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Abstract

In the case of a number of industrial markets, miagower is relatively concentrated.
Consequently, suppliers may not dedicate theiruress equally to all their customers, and
become more selective. Therefore, they will chdosallocate relational resources according
to their perceived attractiveness of different oostrs. How suppliers make such
attractiveness judgments is an important aspecbusiness relationships, and has also
implications for customer companies, i.e. in ortterbe able to collaborate with the best
suppliers and to maintain already existing trad&dj customers need to be more attractive
for the suppliers than their competitors are. Haper introduces the concept of the relational
attractiveness of the customer (RAC) as part obtingoing conceptualisation process in the
field of customer attractiveness, and applies agb&xchange Theory framework to identify
the antecedents of RAC. To explore different camfagjons leading to RAC, fuzzy set
Qualitative Comparative Analysis (QCA) was used.

Keywords: customer attractiveness, relational attractivepggalitative comparative analysis
(QCA), business relationships
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1. Introduction

In everyday business interactions a supplier waritls various different customers, ranging

from small to large, local to international, highly less profitable and there are several
further differences. Are all of these customersadigjattractive for the supplier? Presumably
not all of them; therefore, we seek to understahdtwnakes an existing relationship with a
customer company attractive or unattractive forsingplier company.

Previously business researchers put more emphasishe® customer's perspective: an
important sourcing decision for firms relates tee theed to mobilise resources through
relationships with suppliers (Penrose, 1959, Araubjubois & Gadde, 2003, Hakansson &
Johnason, 1992, Hakansson & Snehota, 1989). Resdependence theory provides the
rationale for such buying decisions in supply nekso(Pfeffer and Salancik, 1978). Thus,
suppliers have to find ways to make themselvesa@tive’ to such customers. They can do
this in manifold ways, e.g. through a differentdhteffering which provides the customer
company with superior value, or through relatiopstiiented activities, such as customer-
specific adaptations and cooperative behaviourdgchwprovide relational value (Mdller,
2006, Lindsgreen & Wynstra, 2005). Drivers of sugpattractiveness, for example financial,
economic, performance, technological and orgamisatifactors, have been discussed in the
literature on business marketing and supply chanagement (Olsen & Ellram, 1997).

However, the focus of our research relates tangjtbn the other side of the table’, i.e. taking
the perspective of the supplwhich assessdbe attractiveness of the custonfiem in order

to make decisions about with which customer to dedpe business relationship and make
business with. This ‘reverse’ perspective is eafigcrelevant on oligopolistic supply
markets where a limited number of key suppliersy pdasignificant role as well as in
innovation projects where in many cases supplieoluement is crucial, therefore suppliers
tend to be more selective (Schiele et al., 201®erd@fore not only suppliers, but also
customers need to work on their attractiveness.

Suppliers have their own strategies and performaeqgairements directed at the customer
firms, therefore the examination of the suppligrgesspective is of great importance. The
managerial rationale for a customer firm to achiatteactiveness in the eyes of a supplier
relates to the fact that attractive customers wecai greater proportion of their suppliers
resources, for example, the most qualified emplpyag part of a project (Cordon, &

Vollmann, 2008), attractiveness fosters voluntarigmpro-actively invest in the business
relationship (Mortensen, 2012) and it can mininrslational costs (Christiansen and Maltz,
2002).

Customer attractiveness is not a new concept. Hemeamtroducing RAC can be a step
further in the on-going conceptualisation proceEsCA. Although a number of previous
articles are focusing on the investigation of theteeedents of CA (Fiocca, 1982,
Christiansen & Maltz, 2002, Ramsay & Wagner, 200&0d a part of the explored
antecedents can be certainly regarded also asealeieis of RAC, different configurations of
antecedents leading to RAC has not been explored lge methodological challenge behind
the investigation of these configurations is tharencommon data analysis techniques (for
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example, linear regression or SEM) have not beenessful to explore numerous different
combinations leading to the same outcome (RACrdter to fill this research gap, our study
is informed by Gestalt-ontology (Ketchen et al.93%nd Veliyath & Srinivasan, 2005)
which incorporates a more holistic view by allowidifferent causal recipes at the same time
for RAC instead of linear causation.

2. Initial Interest in Customer Attractiveness

While plethora of research in business marketirdyeskes the attractiveness of the supplier,
the issue of CA has only been recently discusseldariterature but with increasing interest
(Ellegaard and Ritter, 2007; Cordon and VollmarG0Q& Hald et al., 2009; Mortensen et al.,
2008; Schiele et al., 2012). Olsen and Ellram ()9®éntify relative supplier attractiveness is
an important aspect of the success of the busieéessonship. The authors suggest that the
customer company needs to evaluate the relativplisuttractiveness and the strength of
relationships and then categorize supplier relatiggs and develop action plans to allocate
resources accordingly. Hald et al. (2009) examthesdifferences of supplier and customer
attractiveness and considers expected value,dngstiependence from both sides leading to
attractiveness. Their study shows that the expaa®e is more connected to cost reduction,
time compression and innovation from the customg@esspective (related to supplier
attractiveness), while for the supplier the balaaterice and volume and growth potential
seem to be of more importance (related to cust@athexctiveness).

To the best of our knowledge, the Special Issumadistrial Marketing Management on "a
reverse perspective’ in 2012 represents the fygematic journal contribution in this area.

Different perspectives on customer attractivenessevbrought together, including extensive
literature reviews (Mortensen, 2012; Hittinger €t d@012), investigations of preferred

customer status (Schiele et al., 2012a; Nollet.eP@12; Baxter, 2012), and the interpersonal
level of attraction in customer-supplier relatiopsh(Ellegaard, 2012). La Rocca et al. (2012)
addressed customer attractiveness in a quantitataye To gain quantifiable, reliable data
that are more generalizable to a larger populatiois, quantitative way needs to be further
developed. At the same time, the conceptualisatind,contextual understanding of CA also
need to be elaborated (Ellegaard, 2006; Morter@i?).

To explore the supplier's perspective we introdube concept ofthe relational
attractiveness of the customdRAC). RAC relies upon the concept of customer
attractiveness (CA) with a distinction and speaificn between relational and transactional
orientation.

3. The Relevance of CA — the Consequences

One of the most powerful consequences of CA istipplier's decision about the extent they
want to make relationship-specific investments ha business relationship (as shown by
Bensaou (1999) and Dyer & Singh (1998)). It is asst that increased CA has a positive
effect on the supplier's intention to invest inaatigular business relationship. Ellegaard et al.
(2003) suggest that if the customer is attractivineé supplier, then continued commitment to
the relationship will follow. Mortensen and Freyt@§10) consider the positive effect of CA

on becoming an ‘interesting’ customer to the sapgb do business with. Schiele et al.
(2012a) hypothesize causal relationship betweetories attractiveness, supplier satisfaction
and preferred customer status.



According to Cordén and Vollmann (2002), attractowestomers could get the best human
resources and supplier commitment. Mortensen €2@08) as well as Kettinen et al. (2009)
note the positive impact of increased levels of @A performance, loyalty, trust and

commitment. Ramsay and Wagner (2009) mention thyaplgers are more willing to accept

the customer's offer in case of higher CA. Elledaand Ritter (2006) also mention the
mobilisation of resources besides process improwésrand potential technology transfer.

Ramsay (2005) points out those powerful, arrogansta@ners who treat salesmen
inappropriately are unlikely to be favoured. Thegaiere effects could be particularly

influential in case of SME suppliers where limiteiéff numbers lead to less supervision in
decision making. Numerous conceptual studies aoritire importance of attractiveness from
a supplier perspective.

The growing academic literature on customer attraness contributes in conceptual
development and provides suggestions for the atedce. While customer attractiveness has
enjoyed a certain degree of attention in busineaskating research, further conceptual
development is needed to develop this field of wtuslso, there is a notable gap in the
examination of the different drivers, including tthiéerent configurations of these drivers.

4. Antecedents of CA — the Drivers

Among the pioneers in the field of studies on attv@ness, Harris et al. (2003) identified
three major dimensions of attractiveness: econoraitractiveness, resource-based
attractiveness and socially based attractivendssir View on the drivers of attractiveness
can be characterised by assimilation and accomnmoodd@n the one hand, accommodation
refers to the way in which relational knowledge raes as a direct result of interaction. For
example, more frequent interaction can reduce amtgigand uncertainty about a
counterpart’s attractiveness. On the other hansiméaation refers to the way relational
knowledge is interpreted through interactions. &ample, positive judgements based on on-
going experiences can increase attraction betweemparties. Harris et al. (2003) focus on
exploring attraction in exchange relationships leetmwlegal professionals, applying a social
exchange perspective. Their empirical analysi®csi$ed on inter-personal aspects, although
it provides important insights for the inter-orgsational for business exchanges.

For business exchanges, Ramsay (1994) examineasversand supplier attractiveness in the
context of purchasing power as a driver constidetintroduces the definition of purchasing

power and supplier selling power, both of which Idobe potential or actual. Power is

defined as the capacity of the company to produtended changes in the partner's
purchase/product specification which creates aeclosatch between the two companies’
specifications while increasing the partner's cegthout increasing the costs of the focal
company. The author identifies different types e$aurce attractiveness, i.e. money and
product attractiveness. Thus, power and dependaecgenerally considered to be important
for understanding customer attractiveness.

Based on extensive literature review, Huttingealet(2012) identified five main groups of
antecedents of CA: market growth factors (e.g.,sizarket share, growth rate); risk factors
(e.g. risk sharing, standardisation of product,tiwal risk, market stability); technological
factors (e.g. the customer's ability to cope whlarges, depth of skills, knowledge transfer);
economic factors (e.g. margins, price/volume, ciyadilisation) and social factors (e.qg.
familiarity, tight personal relations or informati@xchange).



Ramsay and Wagner (2009) relate customer attraetdge to supplier value. Their

categorisation is relevant from an attractivenesspective as well: different aspects of what
makes the customer attractive encapsulate valuth@rsupplier side. Based on previous
literature the authors identified eight main soaroé supplier value: (1) finance (e.g. overall
profit, revenue elements, cost elements, salesm@lu(2) efficiency (e.g. supplier learning

opportunities, appropriately trained staff); (3)eoadl trading relations and communication
(e.g. good inter-organisational staff relationsntast stability, long term interactions, joint

teams); (4) ethical behaviour (fairness and trugitwioess); (5) risk and uncertainty (e.g. risk
sharing, demand stability, dependence and pow&x)te€Chnology (customer-led innovation

and supplier-led innovation support); (7) markekéges (e.g. market access, institutional
access, market information) and (8) corporate imageutation). These aspects of supplier
value can potentially be examined from an attractess point of view, i.e. what represents
value for the suppliers, makes the customer firtnaetive to them.

La Rocca et al. (2012) explored four factors oftcoer attractiveness, which are as follows:
(1) development potential, (2) intimacy, (3) redatl fit and (4) profitability. The data
analysed by the authors was collected among saeplg and related to the top five
customers of their companies. While in La Roccal ef2012) only the development potential
represents future orientation, this study sees akCovo future-oriented and this future-
orientation is built in the construct already. Tdnghors characterize AC by future intimacy,
future profitability/performance and future relatship frequency.

Mortensen et al. (2008) suggest a ‘matureness moflgttractiveness. Depending on the
complexity and maturity of the relationship and thaturity of the relationship the authors
distinguish standard, simple, evolving and develgpielationships, as well as partnership
based relationships. Some of the significant factoonsidered for influencing customer
attractiveness are the maturity of the relationsmg the availability and influence of the
alternatives. Relationships at different maturitgvdls show different natures of
attractiveness, especially in terms of the intgnshtattractiveness.

The IMP Interaction Model (Hakansson, 1982) greathntributed to understanding the
dynamics of business interaction by emphasizingriportance of the context for the actors
involved, which cannot be characterised only by #wtors own interests, but also by
mutuality and different considerations. The systénmteracting participants is influenced by
the firms’ strategy and structural as well as tedhgical background. The interaction
process can be defined from a short-term (negotigtiincidents, etc.) and from a long-term
(resource-allocation, stability, etc.) perspectias well. The atmosphere indicates the
business climate exists between the partners. Eatures of the atmosphere are the
following: power/dependence, co-operation/conflicgpcial and cultural differences,
collective and individual perceptions. The genenadironment provides a broader context:
political and economic context, cultural and so@ahtext, market and its internalisation,
market dynamics. Although inter-organizational adtiveness in not mentioned directly in
the model, it can be identified as a major charastte of the atmosphere, which includes the
above mentioned features as well as further asp&ahteison and Selnes (2004) suggest using
a dynamic theory of exchange relationships in gustoportfolio management and state that
relationship-specific investments are based oadtireness over time.

InsertTable 1 about here



5. Conceptualisation of the Relational Attractivenes®f the Customer (RAC)

The construct of RAC ian attitude of the supplier towards the customédrictv encapsulates
previous experiences and future expectations witiherefore RAC brings partners together
and fosters voluntarisn{pro-active approach to invest in the businesstigeiship) to
maintain and/or to improve an existing businesatiehship with the customer.

Customer attractiveness (CA) can be characteriséd aupplier's assessment of a customer,
made on the basis of anticipated outcomes arisorg Eustomer-supplier interaction within a
relationship” (La Rocca et al., 2012, p.1244). Mogen and Arlbjgrn (2012) see it as an
alternative management approach that may fostemtery actions from suppliers. In this
respect the more attractive is the customer, tigheni their ability is to foster voluntary
actions from their suppliers.

Still the relational or transactional nature ofstlaittractiveness can make a difference. The
dichotomy has been of interest in different margetstudies, for example, in studies on
relational and transactional customers (Agustin i&g8, 2005) and on the relational and
transactional approach in marketing (Gronross, 1$8yles & Ambler, 2003). Furthermore
Sharma & Pillai (2003) examined different transawwél and relational strategies; Le et al.
(2010) explored relational as well as transactidaetors in customer project selection and
Liu et al. (2009) identified transactional and telaal mechanisms in governing customer-
supplier relationships. The argumentation of Liuakt(2009) is rooted in social exchange
theory — they say that transactional investmergsgaadually embedded in social relations
and this can lead to the creation of relationalmeesms.

Similarly, we see RAC more long-term oriented aalhtronal in nature than transactional
customer attractiveness (TAC). For example, a@adr partner can be attractive for a single
transaction (transactional aspect), whereas it migit be yet necessary attractive for
deepening a business relationship with (relatioasphect). Consequently, RAC fosters
investing not only in further exchanges with a ounstr but also in intensifying relational

activities through relationship-specific investner(Heide and John, 1988, Williamson,
1985, Lindskold, 1978, Shelanski and Klein, 199s$on and Lindbergh, 2010). Thus, the
behavioural intention which is triggered by RACdi$ferent from a transactional approach,
where attractiveness relates more specificallyz¢ontext transaction.

For the conceptualisation of RAC as well as forestgating its drivers and their
configurations, the IMP Group perspective and aspet Social Exchange Theory (SET)
were integrated. Hakansson (1982) made a basicrnatiem in the IMP studies that
interaction between individually significant actassa primary characteristic of the business
landscape. Business relationships are created ewelogped voluntarily by the companies
(Hakansson and Snehota, 1995) through businesmdtiten. Ford et al. (2008) points out
that to understand this interactive world, researgmeed to investigate and understand a
number of its different dimensions as well as $comes and drivers. Inter-organisational
attractiveness is such an important driver of striatdecisions in business relationships, i.e.
an important aspect of voluntary efforts in relasbip development (Kettunen et al., 2009;
Mortensen, 2012). By fostering voluntarism to invieshe business relationship RAC brings
partners together. Therefore RAC is a significal@ment or creating and intensifying
interaction between the supplier and the custorSecial exchange theory (Thibault &
Kelley, 1959) provides an excellent framework hatfedent costs and rewards attached to a



particular customer are evaluated and consideredthensupplier side, i.e. when we
investigate the antecedents of RAC.

In the conceptualization the idea of Ellegaard Ritter (2006) is also considered, i.e. the
authors note that one’s attractiveness is percdiyetthe other side and thus belongs to the
“eye of the beholder”. The authors mention alsaf tionetheless, the company can work on
its attractiveness in order to improve (or decrgdseattraction potential.

Thus, this study focuses on the relational attvaciss of existing customers in already
existing business relationships. The decision tmigcon the supplier’'s perspective and not on
the customer's, was informed by two focus grouph Wiisiness-to-business managers. Also
we found that suppliers perceived a more articutzi@agerial relevance of the attractiveness
of already existing relationships than exploring thttractiveness of potential business
relationships with customers. Nonetheless, the exation of the relational attractiveness of
potential customers might be also interestingchetlenging from a methodological point of
view.

While RAC is higher when a supplier finds the coatition of an existing business
relationship with the customer attractive, thisdse# be delineated from the transactional
attractiveness of the customer (TAC), which refendy to the attractiveness of a further
(next) transaction with that customer. In caseasfifve RAC the transactional aspect may or
may not also be present (coexistence of RAC and)TAG@wever, situations may exist where
a next transaction is not attractive (i.e. the gatione further transaction is negative) while a
longer-term relational attractiveness neverthedessts, e.g. due to expectations about future
strategic importance of a customer. Furthermorsy@plier may find a transaction with a
customer attractive (i.e. a situation of high TA@hile it does not see merit in relational
investments, i.e. it does not wish to foster aess relationship.

RAC is suggested to be context-specific as wefutige-oriented in nature. Mortensen and
Albjgrn (2012) stated about this issue: “to beaative, the buying company needs to
understand and create value for the suppliers armlgover, observe this in a relational
context influenced by future expectations of thepiers” (p. 160). Hence, RAC develops in
the relational context of the dyad, but can beumficed by the customer company.

6. Theoretical Framework — Social Exchange Theory

Social exchange theory (SET) is the primary theafgrming this research on customer
attractiveness. Due to its explanatory power raggr¢ga) rules and norms of exchange, (b)
resources exchanged, and (c) relationships thatgené is one of the most influential
conceptual paradigms in organisational behaviourog@nzano and Mitchell, 2005).
Although different views of social exchange haveeeyed, researchers mostly agree that
social exchange involves rewards and costs, asasdtl evolves in a complex environment
which could be characterised by dependence ofisakdtips (Standford, 2008). The question
of dependency and interdependence between compalaies a significant role in the IMP
literature as well and has been examined both rati@nal and international level (Ritter,
2000, Johanson and Mattsson, 1988).

The core idea of SET is that social behaviour & tsult of an exchange process. The
purpose of social exchange is to maximise benafits minimise costs for focal actors, i.e.
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these actors weight the potential benefits andsridksocial relationships. When the risks
outweigh the rewards, people will terminate or almanthe exchange relationship. Attraction
in SET is the source of interest to initiate, cond, or deepen such relationships; it pulls
actors towards each other (Thibaut and Kelly, 1#38, 1964; Ellegaard et al., 2003).

Lambe et al. (2001) pointed out that SET also erplausiness exchange governance. They
draw attention to Kelley and Thibaut's (1978) olsaton that the exchange partners weigh
their economic outcomes through the lens of ardieigp past and future interactions and the
social benefits, for example, trust. Concepts sagcthe comparison level and the comparison
level of alternatives are used to explain exchamge3ET (Thibaut and Kelley, 1959) — the
former refers to the evaluation (especially regagdsatisfaction) of a current relationship,
while the latter is about the best available alitues outside of the relationship.

Schiele et al. (2012) demonstrates the applicatfBET to the examination of CA and posits
that in SET it is implicitly assumed that the petoen of initial attraction is based upon

beliefs and expectations about the future by bahigs. Mortensen et al. (2008) and
Ellegaard and Ritter (2006) also apply SET to itigase attractiveness at a business-to-
business level.

Some antecedents of attraction were identifieddciad exchange theory: Firstlyrust is
thought of as an important social factor, whichresgnts the lack of opportunistic behaviour
(Young-Ybarra & Wiersema, 1999); trust refers te tfaith in expectations (Lewis &
Weigert, 1985). Secondlylependencys the association between the person’s rewardls an
the behaviours of others; one who possess mowrtwe alternatives is regarded being less
dependent on the relation for rewards (Emerson919&nally, rewards and costs are core
elements of SET — rewards are seen as desiredcphydijects, psychological pleasure or
social gain (Bagozzi, 1974), whereas costs are ausxiobjects, psychological or social
punishments (Bagozzi, 1974). People intend to msemewards and minimise costs in a
long run (Emerson, 1969). To apply this theory ibusiness context, rewards were divided
into financial and non-financial rewards (benefihalogously to physical and psychological
rewards.

In summary, SET can be used as a framework to explasiness-to-business governance.
Business exchange is governed by attraction (Mselen2012), which means that at an inter-
organisational level, perceptions about customet supplier attractiveness matter when
deciding about crucial managerial behaviours (agmvesting or not investing in a business
relationship). Customer and supplier attractiverpag a significant role in social exchange,;
this is why SET as a framework can help in the eptualisation of CA/RAC.

Based on SET the following antecedents of RAC widentified: Trust, Dependency,
Benefits (with two separate groups: financial béaefnd non-financial benefits) and Costs.
Furthermore, both inter-personal and inter-orgdimsal trust are included in the term
“Trust'.

7. Research Design

A mixed methods approach has been chosen for tipgieah study presented in this article.
The rationale for the mixed-methods design was #isah research strategy, the focus was
first to understand the dynamics of RAC and how ag@ns conceptualized it across different



contexts, second, as the interviews also reveaftssh several things come together, to
explore RAC from a configurational perspective. Tviarus groups and 12 personal
interviews were carried out with business manageuifferent levels in several companies,
which were followed by an online survey.

7.1 Qualitative Concept Test

In May 2012 two focus groups were undertaken tam @au initial contextual understanding

about the differences of the supplier's and cust@mperspective, aspects of customer
attractiveness and whether managers find it mdevaat and interesting to discuss already
existing, potential or ideal business relationshipse discussion was moderated by two
researchers in both cases and lasted about twa.hbe first focus group consisted of six
participants, the second of eight participants. phdicipants were managers who had at
least 3 years relevant experience in business4oibss markets, eight of them on the
supplier side and six on the customer side. Theudsons were transcribed and coded
(Miles and Huberman, 1994). The qualitative sofevgrackage NVivo was used for

supporting the content analysis.

The profit-seeking motivevas very clear but not exclusive: “Core of theibess is to make
money” and “What makes a customer more attractia@ another? Obviously the profit we
can make from them, as well as the resources waresgwith regard to manpower and
whether they have offices where our company exists”

Dependencynight play a role too: “Sometimes too big custasnare overwhelming. There
are only a few companies like this, but we try twid them. Sometimes I'd prefer two
buyers in some specific cases than having onern®g o

Also future prospecteame up: “Hidden benefits for the future mightilmportant, like we
could connect to other companies through themast tappened to my company in case of
one important project”; “You should consider, whiaappens if you lose a business
relationship” or “We might lose a future work if won't consider a potentially important
buyer. In some cases we can allocate it to anatbepany in our group, so that we don't
lose it”.

Thetrust aspect at an inter-personal lewsdemed to play an important role: “In my personal
case it was the personal relationship which madedlationship more attractive. We tried to
keep that connection all the time”, or an examplerfegative experiences: “I have found the
hardest time with people who were very wishy-waslith things and let a lot of things for
interpretation. | feel that this brings some ingdgun our company”.

Thereputation of the companyas mentioned several times too, mainly expreaseshon-
financial benefitbesides (or sometimes instead of) financial prarid as a factor which can
foster future business activityith further companies which makes the customeremo
attractive for the supplier.

The focus group interviews helped to understand R&MC works in practice as well as to
identify some details of the key aspects: depengdarofit orientation (financial benefits and
costs), trust, reputation (and other non-finanbeefits) and the future-orientated nature of
RAC. Noteworthy is that depending on some cultdiéierences, the role of inter-personal
trust tends to be more significant in some casgs,t@ managers in these focus groups doing
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business mostly in Saud-Arabia or in India interspeal trust played a more significant role
than to managers based in the UK.

In a further step, face-to-face interviews with mgers provided more detailed information
about RAC. A semi-structured interview guidelineswesed and the interviews were audio-
taped and transcribed. The interviews consistadofmain parts: the first part was focusing
on the experience of the respondents relevant t€,Rahile the second part was about
testing of the initial questionnaire using measweeinmodels for the most prevalent
constructs of RAC. The respondents were choserdb@seheir relevant experience on the
supplier side, working in senior positions. Theyavasked to choose one particular business
customer in relation to whom they were asked towansthe questions. However, no
additional directions were given about the methbdhmosing the customer. Each interview
lasted between 30 to 90 minutes.

Besides the short description of the supplier and thosen customer company, the
respondents were asked to speak about the lengtie o€lationship, the customer’s share in
their businesses, the role of inter-personal m@tatiips and critical incidents in the
relationship. There were also questions about titeali and present attractiveness of the
partner, what is not attractive for them in the s#o case and whether they have any future
plans for the development of the relationship witls particular customer. The respondent
usually chose the customer with whom they had tbetrfrequent relationship or the most
attractive customer and however, in some casesetist attractive one was chosen by the
respondents.

Based on content analyses (using Dubois and Gad@682, ‘systematic combining’
approach), the dimensions of RAC found in the datee similar to the ones discussed in the
focus group as well as those derived from the qotoedization based on existing literature.
For example, one of the respondents said about sdntieeir influential customers: “our
factory is changing a lot because the big guys [llke FMCG company] would just walk
into my factory one fine day (...) so, we follow d @ regulations and there’s a certain sense
of discipline inside the unit which otherwise wanildhave existed if not for the big clients”.
Besides dependency another respondent spoke abeutdmpetition too: “They were
ordering in a big volume — although they were venych in delay with the payments, we
needed to maintain this relationship, so that aroslupplier doesn't take them.” Here, the
comparison level of alternatives is consideredamy as alternative customers for the focal
company but also as the assumed comparison lewadieohatives for the partner.

Organisational similarities seemed to play an ggeng role in the beginning of the business
relationship: “we were a family business, they waréamily business, and this company

culture was attractive in the beginning”. Besidemmbiguous cases of attractiveness and
non-attractiveness: “It is a love-and-hate relaiop, they have delays in payment and there
is a kind of emotional blackmailing that they migimit. They are not even our most

profitable customer; very strange relationship edi&

Overall, the rich data was analysed to examine hdrebur theoretical propositions are
supported. Accordingly, some changes were madehe duestionnaire prior to the
guantitative data collection.
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7.2 Empirical configuration analysis

7.2.1. Data collection and sample size

Based on the two focus groups and individual mamalgeterviews, the questionnaire was
developed to empirically test our theoretical framek. Data for the empirical study were
collected from a sample of 617 managers of the MiBAnni database of the business school
in both service and industrial companies. A perBse@d e-mail with a link to an online
survey was sent out in January 2013.

Each respondent received a cover letter asking tteechoose a particular customer and
answer a series of questions related to this spetistomer. Thus, the respondents were free
to choose any customer (an attractive or an um#ited. Respondents were also frequently
reminded to consider this customer as the uninafysis. As an incentive for completing the
survey all recipients were offered an executive many of the study (e.g. Melton and
Hardline 2010). Two reminders were sent out, onekwand two weeks after the initial
distribution of the survey. Of the 126 receivedveys, 19 cases were dropped due to
incompleteness, leaving a usable sample of 107 letetp questionnaires, which in turns
represent an overall response rate of 17.3%.

Surveys were received from all regions of the wowlith the largest groups coming from
India (17.8%), United Kingdom (15.0%) and Mexico5%b). The remaining surveys came,
for example, from the United States, Brazil, Gerpadfrance and Poland. The average of the
reported customer's share estimate from the supplievenues was about 23.8%. With
regard to the relationship lengths the sample deduboth new and established business
relationships with customers. That is, 24.6% offtimas conduct business for less than three
years, 54.5% between three and ten years, whi@@2@re in business for more than 10 years
with the selected customer. Regarding firm charesttes, 24% of the firms are small (< 100
employees), 25% are medium sized (between 101 #&@d enployees), and 51% are
classified as large enterprises (> 500 employ&@sthe 82.2% respondents who reported
revenues, 19.5% recorded annual revenues of less $6 million, 25.2% had revenues
between $5 and $50 million, and 36.9% of revendek50 million or more. Overall, a wide
range of industrial (e.g. mining automotive, metieguipment) and service firms (e.g.
telecommunication, insurance, and banking) areuded in the sample. In total, 65% of the
sampled firms are industrial companies and 35%a@amn@ce companies.

To test for non-response bias the answers of earty late respondents were compared
following Armstrong and Overton (1977). This proueslis based on the assumption that the
answers of late respondents are representativeedadriswers of non-respondents (Rogelberg
and Stanton, 2007). Thus, respondents to thelimiz@ling are classified as “early” (n=53)
and those to the reminders as “late” (n=54). Theependent t-test reveals no statistically
significant differences between both groups in traf revenues (t= -1.512, p>0.05),
company size (t= -1.709, p>0.05) or relationshipgtas (t= -1.02, p>0.05), indicating that
non-response bias was not a problem.

As this study relies on self-reported, retro-pectipe data gathered from a single key
respondent within each organization, there is aemg@l for common method bias

(Podsaskoff et al. 2003). First, the study wasgiesi to reduce common method bias (e.g.
guestions had no particular order, using differsrgtles, varying lengths of scales). Second,
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post hoc tests for common method bias are employé@ Haman single-factor test
(Podsakoff et al., 2003) including all of the 2@nits revealed that the items loaded on
multiple distinct factors with the first factor ammting for 26.9% of variance, suggesting that
common method bias is not a serious problem. Intiadd a confirmatory factor analysis
(CFA) was conducted to assess a single factor madehich all of the items load on the
same factor. However, the model indicates very pibatatistics kz(dfzszs) = 1445.3; CFl =
.32; TLI =.26; RMSEA= .180). Altogether, the réiswof the two tests suggest that common
method bias does not significantly affect the patmestimates.

7.3. Research method

To analyse the database a set-theoretic approach chasen, specifically fuzzy-set
gualitative comparative analysis (fsQCA). Rathemtlestimating the relative contribution of
each driver of customer attractiveness, fsQCA alawalysing how causal conditions jointly
are linked to an outcome of interest (Fiss, 2014giR 2000). By doing so, each individual
observation, consisting of a complex set of caagsatlitions, is regarded as a whole.

FsQCA starts from the premise that outcomes rdralye any single causes (Greckhamer et
al., 2008) — thus the idea that each conditionitsaswn isolated net effect on the outcome is
abandoned and replaced by the assumption thantempliay of different causal conditions
constitutes an outcome (Rihoux and Ragin 2009ther words, instead of treating variables
as competing in explaining the outcome, fsQCA foahe idea how variables combine to
generate an outcome (Ordanini and Maglio, 2009). f#QCA stresses the concept of
equifinality this also means that different equaffective constellations of conditions may
lead to the same outcome (Fiss, 2007). Dependinth@mway the different conditions are
combined, they act in favour of or against an owmmeo(Berg-Schlosser et al., 2009).
Consequently, the relationship between multipleddmons can be best understood in terms
of set memberships (Fiss, 2007). Each observatiarage belongs more or less to a certain
configuration, and has varying degrees of membpessim other possible configurations
(Ordanini and Maglio, 2009). Thus, all variables aalibrated into set membership values
ranging from O (case is fully out of a set) to &ge is fully in the set) (Ragin, 2000; Fiss,
2011). Beyond this, partial membership scores algst as fsSQCA permits continuous set
calibration (Ragin, 2008). Based on the membersaipes, fSQCA uses Boolean algebra to
determine which combinations of conditions resulthe outcome (Fiss, 2007).

7.3.1. Measurement

All items related to the outcome and the conditiol@se measured on a seven-point Likert
scale (1=strongly disagree to 7=strongly agree)th&soutcome of interest, that is customer
attractiveness, is neither well defined nor congelted in the literature (Ellegaard and

Ritter, 2007; Mortensen, 2012), this study emplaysvo-phase approach. In the first stage
the relevant aspects of the construct were identifiased on the existing literature (e.g. La
Rocca et al., 2012). Building on this, in-deptheintews were conducted providing a more
fine-grained view of the phenomenon of interesadpears that RAC consists of three sub-
dimensions: first, future performance refers to #xpected profit margins and financial
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returns of a particular customer (three items)o8d¢ccustomer intimacy measures the future
intends to invest more time and deepen the relgttipnwith a customer (three items).

Finally, relationship intensity refers to the fwurdevelopment of the interpersonal

relationship with a customer, such as joint probsaiving activities (four items).

The five causal conditions examined are relateihter-firm characteristics (dependency,
trust) and value creation opportunities (finangiabn-financial benefits and cost$yustwas

measured with five items based upon prior reseliarh Zaheer and colleagues (1998). As
inter-personal as well as inter-organizational ttrare part of the construct, both the trust
placed between individuals of collaborating firmedahe mutual trust between firms are
considered — such as the trustworthiness of th®wes or negotiation fairness. To capture
dependencyhis study adapted three items from previous eoglistudies (Jap and Ganesan,
2000; Ganesan, 1994). More specifically, dependemegsures the degree to which a firm’s
relies on its customer for example in terms ofdHfeculty to replace a particular customer.

Prior studies identified financial and economictéas as major drivers of attractiveness
(Mortensen, 2012). Therefornancial benefitavas measured with three items adapted from
the studies of O’Sullivan and Abela (2007) as vesllAvlontis and colleagues (2001). The
original scales were modified to consider the pmedeancial performance (e.g. sales
objectives, profits) of an individual customer. dssess the presencenoh-financial benefits
three items were used related to knowledge, sicatagl reputation benefits of the customer
— adapted from previous empirical work (Naudé et2000; Zhou et al., 2007¢.ostswere
operationalized referring to the direct costs @ Husiness relationship with a customer as
well as the investments made, as a three item beaked upon the work of Selnes and Sallis
(2003) and Songailiene, Winklhofer, and McKechrziel(1).

The validity of the constructs was assessed thraoglfirmatory factor analysis (CFA). Due
to the limited sample size (n=107) and the suggdesigo of sample size to the number of
estimated parameters of at least 5:1 (Shook eR@D4), two separate CFAs were ran (e.g.
Ordanini and Parasuraman, 2011): one with the doraditions trust, dependency, financial
benefits, non-financial benefits, and costs andother with the three sub-dimensions of the
outcome variable (customer intimacy, relationsimemsity and performance). The results,
summarized in Table 2, show satisfactory overaldehdit statistics for both models: (1)
Y (a=106) = 169.71, p < .01; CFI= .93; TLI= .91; RMSEA= .0@6d (2)x’t=25) = 37.93, p <
.05; CFI= .97; TLI= .95; RMSEA= .070. Also for eadditent construct average variance
extracted (AVE) and composite reliability (CR) iodie good convergent validity. Finally,
the directions of Fornell and Larcker (1981) weskofved to assess discriminant validity of
the constructs. In support of discriminant validitywas found that the AVE exceeds the
squared correlation between all pairs of constructs

InsertTable 2 about here

7.3.2. Calibration

Analysing survey data in fSQCA requires a transtion of the raw data into fuzzy set
values (Ragin 2000, 2007). That is, to transforendhta into set membership scores ranging
between zero (full non-membership) and one (fulkrbership) researchers needs to define
three different anchors for calibration proceduven anchors to define full non-membership
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and full-membership as well as a cross-over paifttile the continuum between these two
extremes reflects varying degrees of membershg ctbssover point represents cases that
are neither in nor out of the set — the point okimaim ambiguity (Schneider et al., 2010). In
essence, then, by taking the thresholds of full benship (1.00) and non-membership (0.00)
as upper and lower boundary anchors into accoumnéw set fuzzy set values are calculated
as deviations from the cross-over point (0.50) f#3CA allows continuous set membership
calibration, the loss of information is minimize®ggin 2000). After defining the set
membership anchors fs/QCA 2.5 was used and theddg- method was applied for the
automatic calibration procedure (Ragin 2008).

As the outcome of interest in this study is RACfuazy set variable of above-average
attractiveness was generated. That is, based oavage scores of the construct which
consists of 10 items, 53.1 was chosen as the ongsmspoint. Consequently, customers with
lower average values are more out than in of tharse vice versa. With regard to the lower
and upper boundaries firms are coded O if they shibractiveness scores below 45.5 (about
the 28" percentile) and were coded 1 if the attractivenesseeds 58.5 (about the "75
percentile).

For each of the five conditions consistent calibratules were applied. That is, the average
construct scores are defined as the cross-ovet.doifine with previous research (e.g. Fiss
2011) the calibration of the upper (full member3hgnd lower boundary (full non-
membership) is less rigorous compared to the outcofrinterest. Anchors near to the™0
percentile and the 80percentile were chosen as thresholds for non-meshipe(coded as 0)
and full membership (coded as 1). For examplecthss-over point of the trust construct is
24.1 and the full membership (TRB1.5) as well as the non-membership (FRB.5)
boundary is calibrated accordingly. Table 3 sumpearithe fuzzy set calibration rules and
results.

InsertTable 3 about here

7.4. Analysis of necessary conditions

In a first step it was analysed if any of the fa@nditions can be regarded as necessary for
causing the outcome. Thus, it was examined whetlgngle condition is always present or
absent in all cases where the outcome is preserdab@ent) (Ragin, 2006; Fiss, 2007). A
condition is regarded as necessary if the consigteoore exceeds the threshold of 0.9 (e.g.
Schneider et al., 2010). The consistency meashesddgree to which the cases align to the
particular rule — the more cases fail to meetithlis for a necessary conditions; the lower will
be the consistency score (Ragin, 2006). With regarBAC the consistency scores range
between 0.36 and 0.78. Furthermore, for the nomHoence, or absence, of RAC consistency
scores of 0.43 to 0.71 were observed. As none efcinditions examined exceed the
required threshold, the five conditions — theirgemece as well as their absence — are neither
necessary for causing RAC nor the absence of ttteome.

InsertTable 4 about here
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7.5. Analysis of sufficient conditions

The analysis of sufficient conditions involves #arsteps (Fiss, 2011; Ragin, 2000, 2006,
2008): construction, preparation and analysis eftthith table. In a first step, a truth table,
listing all logically possible causal combinatioo&the five conditions is constructed (e.g.
Wagemann and Schneider, 2010). Based on the sebensinip scores calibrated before,
each observation is assigned to a particular cordigon in the truth table. Thus, each row of
the truth table displays a specific combinationcohditions. The truth table consists of 32
different causal combinations“( = number of conditions) ranging from some ins&s
with many, some only a few, and two configuratitimst are not empirically observed.

In a second step, the truth table is reduced tonmghul configurations — based on their
frequency some will be classified as relevant atiers as irrelevant. This is accomplished
by selecting a frequency threshold referring tortbhenber of cases in each row. In our study
a frequency threshold of three (e.g. Ragin, 20049 shosen. Thus, configurations with two
or less observations are treated as remainderaddition, a minimum acceptable level of
consistency was defined for the remaining rowsdBwng so, configurations are classified as
either sufficient or not sufficient for achievinget outcome. In our model, the consistency
scores range between 0.34 and 0.90. The lowesptatxdte consistency score was set at 0.75
(Ragin 2006; Ragin 2008). Causal conditions execepthis predefined consistency cut-off
value of 0.75 are regarded as sufficient for thécame and configurations below are
considered as not sufficient.

In the third step, fsSQCA software strives to achi@vreduced set of logic statements, some
sort of shorter form, that describe the underlyoaysal patterns (Ragin, 2007). As the
algorithm is based on counterfactual analysis, aebes can detect core and peripheral
conditions. That is, to overcome the problem ofitixah diversity, configurations with few or
no observations, fsQCA differentiates between eaxy difficult counterfactuals (see Fiss,
2011 for detailed discussion). By taking these twpes of counterfactuals into account
fsQCA provides three solutions: complex (not relgy@ounterfactuals are not considered),
intermediate (simplifying assumptions based on eesynterfactuals) and parsimonious
(simplifying assumptions regardless of the typeainterfactuals). Core conditions are part
of both intermediate and parsimonious solutionsjemperipheral conditions only appear in
the intermediate solution (Fiss, 2011). Thus, nedesas can also draw conclusions regarding
the causal essentially of specific combinationsaafsal conditions.

The results are reported in Table 5. The solutadret shows that not only one but multiple
configurations exist leading to RAC. Tkelution coverageefers to the explanatory power
of the three solutions, that is, how much of thécome is covered by all configurations
(Rihoux and Ragin, 2009). In our model, the thaEmntified configurations account for about
61% of the membership in the outcome.

InsertTable 5about here

Beyond this, two measures are available to deterrfia fit of each configuration. First, the
consistency measures the extent to which a comfligur corresponds to the outcome (Fiss,
2011). All of the three identified configurationsceed the cut-off value>Q.75) and thus can
be considered as sufficient for achieving the oueoSecond, theoverageassesses the
proportion of cases that follow a particular patid @aptures the empirical importance of an
identified configuration (Fiss, 2007). Theaw coverage quantifies the proportion of
memberships in the outcome explained by each tértheoconfiguration, while thenique
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coveragemeasures the proportion explained solely by onetisol excluding memberships
that are covered by other solutions (Ragin, 200%. the unique coverage of each
configuration exceeds the value of 0 each solutontributes to the explanation of the
outcome (otherwise it should be eliminated).

The solution table indicates for each configurateodifferent pattern of core, peripheral as
well as neutral conditions exist. In solution lasty financial benefits and the absence of
costs are identified as core conditions for RACjlevthe absence of non-financial benefits
represents the single peripheral condition in tbenfiguration — regardless whether
dependency is present or absent as indicated byl#rk field. In addition, solution 1b
reveals besides trust and financial benefits alsn-fmancial benefits becomes a core
condition, if the absence of dependency is thelsipgripheral condition. Interestingly, the
presence or absence of costs related to the cust@narelevant for RAC in this
configuration. Finally, in solution 1c benefits pla pivotal role for RAC as both financial
and non-financial benefits are identified as coomditions. With regard to peripheral
conditions dependency and costs are crucial. Motsthty, for all of the identified solutions
dependency is not a core condition. However, blo¢hpresence and absence of dependency
were found to be able to promote RAC as a peripleeradition.

7.6.Absence of RAC

Configurations leading to RAC might be quite diffet (causal asymmetry) from those
leading to the absence, that is, the non-occurreft¢be outcome. Thus, in a second step,
fsQCA was conducted with absence of RAC as theoougcvariable — coded 1 if firms show
below-average attractiveness and coded 0 in adrathses. Applying identical cut-off values
(consistency: 0.75; frequency threshold: 3) a diifié pattern of solutions was found for non-
occurrence of RAC. As can be seen in Table 5, fmaths of causal conditions for the
absence of the outcome exist. For solution 2a dnth@ absence of financial benefits plus
dependency and costs are core conditions. Furtbenparing both solutions indicates that
the single peripheral conditions trust (2b) and-fioancial benefits (2a) can be treated as
substitutes. The third solution 2c shows negatifamsall conditions — a lack of the two
benefit types as well as trust being core conditiomhile the absence of both costs and
dependency are peripheral conditions. Finally, autsoon 2d the presence of financial
benefits is the single peripheral condition. Initidd, four core conditions exist: lack of trust
as well as non-financial benefits plus costs angeddency. Comparing with the results
above, our results provide clear evidence of asytmengausality — different sets of core and
peripheral conditions are observable that are reyeip constituting the effects in an opposite
direction.

8. Discussion of Different Configurations leading td(RAC

The configurations explored can be also descrilmddwing the rules of Boolean algebra:
TRU*FINB*~NONFB*~COS + TRU*~DEP*FINB*NONFB + DEP*FNB*NONFB*COS

— RAC, where *" means the logical ‘and” and "+ respnts the logical "or’. The sign "~
stands for the absence of a particular conditi@h®RU is trust, DEP is dependency, FINB is
financial benefits, NONFB is non-financial benefi@OS is costs and RAC is the relational
attractiveness of the customer.
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The formula can be read as follows: (1) trust, ricial benefits, the absence of non-financial
benefits and the absence of costs or (2) trust,atbeence of dependency, presence of
financial as well as non-financial benefits or Bpendency, financial and non-financial
benefits as well as costs can lead to high levBIAE. (1), (2) and (3) provide three different
recipes to achieve RAC.

The same formula can be simplified as follows: FRBIONFB*(TRU*~COS) +
NONFB*(TRU*~DEP + DEP*COS))~ RAC. This simplified formula allows seeing firstly
that financial benefits were present in all theéconfigurations leading to RAC. There were
no configurations leading to RAC without the preserof financial benefits. Secondly,
depending on whether non-financial benefits aresgare or not, different combinations of
trust, dependency and costs were explored.

If non-financial benefits were present (besidearitial benefits) either the presence of trust
and the absence of dependency or the presenceefhdiency and costs lead to RAC. If non-
financial benefits were not present (but finanbi@hefits were present), trust and the lack of
dependency lead to RAC.

Practically speaking, the relationship with thetooser was evaluated as attractive by the
supplier if it seemed to bring financial beneflisit financial benefits were far not enough. If

non-financial benefits, for example a strong repatel aspect, were present, there were two
ways for achieving RAC. Firstly, when dependencyswabsent with trust; secondly, when

dependency was present, event with the presencesté RAC could have been achieved.
When non-financial benefits were absent, trusttaedabsence of costs lead to RAC.

Relational non-attractiveness of the customer wakiesed through four different
configurations, out of which three financial betefivere absent. In three cases dependency
and costs were present at the same time. To achedatonal non-attractiveness to not to
offer financial benefits for the supplier or to leavigh level of dependency and costs (besides
some other conditions) seemed to be a “successfyl The full formula for the absence of
RAC is as follows: DEP*~FINB*NONFB*COS + TRU*DEP*RB*COS +
~TRU*~DEP*~FINB*~NONFINB*~COS + ~TRU*DEP*FINB*~NONMNB*COS —
~RAC. The four configurations to achieve relationah-attractiveness of the customer were
(1) dependency, lack of financial benefits, presesicnon-financial benefits and costs or (2)
trust, dependency, but absence of financial benefitl presence of costs or (3) lack of trust,
lack of dependency, lack of financial benefits sk of costs and (4) lack of trust, presence
of dependency and financial benefits, lack of noasicial benefits and presence of costs.

The same formula can be also described in a sieglif version:
~FINB*COS*DEP*(NONFB + DEP) + ~NONFB*~TRUS, accordj to which a customer
can achieve relational non-attractiveness eithér thie absence of non-financial benefits and
absence of trust of with the absence of financgadbits, presence of costs, dependency and
either the presence of non-financial benefits opemelency. Interestingly in both cases
leading to the absence of RAC, when non-financexdbits were absent, trust was also
absent. This means that if a customer is percdivdxk lack of non-financial benefits and at
the same the supplier doesn’t trust them, no mattesther financial benefits, costs or
dependency are there or not, it will lead to relai non-attractiveness.

Only the absence of financial benefits, the presesfccosts or presence of dependency in
themselves were not enough to achieve the reldtrmaattractiveness of the customer — it
could be reached only through different configumagi.
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9. Managerial Implications and Further Research Directons

There is a wide range of potential managerial iogtions of RAC. For example, with a
better understanding of RAC, the customer can telgreate beneficial resource allocation
from the supplier, gain relation-specific investisgrand decrease (or increase) the level of
exit intentions of the supplier, and foster voluigia to maintain/improve the relationship.

Johnsen et al. (2009) claim that the term “suppfianagement’ is not completely correct, as
it implies a certain degree of control in the nelaship. The authors suggest that while
considering the influence of attractiveness, thestjon of How can the customer company
make the supplier follow its lead?Should be reformulated aglow can the customer
company make the supplier want to follow its lead®nsequently, customers can manage
their relational attractiveness accordingly.

This paper explored different configurations whiehd to the relational attractiveness of the
customer (RAC) as well as to the absence of RAQ.f&mre research further empirical
investigation of these ‘recipes™ and the conditisrsiggested.
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Tablel: Antecedents and consequences of (customatiractiveness in the literature

Source

Antecedents

Source

Conseguences

Cordén &
Vollmann (2002)

Hald et al. (2009)

McDonald et al.
(2997)

Mortensen &
Freytag (2009)
Ping (1994)

Ramsay (1994)

Better prices, attractive
technology, process manageme
learning, trust, commitment

Three components: perceived
expected value; perceived value
perceived dependence
Volume; growth potential; marke
leadership; technology

Antecedents could be identified
based on SET

Satisfaction; alternative
attractiveness; investment;
switching costs; loyalty;
opportunism; neglect

The potential purchasing powe
the customer24

Cordoén &
ntyollmann (2002)

Ellegaard & Ritter
: (2006)
t Mortensen (2008,
2012)
Ping (1994)
Salo, Tahtinen &

Ulkuniemi (2008)

r 8€hiele et al.
(2010)

To attract the best
suppliers; greater
proportion of the
supplier's brainpower
Future motivation in
the business
relationship
Voluntarism in the
relationship; voluntary
commitment which can
mobilize resources
Decrease of exit
intention
Future motivation in
the business
relationship

Satisfaction and

preferred customer
status
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Table2: Measurement items & CFAs for the set of castructs

Model 1 ((2(df=106) = 169.71, p < .01; CFI=.93; TLI=.91; Mean Std. CR AVE
RMSEA= .075) (SD) items
Trust
This customer has always been fair in its negotiawith us. 0.85
Based on the past experience, we can rely on tisiomer with 0.78
confidence. '
This customer is trustworthy. 23.98 0.85 0.91 0.68
(6.07)
The contact persons of this customer have alwags far in 0.80
negotiations with us. ’
The contact persons of this customer are trushyort 0.84
Dependency
If our relationship was discontinued, we would hdiféiculties in 0.80
making up the sales volume. '
14.15
It would be difficult for us to replace this custer. (4.78) 0.92 0.89 0.72
We feel dependent on this customer. 0.83
Financial benefits
The financial returns related to this customertagé. 0.84
The margins related to this customer are high. (1344%(; 20.80.81 0.58
We reached or even exceeded our sales objectitteshis customer. 0.61
Non-financial benefits
The strategic benefits related to working wittstbiistomer are high. 0.73
The knowledge/mformauon benefits related to wogkwith this 16.22 079  0.80 058
customer are high. (3.36)
The reputation benefits related to this customerhigh. 0.75
Costs
Incurred costs to this customer are high (e.g. miagahe 067
relationship). '
We have made significant investments dedicateddset 14.49 078 079 056
relationships. (3.66)

We have made several adjustments to adapt to thesemers norms

and standards. 0.78
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Model 2 (2(df=25) = 37.93, p < .05; CFI= .97; TLI= .95, RMSBE= _ Mean

.070) (SD) Std.items CR AVE

Future Relationship Intensity

In the future we will deepen our interpersonaltieteship with this
customer. 0.88

Our company will jointly care about consumer iet#s in the future. (135510(; 0.72 0.80 0.58

We expect to have joint problem solving activitieshe future with
this customer. 0.75

Future Customer Intimacy

We intend to respond quickly to this customer'siest for help in
the future. 0.74

We intend to devote more time to this customer wihapeds more

help in the future. 22 23 0.88
3.66 0.85 0.59
We would be prepared to provide special aid to¢histomer in the (3.66)
future when needed. 0.72
We would like to deepen the relationship with ttustomer in the
future. 0.72
Future Profitability/Performance
We expect high margins from this customer in titerke. 0.85
We expect high financial returns from this customethe future. (134.9762) 0.82 0.87 0.69
We expect high levels of profit from this custonrethe future. 0.82

Note: All items were measured on a seven-pointrLiiaale (1 = strongly disagree; 7 = strongly agjee
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Table3: Overview of the calibration rules

Construct

Calibration rule

Relational Attractiveness of the Customer

(RAC)

Trust (TRU)

Dependency (DEP)

Financial benefits (FB)

Non-financial benefits (NFB)

Costs (COS)

If CA<45.5

If CA>585

If CA=53.1

If TRU < 15.5

If TRU >31.5

IfTRU =24.1

IfDEP < 7.5

If DEP > 20.5

If DEP = 14.1

If FB <10.5
If FB > 18.5

If FB = 14.8

If NFB < 11.5
If NFB > 20.5

If NFB = 16.2

If COS <95
If COS > 185

If COS =145

0 (full non-membership)
1 (full membership)

0.5 (cross-over point)

0 (full non-membership)
1 (full membership)

0.5 (cross-over point)

0 (full non-membgr¥hi
1 (full membership)

0.5 (cross-over point)

0 (full non-mbership)
1 (full membership)

0.5 (cross-over point)

0 (fulbn-membership)
1 (full membership)

0.5 (cross-over point)

0 (full non-membership)
1 (full membership)

0.5 (cross-over point)
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Table4: Overview of the necessary conditions

The Relational Attractiveness of the Customer

Condition Presence Absence

cons. cov. cons. cov.
Trust 0.73 0.69 0.48 0.45
~Trust 0.42 0.45 0.67 0.71
Dependency 0.65 0.62 0.55 0.52
~Dependency 0.50 0.52 0.61 0.64
Financial benefits 0.78 0.73 0.43 0.41
~Financial benefits 0.36 0.39 0.71 0.76
Non-financial benefits 0.69 0.65 0.51 0.48
~Non-financial benefits 0.46 0.48 0.63 0.67
Costs 0.68 0.63 0.54 0.50
~Costs 0.46 0.50 0.60 0.65
Note: ~indicates the absence of a condition; censonsistency; cov. = coverage
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Table5: Overview of the sufficient conditions

The Relational Attractiveness of the Customer

Presence Absence
la 1b 1c 2a 2b 2c 2d
]
Trust ® ® ® ®
® L ®
Dependency ® ® ®
[
Financial benefits ® ® ® ® ® ®
® ]
Non-financial benefits ® ® ® ®
J ®
Costs ® ® ® ®
Consistency 0.75 0.84 0.83 0.80 0.79 0.89 0.75
Raw coverage 0.25 0.28 0.43 0.28 0.22 0.30 0.19
Unique coverage 0.08 0.05 0.23 0.07 0.02 0.17 0.05
Solution coverage 0.61 0.54
Solution consistency 0.79 0.80

Note: Black circles indicate the presence of a @md circles with "x" indicate the absence;

large circles indicate core conditions; small onpsripheral conditions.
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