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Abstract

The focal question of our research is how heavygdduan business relationships are, and what
specific characteristics this relationships havasiBess relationship heaviness is one of the most
important relationship features because substgnirdluences the stability of the relationshipeils

We argue that the level of buyer — supplier retegfop heaviness is generated by activity ties,asoci
bonds and resource links and influenced by the taxitp of the exchange object relevant for a
specific relationship. The paper presents the tesofl a survey carried out among Hungarian
companies. Our analysis examines the effect ofetkehanged product and service package on
relational ties and relationship heaviness. We ifipalty study the characteristics of the exchange

object and their influence on different relatiotiak developed in the relationship.

Key words: business relationship, relationship heavinessha&xge object, activity ties, social bonds
and resource links
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1. Research question

Our research investigates business relationshi@cteaistics in buyer-supplier cooperation. Thelgtis part
of an empirical research program of the Competissrigesearch Centre which is operated by the Itestiu
Business Economics at Corvinus University of Budap&he focal question of the research was stglufit
business relationships. Stability basically depemi$wo factors [Hakansson - Ford, 2002]: one hamdhe
variability of cooperating partners’ relationship portfolio e other hand on thieeavinessof ongoing,
existing relationships in the portfolio.

Variability practically refers to the overall casft building new relationships. The wider and moneetkified
a company’s relationship portfolio is, the cheaped easier it is to build new relationships. Relahip
heaviness invokes the cost of breaking up an egigiartnership. In this case costs usually arisase of
abandoning previously realized relation-specifigestments. In our paper we investigate the heavionés
business relationships. Our research questionsasfellows: (1) What forms of relational ties geatarg
relation-specific investments can be revealed sirl@ss partnerships and how they influence theihess of
these relationships? (2) How does the complexitthefexchange object relevant for a specific retestinip
influences these relational ties and consequealifionship heaviness?

2. Factors influencing the heaviness of businesdationships

Relation-specific investments are realized by coajirey partners while establishing and operatirgjven
relationship. Relation-specific investments areicktdd to a specific partner, can be used in taghprships
and can not be transformed to other ones withanifggant losses. When the amount of relation-djeci
investments rises, the costs associated with alpamgiothis relationship rises too and consequently
partnership heaviness increases.

We can differentiate among many types of relatipeeffic investments. One type of differentiatiom dae
given along the specific types of relationship tiegich trigger these investments. Ford et al. §00
distinguish three types of such ties: social boad8yity ties and resource links. The richer sbiciteractions
among partners (1), the more intensive activitis gnd the deeper resource commitments (3) between
partners are the more relation-specific investmargdriggered.

The level of relationship-specific investmentsgeaged by the different bonds identified by Forclef2003]

is increasing while a relationship goes througHifiéscycle. The specific life cycle stages of #t®nship —
according to the stages theory [Batonda-Perry, POG8e as follows: searching, starting, and improent,
sustaining and finally breaking up. Going throughk telationship life cycle activity ties are becomimore
intensive between partners. These in line stremgthe resource links and human bonds as well. We ca
hypothesize that relationship heaviness rises Wifeleycle evolves.

We also can hypothesise that the level of relasipeeific investment depends on tbemplexity of the
exchange object relevant for a given partnerstResearchers investigating business relationgiiigsr,
1996; Dyer et al., 1998; Bensaou, 1999] noticedl isationship types and hereby relationship cherestics
substantially differ depending on the specific emtitof the product and service package exchandgeey T
emphasize that the more complex and unique theesiubf exchange is, the more intensive activitiéhiw

the cooperation will be leading again to more iggesocial bonds and resource commitments. Durimg ou
research both factors influencing relationship hesss (that are stages of relationship life cycid the
subject of exchange) were studied. In this papepmgeent our findings related to the effect the lexity of

the product and service package exchanged hadatiomehip heaviness.

3. Research methodology and sample characteristics

The sample for analysis was gathered using a webehaon-line questionnaire. The sample containg dat
about 72 companies; however, the questions retatedir focal research question — relationship hezss
caused by the complexity of the exchange objecerevanswered only by 40 respondents. Because tithe
amount of responses, the sample can not be regasiedpresentative. The majority of the respondent
companies are large, international companies, méiom processing industry. This is not disadvaatag

for our analysis, because the relationship tiesh(laetivity, social and resource ties) investigatede are
usually more extensive in case of large compamesadfer a deeper insight for researchers tharctse of
smaller firms. The database developed using thiknenquestionnaire was investigated through matiate
statistical analyses using SPSS.

4. Heaviness of Hungarian business relationships
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In this section first we describe those analyséatiomal ties, which generate relation-specificastments and
consequently lead to a heavier relation. We defivee way these relational ties will be interpreted a
measured in our empirical analysis (section 4.BxtNve look at the question, what different expéoite
customer may have and investigate, whether diffesets of these customer expectations can be praven
not. Along the different customer expectations wk ke able to define two concrete product and iserv
packages relevant for supplier-customer relatigpsshin the sample (section 4.2). These packages have
significantly different level of complexity and nmakt possible to analyse the effect of this comipjesn
relevant relational ties and heaviness of theigelahip itself. This will be discussed in sectiaB.4

4.1 Relational ties influencing relationship heawess
As we have already mentioned, our hypothesis ishtbaviness of business relationships is influermethe
complexity of the product and service package exgbd: The more complex this exchange object is, the
more intense social, activity and resource tiestiaggering high level of relation-specific investnts and
creating heavy relationships. In the following s&ttwe describe the way we captured and tried tasoe
these different ties in our questionnaire. Firstleak at activity ties, than social bonds and fiypailt resource
links.
In buyer-supplier relationships there are maagtivities carried out in order to build and maintain a
relationship. These activities include for exampéatnership selection and evaluation, negotiatmwablem
solving and information exchange. From these di#vithe information-sharing ones play crucial ratel
lead to intensive relation-specific investments, @nsequently relevant from the relationship hesss point
of view. Therefore we focused our attention to ¢hieormation sharing activities. We listed seVegzecific
type of information exchange activity from everydagerational to more sensitive R+D and cost data
exchange activities. We asked companies to evalielevel of information sharing activities in the
relationship with its main customer (questich®5 and A26 in the questionnairéjvaluation was done
according to a 5 point Likert scale, 1 representiegy low level and 5 very high level of informatio
exchange.
Social bondsvere examined through the relationship norms a@ea in a given partnership [Duffy-Fearne,
2002]. These norms were: level of customer satisfiaclevel of commitment and trust. We also askesl
respondents to directly evaluate the strength ofakdonds between the supplier company and itomaj
customer (questions A27). The questionnaire alsdudled questions listing the different typical
organizational functions (unites) of both the focampany (the supplier) and its customer. We asked
responding professionals to evaluate the role eksdhfunctions in effective relationship management
(questions A28 and A29). Again evaluation was daceording to a 5 point Likert scale, 1 representiegy
low level of a specific relational norm/very lowtd of importance of a specific function; 5 repretsey very
high level of a specific relational norm/very hilglvel of importance in case of a specific function.
Mapping resource linksbetween cooperating parties can be carried om fildferent perspectives. In our
questionnaire we listed the following resource ditdetween supplier and its main customer (quegithin
the questionnaires):

- dedicated human resource to main customer,

- dedicated machinery to main customer,

- dedicated routines to main customer,

- dedicated facility to main customer.

We again asked respondents (representatives sufiigier side) to evaluate these resource tiegwgain a
5 point Likert scale was applied for evaluationjndlicating very low level of dedicated resource d&nd
meaning a very high level of dedicated resource.

Table 1 Three types of relational ties investigattetthe questionnaire

Type of relational ties Interpretation of the bondtype in | No. of question in the questionnaire
the questionnaire
Activity ties Extent and intensity of information A25 and A26
sharing activities
Social bonds Characteristics of relationship norms A27
Extent and importance of A28 and A29
organizational relations
Resource links Different types of dedicated resesifc A24
to main customer

3
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Let us emphasize again, that we asked the respntbethink of a specific, important customer wHilkng

out the questionnaire. Supplier companies descridoadl evaluated in this way one of its relevant and
important customer relationship. Before starting a@inalysis of business relationships along thesttiféerent
relational ties we tested the stochastic relatibesveen variables used in the analysis. We looked a
correlation coefficients between variables andiedrout factor analysis (Principal component ana)yRCA)

too. We found medium and low level of correlatioetviieen variables, so they can be regarded as
independent. Results of the PCA analyse confirnfed variables used describe three different type of
relational ties (social, activity and resource).

4.2 Complexity of the supplied product and servpaekages in the sample

Our research question was how heavy the Hungarisinéss relationships are. As we have already
mentioned, one of our hypothesis is that businelsdionship heaviness depends on the level of cexitpl

the exchanged product and service package cangbactérised with.

First we investigated, whether the exchange objefctelationships analysed differ along complexitynot.
Differentiating the complexity of the product anengce package was done along the spedcifistomer
expectationssupplier firms in the sample face. Specific, veldfined customer expectations form the product
and service package supplier firms have to createdeliver to its customers. In case we can prine t
existence of different groups of customer expemtati we can also test their level of complexity Hredeffect
this complexity level on the various, previouslysdebed relational ties has.

Question A30 in our questionnaire asked respondentsplier firms) to evaluate the significance istdd,
well defined customer expectations in the relatigmswith their main customer. Significance of thes
customer expectation elements were also measured bnpoint Likert scale, where 1 represented the
unimportant, 5 the very important elements of cugio expectation. Question A30 listed the following
specific elements of customer expectations: higlalpet quality, appropriate production quantity,rhegality

of logistics service, flexibility, good price, irmmnental product innovation, adaptation to custosner’
operation, radical product innovation, innovation operational processes, technology improvement,
improvement of operational efficiency, joint salkeiorts, effective management of the supplier bdise,
possibility of accessing new business partnerstiercustomer, reference, product knowledge, tecigyol
knowledge, information about other players in tidustry.

First, we analysed the internal consistency of dhestion itself. We started with checking the leuél
correlations. High level of this correlation (Owduld mean that respondents do not perceive réareice
between specific customer expectation elementaleshow low or medium correlations, which justife

use of all the listed customer expectation elemientsir further analysis.

Next step we conducted factor analysis using resgwrabout different customer expectation elements
(sample size was: 41). Factor analysis pointedwbitth variables, customer expectation elements\eehaa
similar way and move together in the sample. Custoexpectation elements having high correlatiorn it
given factor represent a relevant group of custoexectation. These appear as coherent sets afnoerst
expectations. For factor analysis the principal gonent analysis was used combined with Varimaxiosta
and Kaiser normalization. Results showed the extgt@f 5 factors.

Table 2 Sets of different customer expectatiortateal component matrix of the factor analysis dbedr

Komponensek

1 2 3 4 5

a) High product quality .700

b) Appropriate . 602
production quantity

¢) High quality of .801
logistics service

d) Flexibility 668

e) Price . 943

f) Incremental product . 707
innovation

g) Adaptation to . 760
customer’s operation

h) Radical product .784
innovation

i) Innovation in . 747
operational processe

n
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)

Technology
improvement

. 762

k)

Improvement of
operational
efficiency

. 650

Joint sales efforts

. 845

Effective
management of the
supplier base

. 557

Accessing new
business partners
through the supplier

. 813

0)

Reference

. 784

p)

Product knowledge

. 816

a)

Technology
knowledge

.727

n

Information about
other players in
industry from the
supplier

. 588

Factor 1 showed strong correlation with the following custy expectation elements: incremental product
innovation, adaptation to customer’s operationgliced product innovation, technology improvement,
improvement of operational efficiency. The fact@pmesents a coherent set of customer expectations

including different, but all innovation-related toisier expectations. Consequently Factor 1 waspreeed as

theset of innovation related customer expectations
Factor 2 showed strong correlation with customer expeatatibke reference, product knowledge and
technology knowledge. The common phenomenon beliiede three specific expectation elements is

knowledge. Reference guarantee customer aboutistgpplpabilities and extant knowledge of the fifithe
other two elements in the factor indicate the exiseé of two types of knowledge dimensions. Consatyue
this factor can be interpreted as &t of knowledge related customer expectations

Factor 3 highly correlated with joint sales efforts, effiget management of the supplier base, access to
business partners and new information access atoet players in industry. Common in these varislide
that they all refer to customer expectations reldtethe effective use of the supplier firm's ownsimess
network. Mandjak and Durrieu [2000] have pointed that this special type of customer expectatiailye
exists. We interpret Factor 3 as get of supplier's network related customer expémtat

Variables with high correlation witfactor 4 were high product quality, appropriate productpmntity, high
quality of logistics service and flexibility. Thifactor basically contains quality type of expectatelements
relevant for all transactions (exchange of spegifmduct and service packages) between coopernadirigs.
Factor 4 will be interpreted consequently asseof quality related customer expectations.

new

Factor 5 is very interesting because it consists of onlg wariable:price (correlation is very high: 0.943).

On the other hand this result is not surprisingalbse companies are usually extremely price-seashithen

selecting a supplier partner price is always ammelgary and decisive issue. Factor 5 is therefere i

interpreted as theustomer expectation related to price

The factor analysis supported our hypothesis tliféergnt sets of customer expectations can bengjsished
and are relevant for suppliers in our sample.the next paragraphs we analyse and describeiffezent

portfolios of customer expectation sstgpplier firms face and have to satisfy. (The ysialof question A30
was supplemented with cluster analysis. Hierar¢luicster analysis was carried out (between-grdumgsge

method). Results strengthened the above descrétedt coherent customer expectation elements taaid t
interpretation.)

In order to get the relevant portfolios of custore@pectations we used the results of the aboveiomsut
factor analysis. We used for subsequent analysietkspecific customer expectation elements, whachthe
highest correlation with a given factor. These wasdollows (in brackets we indicated the levetaifrelation
that specific variable has with the factor):

Factor 1 — innovation related expectations: incramaleproduct innovation (0.784)

Factor 2 — knowledge related expectations: prokinctviedge (0.816)

Factor 3 — network related expectations: jointsaléorts (0.845)

Factor 4 — quality related expectations: logissiessice quality (0.801)

Factor 5 — price related expectation: price (0.943)

5
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Using this reduced number of variables we analystdt kind of customer expectation portfolios the
companies in our sample face. We conducted higtaiclluster analysis using these variables. Ciuste
analysis resulted itwo significantly different groups of companiesystérs with different portfolios of
customer expectationgResults showed that regarding the different sétsustomer expectations a view
companies have a substantially different behavithan the majority of them. This was the reasond&ng
these companies (No. 3, 7, 18, 21, 37, 51, 62pbite sample.

We tested the results of hierarchical cluster asiwith a K-means cluster analysis and checked staile
the groupin are. The groups resulted from hieraadtgluster analysis and K-means cluster were 9Gf#fles
only 4 companies got different classification detieg on the method applied (sample size was 38).

In the subsequent analysis, which aims at desgrithie specific portfolios of relevant customer estpgons
supplier firms face, we used the classificatiothaf K-means cluster method. Values in Table 3le@eluster
centers calculated for each set of relevant expenta

Table 3 Two clusters of companies in sample albeglifferent sets of customer expectations

Company clusters
Customer expectation types Cluster 1 Cluster 2
Quality related expectations 5 3
Price expectations 5 4
Innovation related expectationg 4 2
Network related expectations 3 2
Knowledge related expectations 3 3

As you can see, the cluster analysis resulted indwsters of supplier companies with significartifferent
portfolio of customer expectations. Cluster 1 conipa face a quite complex portfolio of customer
expectations. In this group of companies price godlity related customer expectations are extremely
important (value of 5 on a 5 point Likert scale oth cases). These basic set of expectations are
complemented with the innovation related set ofeetqtions (importance level is 4). The two addaiosets

of customer expectations — network and knowledtgee ones — have medium importance for this abéiss
suppliers. Interesting point is, that for compairiiethe first cluster innovation related customepextation is
high (value of 4), still knowledge related expeictas have medium importance (value of 3). Innovai®
based on knowledge; therefore this result seemsetaontradicting. On the other hand different typés
innovations — incremental and radical — have diffékknowledge content. The latter, the radical \ation
leading to completely new product, technology osibess solution is very much knowledge sensitivalen
incremental innovation needs a much lower levelagumulated knowledge. Consequently our resultbtiea
the interpretation, that although innovation redateistomer expectation are of high importance fmpser
firms in cluster 1, but these innovations expedtedbe carried out are usually incremental in nattitgs
interpretation seems to be validated with the fieit the correlation between incremental innovation
expectation and radical innovation expectation shawery high correlation.

Cluster 2 supplier companies face a less completfgfio of customer expectations than cluster tnfr Price
related customer expectation is the most relevantHese suppliers (cluster center is 4). Qualkthated
expectations and knowledge related customer expmtsehave only medium importance (cluster cersed)j
while innovation and network related ones have level of relevance (cluster center have a valu@)of
Summarising the results described above, we cada ttat in case of cluster 1 we experienced amdgitd
complex portfolio of customer expectations. Thedpid and service package relevant for these sugphes

(in relation to their main customer) is complex riature. These supplier firms are denominated in the
following analysis aPeveloped suppliers Cluster 2 firms supply product and service paekagith much
lower level of complexity. Therefore these firme @enominated &ommon suppliers

4.3 Relationship heaviness — the effect of comptigxiie exchanged product and service package has

Our hypothesis is that companies facing complexoousr expectations offer a complex product andiserv
package, and can build more intense relational t@ssequently will have heavier business relatigngith
their customers than those facing a less complexfgtio of customer expectations and consequently
supplying less complex product and service packdgeshis paragraph we describe the analysis aadent
the results, which aim at testing this hypothesis.

During this analysis we used the relationship tlescribed in section 4.1. These included diffesativity

ties (focusing on information sharing activity),ced bonds (emphasizing relationship norms and the
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importance of different functions of the coopergtparties) and resource links (concentrating ordifferent
relation-specific investment types: dedicated hunesource, machinery, operational routine andifgkil

We looked at these different specific relationdiigs and their concrete level in the analysed bayeplier
relationship. All variables were measured on 5-phikert-scale, where 1 meant very low level anth&ant
very high level of a specific relational tie.

We counted the means of these different, speddiationship ties in case of both the Developed thed
Common supplier groups and checked, whether thesmsnare significantly different or not. We regdrde
the difference observed in the strength of a sjpe@fational tie between Developed and Common kensp
significant when significance level exceed 0.006.

As it was already mentioned we focused on diffetgpés of information sharing activities, when gsaig
activity tiesbetween cooperating partners. Question A25 asdgzbndent supplier firms to evaluate the level
of these specific information sharing routines deped by their main customer. Question A26 posedlai
question but respondent had to describe their aformation sharing practice. We explored signifiban
different information sharing activity level betweehe two clusters, the Developed and the Common
suppliers along all the analysed information shiarioutines! Table 4 and 5 show the results of oalyesis
concerning buyers-suppliers information sharingtimes as a specific type of activity ties within a
relationship.

Table 4 Customers’ information sharing activity atsdstrength in case of the Developed and the Camm

suppliers
Variable Developed Common Significance
suppliers suppliers level
Question A25
a) data for everyday operation (e.g. tQ 3.96 3.06 0.016
order fulfilment)
b) data for planning (e.g. forecasting 3.48 2.69 0.038
data)
c) sales data, POS data 3.43 2.13 0.002
e) data about incremental innovation 3.5 2.13 0.001
f) data about radical innovation 3.55 2.44 0.013
g) actual cost and other financial data 2.59 1.56 .00®
h) actual performance data of the 3.83 2.5 0.001
relationship

Tables indicate thabeveloped suppliers had a significantly more istinformation sharing activity with
their main customer than Common suppliers. And viesa, customers of Developed suppliers do have a
more intense level of information sharing actiwitigh their suppliers than those customers havingn@mn-
type of suppliers. More intense and stronger infation sharing activity ties generate higher levdl o
relation-specific investments. Consequently westate that Developed supplier's can build heavedations

with their customers than Common suppliers.

Table 5 Suppliers’ information sharing activity atglstrength and importance in the analysed basine
relationships

Variable | Developed suppliers | Common suppliers | Sigficance level
Question A26

a) data for everyday 4.05 3.31 0.017

operation (e.g. to

order fulfilment)

b) data for planning 3.37 2.88 0.013

(e.g. forecasting data

e) data about 3.43 2.56 0.011

incremental

innovation

f) data about radical 3.81 2.81 0.011

innovation

g) actual cost and 2.71 1.93 0.034
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other financial data
h) actual performance 3.71 2.81 0.03
data of partnership

Business relationship heaviness is also influetgesbcial bondsTherefore we investigated what differences
in social bonds can be experienced between thelwgbers of supplier companies. Within this broadaept

of social bonds, we distinguished and used differetational norms (for example the level of custosh
trust, commitment, satisfaction and the qualitpefsonal relations in the relationship) and askedsupplier
firms to evaluate them.Significant difference between Developed and Consuoppliers was achieved only
in case of customer’s satisfaction levAl.strange point that Common suppliers’ clusterlized higher
satisfaction level (with 4.13) than Developed sigpl (with 3.64; significance level was 0.036).

During the analysis of social bonds between buyer supplier we also analysed the importance ofigpec
company functions in sustaining and improving te&ationship. We searched for significant difference
between the two supplier groups. We asked respdmdamout their own company practice, and their
perceptions about customers. Question A28 inquatexlit the importance of different functions (foample
marketing, logistics) of the respondent suppliempany in respect to successful relationship managem
with their main customers. A29 posed the sametmuregversely and asked respondents to evaluae th
customer’s different departments’ role in effectinedationship management. (In cases, where no value
significance level column can be found, the diffeie between Developed and Common suppliers was not
significant.)

Results indicate thah case of Developed suppliers sales, CRM and @xetutive were the supplier firms’
organisational functions influencing effective t@aship management with the main customer at a
significantly higher extent than in case of Comrsappliers. It was interesting for us to see the same
result was relevant when the customer’s organiraiainites and their importance in effective redaghip
management was investigated: the importance ofssat@l chief executive were much higher in effective
relationship management in case of the Developpgdl&rs than in case of Common suppliers.

Table 6 Importance of different functions of th@glier firm in effective relationship management

Variable | Developed suppliers Common suppliers | Sigficance level
Question A28

a) purchasing 3.05 3.00

b) sales 4.5 3.69 0.026

¢) marketing 3.19 2.69

d) CRM 4.00 3.00 0.031

e) logistics 3.86 3.5

f) finance 3.41 2.81

g) R+D 2.75 2.31

h) production 3.33 3.19

i) chief executives 4.24 3.63 0.031

Table 7 Importance of different functions of thetmmer firm in effective relationship management

Variable | Developed suppliers |  Common suppliers | Sigficance level
Question A29

a) purchasing 3.82 3.88

b) sales 3.9 2.94 0.014

¢) marketing 2.95 2.63

d) CRM 3.5 2.73

e) logistics 3.62 3.13

f) finance 3.19 2.81

g) R+D 2.95 2.25

h) production 2.82 2.5

I) chief executives 3.81 3.0 0.039

Besides activity ties and social bondssource links can besources of relationship heaviness too. As
mentioned in section 4.1 the following differenfaten- specific resource ties were analysed thinoug
question A24:
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- dedicated human resource to main customer,

- dedicated machinery to main customer,

- dedicated routines to main customer,

- dedicated facility to main customer.
Among these specific resource ties only the ratagipecific, dedicated routines were significantighier in
case of Developed suppliers. In case of Developgpliers these dedicated routines had a value 5# 3.
(using again a 5 point Likert scale); whereas Comraoppliers indicated only a value of 2.81 (levél o
significance was 0.043). All the other relationgpe investment types showed higher value in cate
Developed suppliers compared to Common supplietsthiese differences did not prove significant.

5. Summary

In the focus of our research was relationship hezsg which is a potential source of relationstapitity. We
tried to measure this heaviness through differefdtional ties proposed by Ford et al. [2003]: \afstities,
social bonds and resource links. Building and nadmimig these ties or bonds generates some relgfieciic
investment and consequently fixes the relationshigome extent and increases its heaviness. Owthggs
was that relationship heaviness is influenced kyctimplexity of the product and service packagdanged
in a given buyer-supplier relationship. The conddcsurvey results could not verify our hypothesisdll
sample size), however our results confirmed it. ©@heur results is that we could show the existeoice
product and service packages with different le¥edamplexity. For professionals it is evident thia¢re are
different customer expectation groups [Chase ¢t28l01; Mandjak - Durrieu ,2000; Méller - Torrénen;
2003], however there are limited empirical evidemoacerning the existence of these different kiotls
expectations and about those different product serdlice packages, which suppliers have to devetap a
offer in order to satisfy these customer expeatstio

We also could point out, that in case of a more glem exchange object supplier—customer relatiorsship
create stronger ties in case of two analysed oglatities: activity links and resources ties. Asda activity
links are concerned we revealed significantly higimensity in information exchange, an importanta
relevant type of activity link, when the exchandgeat was complex in nature. We also pointed oat th
dedicated routines — a special relation-specifiestment type — are also significantly more typiedien the
supplier has a complex type of exchange object.eld@wment and operation of all these relational ties
generates relation-specific investments and inerélas cost of abandoning the relation itself. Cqusetly
we can state that relationships characterised @dgthplex of exchange object are heavier than thdte av
common and less complex objects.
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