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Abstract

There is a need to systematically consider thefaetssociated with enhanced relationship perfocenama
range of organization types and country contexiss iE often neglected as much past survey workiders a
limited number of drivers (in an attempt to fit @lp model to the data and/or due to limitationthendata
capture). Case study work in part addresses a &roadge of drivers but the analysis of relatiopshi
performance is often embedded within individuaksaand is not systematically addressed. Thersastlad
assumption that performance inevitably arises frelationship attributes, rather than the relatignbleing two-
way. An additional issue is the assumption thetofa associated with different levels of perforo@nan be
generalised across relationship contexts, i.e thigesame factors drive performance irrespectivhehature of
the organization and/or the geographic locatiotihefrelationship.

This paper addresses these limitations as it cerssitle relatively specific context of Chinese $iepp
relationships with their international export cusers with data collected throughout China using ¥ie2
instrument. A range of organization and individeakl factors suggested by previous work to beaated
with supplier-customer relationship performanceaagessed. The impact of contextual competitiveitons
and indirect supplier and government relationshipsupplier-customer relationship performance ke a
considered. In particular there is a focus otofacassociated with profitability within 13V custer
relationships as distinct from Chinese governmemtenl supplier export linkages. Correlation analisused
to identify variables which are significantly assted with performance without assumption as teaaon.

Findings indicate that there is a somewhat diffepartitern of results for Chinese government owngbléers
than there is for 13V suppliers. For example, Cééngovernment-owned supplier-customer relationship
performance is significantly influenced by the intpace of ongoing personal, friendship and hieliaath
contacts while 13V supplier-customer relationshépf@rmance is significantly related to proactiiyd
relationship development. Overall these findingstébute to a greater understanding of the conitylex
factors which drive IJVs and Chinese governmentemhsupplier-customer relationship performance and
demonstrate the value of comparing different retesthip forms.

Keywords: international joint ventures; businesskmting relationships; supplier-customer relatiopsh
performance
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Introduction

The costs and benefits involved in developing redal bonds are difficult to assess because of the
complexities involved in developing good measurfesubjective and objective relationship inputs and
outcomes. Objective input measures comprise indalitevel drivers includinghe numbers of people
involved, the diversity of functions and the hietdcal levels in an organization who interactechwfiteir
counterparts in the other customer or supplier @mCunningham and Turnbull 1982 in Turnbull et al.
1996, p. 54). There are also difficult-to-quansfybjective psychosocial factors such as trust anihk
bonding which have been shown to ‘facilitate reliaship functions and value creation in both Chires
European contexts’. (Wilkinson and Yeoh 2004,)pThere are further, diverse relationship outcothas
may include ‘gains in productivity, market shamrdnance, high R&D investment, achieving econorofes
scale and concentration on knowledge-intensiveevatided product$Cunningham, 1986 in Turnbull, et al.
1996, p. 46).

Business marketing literature reflects the growimigrest in establishing ‘the role and impact obibass
relationships and networks on a firm's performaand competitive advantage’ (Wilkinson and Yeoh 2004
2). Zolkiewski and Turnbull (2000 p. 11), for exalm have developed a ‘three dimensional customer
classification matrix’ which considers relationstupsts such as production, distribution, salessamdice as
well as switching costs. Wilkinson and Yeoh (200dhsider the impact of psychosocial factors ($dmads,
trust and commitment) on direct and indirect furmdl relationship benefits in order to assess Eaomnd
Chinese supplier-customer value. This literatti@yever, does not consider supplier-customer oglsttip
costs systematically within a relationship framekvor Furthermore, the literature does not considew h
relationships may differentially impact the perfenmse of different types of supplier organizatiohisTis of
special concern in developing countries such asa&Where varied organization types have emergenithd¥
research is needed which considers a broaderythased range of relationship cost consideratioitisirwa
specified national and organizational context.

To address these issues, this paper analysesrfoenmence of international export customer relahuips
associated with Chinese 1V and Government ownpgligns. The focus is on identifying particulapasts
of supplier-customer relations that contributeeiational and organization profits in China. Thegras
organized as follows. First there is a reviewitefature concerned with the costs of supplieraust
relationships and then the drivers of relationgf@gformance are discussed. The methodology féeatig
and analyzing the data is described followed byréselts. The paper concludes with a discussion o
research implications and the types of additioeséarch required.

Relationship Investments and Performance

At the core of business marketing relationship theis the proposition that the effective functiomirof
relationships is critical to success in ongoingitess ventures (Ford 1980; Hakansson 1982; MoB&s1L
Success emerges from the strategic embeddednesppuifer-customer relationships in external netwook
organizations which can include government bodiesjpetitors and intermediaries. While relationsheépe
recognized as being critical to business sucdeses fre concerns about the investment requirsdstain them
such that investments do not exceed returns (Fbrdl.e1996 in lacobucci 1996, p. 147; Turnbuldan
Cunningham 1982) and that mechanisms for monitccogjs and benefits do not undermine relationatibon
(Ford 1980 in Turnbull, et al. 1996, p. 49). Fasttirat are key determinants of supplier-customatioaship
interaction and success have been identified by tb#earchers (e.g. Hakansson 1982 p. 15; Axels3e8; 1
Wilson 1995 ). These include:

» Participating actors’ characteristics (both indiatiand organizational), which affect the naturé¢hef
exchange

» Characteristics of the interaction or exchange gssdeconomic, technical and social) as well as
adaptation, and contractual details

» Environmental factors which dictate the contextwatwhich relationship interaction takes place

» Relationship “atmosphere” which includes psychaslocariables such as conflict, cooperation and
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Effective relational performance is defined asdbmbined value created through resource excharigg be
greater than either partner could achieve indivigi&orys and Jemison 1989 in Styles and Hers6052.
In IMP research, relationship performance is cargd in a number of ways. First, effective relasiop
interaction is associated with reduced relationstsipsaction costs (Hakansson 1982). Second, catber
relationship activities facilitate performance thgh the joint use of facilities and resources, dithk
administrative systems and improved production ggses which address a negotiated “marketing gap”
(Hakansson 1982 ). Third, the critical exchang@roducts and services between trading partneppated
by information, finance and people is centraléofprmance (Hakansson 1982). Also, the complemgnta
synergistic and balanced contribution of relatiopgtarticipants is associated with performance qFedral
1996).

External environmental or contextuaktors and relationship “atmosphere” also have bien considered in
the interaction model as influencing supplier-costo performance (Hakansson 1982). For example ehark
structure and/or indirect relationships with goveemt organizations are highlighted as an imporiaotential
influence upon supplier-customer performance (Malled Wilson 1995; Wilson and Brennan 2003) andehe
external influences have been given particular mente in considering Chinese business succesan®ahd
Cavusgil 1996; Bjorkman and Lu 1999; Park, Li et28106). Relationship atmosphere, described imgesf
relationship conflict or cooperation, as well aggbéc distance, interacts with ‘environmental, camp specific
and interactive process characteristics’ and is aken as central to performance (Hakansson 1922)p.
Atmosphere builds learned norms and behaviourshwiigher influence performance and create (anckeate)
the relationship atmosphere (Turnbull, et al. 1988Bkinson and Young 2005).

The critical determinants of business performaraetbeen considered in a range of industry-baselibst
(Cavusgil and Zou 1994) in different countries andifferent business organization types (Child ¥izah
2003). However research gaps remain because dinlyted number of factors have been consideredin a
one study (e.g. Zolkiewski and Turnbull 2000; Wilkon and Yeoh 2004) and industry-based studie®to n
consider the impact on performance of supplieramst relationships. It is not clear which combiorag of
factors affect performance under different condsio

This paper seeks to address this gap by expldnmgtipact on relationship performance of a wideeanf
factors identified in the literature as importamperformance. These include the organizationyiddal,
interactive and contextual factors that have beentioned above.

The nature of relationship performance and itsedg\are explored by comparing the mix and streafyth
drivers of performance in two different organizat&tructure contexts - 1JVs (International Joinhiees)
and Chinese Government owned organizations (CG@spting in China. Joint ventures are a complexfo
of foreign direct investment in which one or moegent firms share legal ownership of a businetisye
(Meschi 1997). International joint ventures inx®the creation of a new enterprise by firms fraffecent
countries (Albaum, Duerr, and Strandskov 2004, Har&nd Tse 2006)

As is consistent with the work of Wilkinson and Ngu (2003), this analysis relies primarily on
profit as a measure of performance because it pallgnreflects a broad range of relationship
management strategies. A major interest of thieaastin undertaking this analysis was to determine
the relationship between subjective drivers suctriest and commitment to more quantifiable profit
measures. The authors acknowledge that, whilatpsoénly one means of measuring relationship
success (Turnbull et al. 1996), it is particulamtifical to long-term organization survival.

.Methodology

The analysis uses pre-existing data collected in&tising the standardized supplier IMP2 questimana
which was developed by the IMP group. The IMP2 tjaesaire measures many different properties of
supplier-customer relationships and their connetadions (Wolcott 1994 in Wilkinson and Young 499A
stratified, geographically-based sample was usedltect data from supplier organizations acrosm&h
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measure performance is profit_€@nsidering all costs and revenues associated thighrelationship, how
would you assess its profitability [for your owmgoany] over the last 5 yearsR"Spearman rank
correlations were used to identify variables thatensignificantly correlated with performance argbparate
analysis for IJVs and CGOs was then conducted.

Sample Characteristics

The analysis is based on a sample of 100 firmg®eldrom the third industrial census and the fietional
basic business census data bases produced byitres€Bureau of Statistics. The 100 Chinese sugplie
included 13Vs (35%), Chinese government (50%),gte\Chinese (4%), and foreign owned firms (3%) with
8% of ownership types unknown. The remainder of #imalysis focuses on the comparison of the
performance of the 1JVs and CGOs

The questionnaire focuses on one important relstipnselected by the informant. Firms were asked to
nominate an important international customer. “In@iat” customers were nominated from Asian (49%),
Western (37%) and South American (6%) regions.régenal locations of eight customers were not
identified. Export customers nominated by 13V@igrs were Asian (58%), North American (18%),
European (15%), South African (3%) and Australagg). Three percent of I3V suppliers did not [ev
customer regional location information.

Results
Supplier-Customer Relationship Performance Outcomes

Supplier-customer relationship performance meadnohsde satisfaction, achievement of objectivesrg in
operation, as well as financial indicators suchsakes, profit and turnover. Like Wilkinson and Ngay
(2003), this analysis relies on perceived profittesmeasure of performance. This is done for s¢veasons.
First, it reflects success across a range of ibglisssuch as sales,investment and trust. Alsog tisemore
complete data available with respect to profitépilhan for other indicators. The response ratdtfe profit
question in the database is very good at 95%. pfbit question prompted respondents to estimategdeed
levels of profit on a scale of 1 to 5 (with 1 = ydvad and 5= very good) over the previous five gear
considering all associated costs and revenues.

Descriptive statistics indicate that the spreageteived profit responses is clustered at theenighd of the
scale. This is not surprising as one would expatieng customer relationships to be profitableog¥isupplier
respondents characterized the profitability of thiportant customer relationships as “rather go@®%) or
“very good” (5%). Eighteen supplier respondentedaheir chosen customer relationships as “brgagiren”
in terms of profit and 5% as “very to rather bad”.

Strategic Planning and 13V Supplier-Customer Perfance Variables

Table 1 presents the correlations between perfarenand supplier-customer relationship planninguidiclg
compatible goals; coordinated plans and joint peodievelopment. Written agreements did not corelat
profit for either supplier ownership type and ig imzluded in the table.

The analysis indicates that for 1JVs, profit isasated with joint product development (.585) thistis not
related to profit for CGOs. For CGOs compatible lgaather than ongoing coordinated planning andtjoi
activities is most related to profit (.440) butstlis not so for IJVs. Profit is correlated wilte tinvestment of
time and money for both 13Vs and CGOs (.444 and ré8pectively). Overall, the analysis shows thss
are more likely to be involved in profitable jojpianning activities than are CGOs.

Table 1 Correlation Analysis between Strategic Plaming and 1JV Supplier-Customer Profit
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Strategic (MY 1JV Descriptive | CGO CGO h
Planning Customer | Statistics Customer Descriptive \{
IMP2 Questionnaire Codes Relationsh | M = Mean Relationship | Statistics
For all: ip Profit N = Valid Profit M = Mean
1 strongly disagree to 5 strongly agree (profit_s) | Responses (profit_s) N = Valid
Responses

Supplier/Cust Goal Compatibility (at_goals) 0.254 M=3.8 0.440* M = 3.82

N =45 N =49
Customer suggest coordinate prod. plans (At_coopp)| 0.378* M =3.36 0.141 M =2.85

N =33 N =48
Customer interest in joint prod. devel. (at_joint) 0.585* M=3.71 0.089 M =3.39

N =34 N =49
Time and money investment (at_money) 0.444* M =3.85 0.407* M =3.80

N =34 N=34

* =significant at .05; **=significant at .01

Supplier-Customer Product and Process Technologh&hge

Table 2 shows the correlations between technoladgted items and supplier performance. Technology
exchange is an important driver of supplier-custom@ationship performance (Hakansson 1982). The
contribution of technological product and procegseetise has been shown to be a major incentiv€fimese
partners to form relationships. 1JV supplier grigficorrelated positively with quality control eiges generally,
with quality control changes which meet customequieements and with changes which meet customer
requirements (.487, .439, .365 respectively). Thiesas are not significantly correlated with perfiance for
Chinese government owned suppliers. The custompestgsion of detailed product specifications wasgro to

be positively related to profit for both 1JVs antdifiese government owned suppliers (.365, .399% pravision

of detailed technical information by the customesviound to be positively related to profit for £)\as was 1JV
supplier ‘interest in learning about customer paidise’ (.408, .413) though they were not correlateprofit

for CGOs.

The findings indicate the differing importance attomer provision of accurate technical informatiomarious
forms of supplier-customer relationships. The tsssiliggest that Chinese government owned supptigre
sample are not as responsive to customer need® &3Va and/or that their products or processesares
adaptable. The analysis also shows that changpsatity control made by the IJV supplieontribute to profit
whereas those made by a custoaiemot, according to the supplier. This is noéxpected as other authors
(e.g. Young et al 2009) have noted that firms tendghte their own contributions more highly thaasé of their
partner

Table 2 Correlation of Supplier-Customer Process Tehnology Exchange Variables and
Relationship Profit

IMP2 Questionnaire Codes 13V Customer 1JV Descriptive CGO CGO
Relationship Statistics Customer | Descriptive

For all: Profit M = Mean;N = Relations | Statistics

1 strongly disagree to 5 strongly agree (profit_s) Valid Responses | hip Profit M = Mean;N =

(profit_s) | Valid Responses

Changes made by supplier re: quality control 0.487* M=219;N=21 -0.059 M =2.03;N =3}

(chs_qualc)

Supplier changes quality control to meet customer| 0.439** M=4.32;N=34 0.107 M =3.69;N =45

requirements (at_gcont)

Supplier Changes satisfy supplier or customer 0.365* M =3.50;N =34 -0.165 M =3.64;N =50
requirements (reg_sat)

Supplier Communication of and Learning about
Technical Requirements

Customer provides detailed product specs (at_spe¢i) 0.365* M =3.66;N = 35 0.399* M =3.65;N = 4
Technical & commercial information easy to get from 0.408* M=3.32,N=34 -0.018 M =3.26;N =50
customer (at_tec_i)

Supplier interest in learning about customer produg 0.413* M =3.58;N =33 -0.038 M =3.76;N = 4P

use (at_inter)

* =significant at .05; **=significant at .01
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Supplier-customer relationships are made up ofiasef episodes which occur between individuals
(Johanson and Mattsson 1987). These episodedh wivialve supplier and customer management anfl staf
incur relationship costs and provide benefits. Gugimam and Turnbull (1982) suggest that therenised to
explore the performance implications of individlealel supplier-customer relationship measures oty

the ‘number of people, diversity of functions’ [dridierarchical levels’ (in Turnbull, Ford and Cungham
1996, p. 10).

Items with a significant association with IJV suppicustomer performance are shown in Table 3. uiteq
different pattern of relationships of these vamablvith profit for the two relationship types idicated.
Supplier formation of personal relationships arffialilty of making friends with customers are sificantly
associated with performance for Chinese governmemied suppliers (.346) but not for IJV supplierbeT
negative rho for “difficulty making friends” indites that greater difficulty is associated with restli profit.
The presence of personal relations on a social leas not linked to performance for either supptigre.
Different aspects of the status and functional eigeeof staff were related to relationship prd&pending on
the ownership type. The technical expertise off stak significantly correlated with 13V profit (.@2but for
CGO profit, whereas higher levels of hierarchicalalvement was related to CGO profit (.354) but was
related to 13V profit.

These findings show that the link between persmationships and profit is consistent with pre@ou
research, which indicates that friendship is imgaoirto business relationships in China. The negativ
association between 13V profit and friendship igsging. A possible explanation is that friengsin
business relationships may contribute to increasésbs but not profit because of reduced price pedial
discounts provided to the customer who is alsdead:

CGO customer relationship profit is related to #tatus or hierarchical position of staff involved the
relationship (.354). The link between profit antlarece on staff hierarchy is consistent with litera which
indicates that China is a high “power distancetun@ which values managerial status (Hofstede 200mhe
link between staff technical skills and 13V relaship profit probably reflects the different norraad
organizational culture that we presume to be ptasddVs with a greater proportion of value-adgedducts
as well as an emphasis on merit rather than staisesd appointment of staff likely.

Table 3 Correlations of Managerial Attributes, Socal and Time Commitment and Profit

IMP2 Questionnaire Codes

For all:
1 strongly disagree to 5 strongly agree
unless otherwise indicated

13V Customer
Relationship Profit
(profit_s)

1JV Descriptive
Statistics

M = Mean;N =
Valid Responses

CGO Customer
Relationship
Profit (profit_s)

CGO Descriptive
Statistics

M = Mean;N =
Valid Responses

Friendship or Social Relationships

Supplier establish personal relationships|
with buyer (at_per_c)

0.140

M=3.51;N=35

0.294*

M =3.51;N =49

Making friends with purchasers and
technicians is difficult (atfrien)

-0.215

M =2.38,N =34

0.346*

M =2.23;N =47

Status Vs. Functional
Expertise of Staff

Highest hierarchical supplier staff
involvement (promo_sh) 1 very weak to
very strong

0.135

M =4.28,N =33

0.354*

M =4.15,N = 49

Highest technical supplier staff
involvement.(promo_st) 1 very weak to 5

very strong

0.420*

M =3.87;N=30

-0.088

M =3.74,N = 47

* =significant at .05; **=significant at .01

Supplier-Customer Relationship Quality - Culturaktance, Cooperation, Trust and Commitment
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1996; Ford, Gadde et al. 2003) as well as ChinaleTd shows the associations of various psychaaboci
characteristics and relationship profitability. ust in and cooperation with customers is associattdprofit
for both 13Vs (.434, .472) and CGOs (.300, .30#he ability to handle relationship issues easilgtiongly
correlated to profit for I3V suppliers (.498) batléss so for COGs (.291). 1JVs are more proftattien the
customer puts cooperation before short term peofit is committed to the customer (.411 and .40dygh
neither of these is significant for CGOs.

These results show that indicators of relationshopeness are strongly linked to Chinese supplisteener
relationship performance but only for some relafdp types. The association of profit and relatiops
closeness is in line with literature that considbessignificance of trust and cooperation in besin
marketing and Chinese guanxi business relations.

Issues related to culture are associated withtgyofy for CGOs but the findings are inconsistefit one might
expect, CGO supplier’s difficulty in understandihg behaviour and thinking of their customers hasgative
association with relationship profit (-0.305) buisi less clear why there is a positive associdtietveen CGO
profit and culture difference causing crises (.30%5)ere is no obvious explanation for this incaesisy.

Table 4 Correlation of “Exchange Coordination Proces” Variables and Relationship Profit

IMP2 Questionnaire Codes 1V Customer 1JV Descriptive CGO Customer | CGO Descriptive
For all: Relationship Profit Statistics Relationship Statistics

1 strongly disagree to 5 strongly (profit_s) M = Mean;N = Profit (profit_s) | M =Mean;N = Valid
agree Valid Responses Responses
Conflict & Cooperation

Ease of handling relationship | 0.498** M=3.79;N =34 0.291* M =3.70;N =50
issues (at_easya)

Supplier cooperates closely 0.434* M=4.11;N =35 0.300* M =3.84;N =50
with customer (at_coocl)

Customer cooperates before | 0.401** M=3.97;N=35 0.114 M =3.98;N =48
short term profit (atprofi)

Culture

Culture differences cause crisig -0.009 M =2.09;N =33 0.305* M =2.50;N = 48
(at_cult)

Supplier has. Difficulty. -0.014 M=251;N=35 -0.305* M =2.29;;N = 49
understanding cust. behaviour|

& thinking (at_think)

Trust and Commitment

Supplier trusts customer 0.472% M=334N=35 0.304* M=3.34,N=35
completely (at_tru_c)

Supplier is committed to 0.411* M=347N=34 0.109 M =2.98;N =49
customer (at_stron)

* =significant at .05; **=significant at .01

Organization Level Supplier-Customer Financial Rese Exchange and Outcomes

Business marketing relationship theory emphastzesithievement of mutually satisfactory supplier-
customer goals through financial as well as pradofitirmation and people exchange (Hakansson 1982).
has been argued that this is reflected in the &bjlitty of the financial contribution of both thegplier and
customer (Turnbull, Ford and Cunningham 1996)s #tuggested that 1JVs in China with larger investta
have higher levels of performance and lower retomsvestment.

Table 5 shows that customer and supplier relatiprsintributions / investments are significantlg@sated
with IJV (.467, .415) but not CGO profit. Custommetationship profit is, not surprisingly, veryetgly and
positively related to supplier profit for both [J¥ad CGOs (.626, .565). With respect to salesskipplier
profits are positively associated with the preseng. the stability of sales patterns (-.400), @&D supplier
profit is positively associated with the futureg.esales expectations for the next five years hadikelihood
that customer would continue purchasing in the igare (-.369, -.370). Past sales - trends ferptevious

five years — are related to profit for both 1IJVsl&@OGs (-.311, -.347). The sales questions affeaatied in
the negative, hence the negative rho indicatestiymrelationship.
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IMP2 Questionnaire Codes 1V Customer 1JV Descriptive CGO Customer CGO Descriptive
Relationship Statistics Relationship Profit Statistics
Profit (profit_s) | M =Mean;N =Valid | (profit_s) M = Mean;N = Valid
Responses Responses
Sales Volume , Investment & Customer Profit
Turnover Customer Group or -0.949* M =$ 2 billion; N=5 -0.778* M = $4.2 iiion; N =9
Company. $ amount (tocg®)
amount (in supplier country’s
currency)
Total Sales Volume Sold to 0.054 M =$9,051,577; N =| -0.414** M = $5,088,945; N = 41
Customer - $ (saltota$j (In supplier 23
country’s currency)
Profit for customer’'s company - 0.616* M=3.97;N=33 0.565* M =4.04; N =49
(profitc) 1 very bad to 5 very good
Customer relat investment size 0.467* M=271;,N=29 0.163 M =2.40;N=35
(invest_c)1 none to 5 very large
(e.g. the relationship can only be
discontinued at large cost)
Supplier relat investment size 0.415* M=3.31;N=29 0.201 M=3.25N=44
(invest_s)1 none to 5 very large
Customer time and money 0.444* M=3.85N=34 0.407* M =3.80; N = 46
investment (at_money)) strongly
disagree to 5 strongly agree
Sales Pattern
Sales trend last 5 years (saltreftd) | -0.311* M=2.20;N=35 -0.347* M =2.20; N =50
rapid increase to 5 rapid decrease
Sales expect next 5 years (sal5exp¢) -0.208 M=171;N=35 -0.369* M=1.96; N=48
1 rapid increase to 5 rapid decrease
Stable sales pattern (salstabl) 1 staple0.400* M =2.45N =33 -0.168 M =2.52;N =50
to 5 volatile
Unlikely Cust. stop purchase near | 0.176 M =4.00;N = 34 -0.370* M =3.84;N =50
future. (at_stop} strongly disagree
to 5 strongly agree
* =significant at .05; **=significant at .01
Conclusion
The findings indicate the value of comparative gsialto understand the factors associated withioekhip
performance. If the analysis had combined 1JVs@8®s many of the indicated associations thataefle
their differences would have been obscured.
However some key similarities in factors associatéd profit for IJVs and CGOs are found and wepuse
that these represent possible “relationship unalgtsi.e. those things that are critical to relaship
performance irrespective of context. These inctbesimilar importance of customer capability and
investment (Time and money investment, Customerigirey detailed product specifications), the
relationship quality and supplier relationship bebars and feelings (Ease of handling relationssspies,
Supplier cooperates closely with customer, Suppliests customer completely), and the scale andevail
the relationship — particularly for the customeuifover for Customer Group or Company, Profit for
customer’s company, Customer time and money inwasin$ales trend last 5 years). This is despiteeth
being some quite substantial differences in CGBu&tJV means; in particular CGOs had much lower
turnover and profits than did 1JVs.
It is also worth noting that there were a numbefuaher similarities - factors previously hypotiesl to be
associated with relationship profitability that wexssociated with neither type of relationship evgd here.
It is beyond the scope of this paper to consideséhhowever this analysis is available from tre futhor
on request.
There were also substantial differences in fadssociated with profitability for CGOs versus 1J\We
speculate that these are relation-context facteos.example only 13Vs profitability is linked to: Formatted: Position:
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» Supplier proactivity, innovation and commitmentr{geal changes by supplier to meet customer
requirements and specific changes including quabtytrol by supplier, supplier interest in learning
about customer use of their products, involvemésupplier’s high level technical staff and Supplie
is committed to customer),

e Customer long term orientation (Customer puts craifmn before short term profit)

* Relationship investment size (customer and relatigninvestment size) and

e Sales pattern stability.

It is worth noting that despite these observeckediffices in patterns of association, there were giritilar
means for most items across the two samples.

Only CGO profitability is associated with:
* Goal Compatibility
» Friendship and establishment of personal relatipsstMaking friends with purchasers and
technicians is difficult, Supplier establish perglorelationships with buyer)
» High level hierarchical staff involvement by sumplstaff
» Cultural differences and issues (Culture differencause crisis, Supplier has difficulty understagdi
customer behaviour and thinking)
e Sales volume to customer
« Future Sales expectations (Sales expectationsdéanegxt 5 years, Unlikely the customer will stop
purchasing in the near future.)
It is worth noting again that despite these obskdifferences in patterns of association, thereevagiite
similar means for most items across the two samples

The different patterns of association highlightitineortance of not over-generalizing. There is nchsthing
as a quintessential “Chinese” type of supplierc{sstomer) relationship. The above patterns seendicate
that CGO relationships are akin to those describvélde literature considering Chinese businesgiogiships.
1JV relationships are more akin to those describéte international business literature as typiocal
“internationalized” business players.

The value of analysis which focuses on theoretigakionships has been long recognized (e.g. Caldalr
1981, 1982) as distinct from purely descriptivelgsia. This work does this and has the additidreslefit of
having made no assumptions about causality. Twm difiere is the assumption that performance &ysah
output of (as distinct from an input into) relattrips but this is obviously fallacious (Denize aaling
2007). Indeed, if many of the significant coeffigis presented here are considered as indicatimy$a
driven by performance rather than driving perforo®(and this is an equally valid interpretation of
correlation), their interpretation becomes evenarexplicable. We see that different relationship
“atmospheres” and capabilities emerge from poordetter performance but that this also varies deing
on the context in which the relationship sits. Wlm the association of relationship atmospherea@mtext
have been considered, context has most often bbeserged as the nationality of the players in the
relationship. However other context factors suxlbwanership and what that entails may matter mbrdeed
previous work (e.g. Young et al 2009) highlightattbur traditional stereotypes of what kinds oatiehships
will be alike are sometimes misplaced. In thatknaymparisons of the Chinese and European IMP data
bases found that often Chinese buyer-seller relghiips were more like Scandinavian ones than werenén
relationships.

An important managerial implication emerges frois thiork. We move beyond the narrow
conceptualizations and resulting operationalizatiohperformance drivers and consider this morglgee
though in an established theoretical framework. (#lgkansson 1982).

The pattern of results highlights that at the aeaténteractions are the relational propertiesither party
controls these, rather they are the property efauting through time. This makes for uncomfoeabl
management implications — that no firm is in cohtras noted by many who consider the complex eadfir
business relationships and networks (e.g. Wilking&dfoung, 2002). However these findings provideg

of hope. Managers can consider in a more focussgdvhat relational properties will enhance perfance -
(and vice versa) by considering the relationshiptext including easily discernable contextual fesuch as | Formatted: Position:
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when doing cross-national research that consideigidual B2B relationships deeply. While it is
argued that inferences can be drawn from small ksnifpthere is limited variance (Ehrenberg
1990), the variance of these findings needs toobgpcehensively explored before doing so and the
work needs to be carefully compared to other figdinFuture research will continue to consider the
deeper nature of performance — both those fadtatsdtive and are driven by it and the interactions
between them. It should be noted that a one,esitgyin measure has been used to measure
perceived performance in the analysis presentesl Maltiple item measures are often preferred (in
line with Churchill (1979) but there are doubtd@she added value these provide (Bergkvist and
Rossiter 2007). To that end further analysis @séhdata presented here will consider the relative
contributions of various performance drivers tofpenance (and vice versa) and underlying
structures/contributions of the individual itemBhese findings will be compared to the insights
emerging from more holistic considerations of iielathip performance as reflected in case study
and qualitative considerations of the evolutiorCbifnese relationships and their performance.
Throughout, the continuing development of theoedtimmeworks that can reflect and direct these
explorations and the application of these to bissinEactice are the goals.
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