdžiev N, Windsperger J (2011) The structure of decision rights in franchise networks: a

property rights perspective. Entrep Theory Pract 35(3):449–465

Mumdziev N, Windsperger J (2013) An extended transaction cost model of decision rights

allocation in franchising: the moderating role of trust. Manag Decis Econ 34:170–182

Noordewier TG, John G, Nevin JR (1990) Performance outcomes of purchasing arrangements in

industrial buyer vendor relationships. J Mark 54:80–93

Norton SW (1988) Franchising, brand name capital, and the entrepreneurial capacity problem.

Strateg Manag J 9:105–114

Orr L, Bush V, Vorhies D (2011) Leveraging firm-level marketing capabilities with marketing

employee development. J Bus Res 64(10):1074–1081

Ouchi WG (1979) A conceptual framework for the design of organizational control mechanisms.

Manag Sci 25:833–848

Palmatier R, Dant R, Grewal D (2007) A comparative longitudinal analysis of theoretical

perspectives of interorganizational relationship performance. J Mark 71(4):172–194

Peteraf M (1993) The cornerstones of competitive advantage: a resource-based view. Strateg

Manag J 14:179–191

Pizanti I, Lerner M (2003) Examining control and autonomy in the franchisor-franchisee relation-

ship. Int Small Bus J 21(2):131–159

Podsakoff PM, MacKenzie SB, Podsakoff NP, Lee J-Y (2003) Common method biases in

behavioral research: a critical review of the literature and recommended remedies. J Appl

Psychol 88:879–903

Porter M (1976) Interbrand choice, strategy, and bilateral market power. (No. 146). Harvard

University Press, Cambridge, MA

Quinn B (1999) Control and support in an international franchise network. Int Mark Rev

16:345–362

Quinn B, Doherty A (2000) Power and control in international retail franchising: evidence from

theory and practice. Int Mark Rev 17:354–372

Richey G, Tokman M, Dalela V (2010) Examining collaborative supply chain service technolo-

gies: a study of intensity, relationships, and resources. J Acad Mark Sci 38(1):71–89

Rindfleisch A, Heide JB (1997) Transaction cost analysis: past, present, and future applications. J

Mark 61:30–54

Rumelt RP (1991) How much does industry matter? Strateg Manag J 12:167–1985

Sharma VM, Erramilli MK (2004) Resource-based explanation of entry mode choice. J Mark

Theory Pract 12:1–18

Shervani TA, Frazier G, Challagalla G (2007) The moderating influence of firm market power on

the transaction cost economies model: an empirical test in a forward channel integration.

Strateg Manag J 28:635–652

Simon H (1947) Administrative behavior: a study of decision-making processes in administrative

organizations. The Free Press, New York

Sorenson O, Sørensen J (2001) Finding the right mix, franchising, organizational learning, and

chain performance. Strateg Manag J 22:713–724

Srivastava R, Fahey L, Christensen H (2001) The resource-based view and marketing: the role of

market-based assets in gaining competitive advantage. J Manag 27(6):777–802

Stinchcombe AL (1990) Organizations and information. University of California Press, Berkeley,

CA

Tversky A, Kahneman D (1974) Judgment under uncertainty: heuristics and biases. Science

185:1124–1131

Verzeichnis der Franchise Wirtschaft (2009/2010) 5. Jahrgang

Wall T, Michie J, Patterson M, Wood S, Sheehan M, Clegg C, West M (2004) On the validity of

subjective measures of company performance. Pers Psychol 57:95–118

Watson A, Stanworth J, Healeas S, Purdyb D, Stanworth C (2005) Retail franchising: an intellec-

tual capital perspective. J Retail Consum Serv 12:25–34

Control and Performance in Franchising Networks 55



Weitz BA, Jap SD (1995) Relationship marketing and distribution channels. J Acad Mark Sci 23

(4):305–320

Williamson OE (1975) Markets and hierarchies: analysis and antitrust implications. Free Press,

New York

Williamson OE (1985) The economic institutions of capitalism: firms, markets, relational

contracting. Free Press, New York

Williamson OE (1991) Strategizing, economizing, and economic organization. Strateg Manag J

12:76–94

Windsperger J (2004) Centralization of franchising networks: evidence from the Austrian fran-

chise sector. J Bus Res 57:1361–1369

Yin X, Zajac E (2004) The strategy/governance structure fit relationship: theory and evidence in

franchising arrangement. Strateg Manag J 25(4):365–383

Zeithaml VA, Parasuraman A, Berry LL (1985) Problems and strategies in services marketing. J

Mark 49:33–46

56 I. Hajdini et al.


	Control and Performance in Franchising Networks
	1 Introduction
	2 Franchisor Performance, Intangible Resources, and Environmental Uncertainty
	2.1 Resource-Based Perspective
	2.2 Transaction Cost Economic Perspective

	3 The Moderating Role of Control
	3.1 Interaction Between Control and Intangible Resources
	3.2 Interaction Between Control and Environmental Uncertainty

	4 Empirical Analysis
	4.1 Data Collection
	4.2 Measures

	5 Regression Analysis
	6 Discussion and Implications
	6.1 Discussion
	6.2 Implications
	6.3 Limitations and Future Research Directions

	7 Conclusions
	Appendix: Measures of the Variables
	References


