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ABSTRACT 

The main purpose of this degree project was to examine the impact of extrinsic and 
intrinsic beneficial attributes on buyer satisfaction, behavioral loyalty and attitudinal loyalty 
in a B2B goods setting. The aim was to make theoretical contributions to the research area 
of buyer value in a B2B goods setting by developing and testing theory and a conceptual 
model. The conceptual model focuses on two types of beneficial attributes, satisfaction, 
behavioral loyalty and attitudinal loyalty. We recognised several knowledge gaps in theory, 
which we addressed by conducting this study. There was limited research conducted in 
B2B goods settings concerning buyer value and no previous research examining beneficial 
attributes, satisfaction, and loyalty in one conceptual model. We formulated a research 
question that has guided the research: 

How do extrinsic and intrinsic beneficial attributes affect satisfaction, behavioral and 
attitudinal loyalty in a B2B goods setting? 

 
This research project was conducted on commission for a B2B goods company that offers 
complete coupling systems in order to connect trailers to trucks. We used a quantitative 
data collection method and sent out a survey to the company’s buyers in Europe. The data 
was entered and processed in the statistical analysis program SPSS, where we performed 
Cronbach’s alpha tests, cross tabulations and several regression analyses in order to test our 
conceptual model. 
 
Our conceptual model was partially supported as beneficial attributes were found to directly 
impact satisfaction, behavioral loyalty and attitudinal loyalty. The first part of the model 
was partially supported as the three intrinsic beneficial attributes (price, product quality, 
and delivery quality) were found to directly impact satisfaction. We also found some of the 
beneficial attributes to affect both behavioral loyalty (price and product quality) and 
attitudinal loyalty (supplier know-how and product quality). Furthermore, the effects of 
satisfaction on both behavioral and attitudinal loyalty were found to be supported. In the 
beneficial attributes and satisfactions effect on behavioral loyalty, satisfaction was excluded 
and only the intrinsic attributes; price and product quality were found to have a direct 
impact on behavioral loyalty. In contrast, the effects of the beneficial attributes and 
satisfaction on attitudinal loyalty were supported where supplier know-how and satisfaction 
showed positive impacts on attitudinal loyalty.  
 
In addition to these theoretical contributions, we also provided suppliers in B2B goods 
settings with findings that can be used to improve their marketing strategies and 
competitive advantage. First of all, suppliers might need to rethink how they provide value 
to their buyers through the market offerings. If they are not providing value with the 
beneficial attributes that buyers value, a re-design might be a must, because market offering 
should be designed based on buyers’ preferences. A second practical implication could be 
that suppliers need to shift business approach from an inside-out approach to an outside-in 
approach, because this approach will help suppliers create value based on the buyers’ 
preferences. Third, suppliers will also have to gather market information on a routine basis, 
since buyers’ preferences are constantly changing. If suppliers are successful in providing 
value to their buyers, they have a better chance to influence the buyers’ buying process to 
their own advantage, which could increase their chances of being selected as a supplier. 
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1. INTRODUCTION 
In this chapter we will motivate the choice of research subject and explain the background 
of the research problem. Further, we will define the problem statement, explain the purpose 
of this research and then thoroughly define the relevant concepts. 

1.1 Choice of subject 
We are currently master students studying marketing at the International Business Program 
at Umeå University. We therefore think the topic of buyer value in business-to-business 
(B2B) settings lies within our area of studies and interest. Previous employments as front-
line employees have provided us with extensive experience with buyers and have 
developed a curiosity in understanding what buyers value in order to provide superior 
service. This experience has been performed on face-to-face interactions with buyers, but 
we are now interested in examining buyer value from a theoretical and strategic perspective. 
Both our academic background and previous working experience has been the basis for a 
growing interest in this subject. 

From many years studying at the University, we have learnt that it is vital to have the buyer 
as the focal point of the business. This fact is supported by Krajewski & Ritzman (2005, p. 
93) who also points to the importance of the buyer to businesses regardless of whether a 
company is a manufacturing or a service company. Previous research has stated that it is 
important to have the buyer as the central focus, because it can provide an increased 
opportunity to gain and sustain a competitive advantage (Lado et al., 2011, p. 203). 
Therefore, knowing and understanding what buyers’ value have become a crucial part in 
companies’ strategies (Anderson et al., 2009, p. 4), which in our opinion can lead to success 
or failure for a company. Due to the need of understanding buyers’ value requirements and 
the fact that buyers’ preferences are different and changing over time (Kothari & Lackner, 
2006, p. 244), we argue that what buyers value in B2B settings is a relevant topic that 
constantly needs to be researched upon. Based on interviews, Ulaga (2003, p. 692) 
recognized some factors (e.g. product quality, personal interaction) that buyers in B2B 
goods settings value, however they were not tested in relation to other variables such as 
commitment, trust, satisfaction and loyalty. According to Čater & Čater (2010, p. 1332), 
not much is known about the relationships between beneficial attributes and customer 
loyalty in B2B goods settings and they have not been extensively tested in previous 
research. Lam et al. (2004, p. 293) also contribute to this by stating that relationships 
between value, satisfaction and loyalty have mainly been tested in business-to-consumer 
(B2C) settings. Future research is therefore required in this area to foster theoretical 
development (Čater & Čater, 2010, p. 1332). Sánchez et al. (2012, pp. 789-790) tested 
beneficial attributes’ effect on satisfaction and loyalty but only from a supplier perspective 
and suggest that these variables should be measured from a buyer perspective as well. The 
lack of research between constructs like beneficial attributes, satisfaction and loyalty is one 
of the research gaps that we have recognized, which we intend to address by conducting 
this study. 
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We have also recognized that there is a practical need for this study. For example, this 
research is being written on commission for a B2B goods company, who are currently 
facing some issues (further described in 1.2 The company) and have therefore requested an 
analysis of their buyers and what they value. Thus, we think it is evident that this research 
is necessary both from a theoretical and practical viewpoint. We combined the company’s 
practical need to a theoretical perspective and recognized interesting knowledge gaps in the 
area of buyer value in B2B goods setting. In our opinion, this is a relevant research area 
that also accommodates the company’s interests. We feel that this research project can both 
contribute theoretically to the research area and help the company improve their marketing 
strategies. Together with the proven importance of understanding the buyers, the request 
from the company, our interest and knowledge, the topic of buyer value in B2B goods 
setting was chosen and developed.  

1.2 The company 
The company that we are writing on commission for is a Swedish B2B goods company 
based in Vänersborg that offers complete coupling systems in order to connect trailers to 
trucks. They are also active on the international market as world leading in creating 
innovative and reliable heavy trailer couplings. These products are being sold to different 
buyers, for example body builders who manufacture bodywork to fit on truck chassis. The 
most important markets for the company today are the Scandinavian, the English and the 
Dutch market. They are now however, experiencing some challenges in the body builder 
market in Europe. (Nyvaller, 2012) 

According to Nyvaller (2012), the European body builder market is constantly changing 
due to external forces, such as political and economic decisions. Decreased labour and 
production costs in Eastern Europe have lead to new established competitors, which has put 
a tough pressure on the market price (Nyvaller 2012). The financial crisis has also created 
an unfriendly environment, where the Dutch market was greatly affected by many 
bankruptcies (Nyvaller, 2012). This is a serious situation for the company, since they are 
the market leader and risk losing market share (Nyvaller, personal communication, 28th of 
January, 2011). As mentioned before, we received a request from this company to conduct 
a buyer value analysis on their buyers. 

1.3 Theoretical background and knowledge gaps 
The topic of buyer value in B2B settings has received a lot of attention and been widely 
discussed (Möller, 2006, p. 914) in the last couple of years, which have resulted in a 
beginning of theoretical developments. However, we have seen that most of this research 
has been conducted in B2B service settings and therefore there is a research gap in the B2B 
goods setting, which we aim to reduce by performing this study. Even though there are past 
researches in B2B that discusses value, most discussions and models exist in B2C settings, 
which other researcher also have highlighted (La et al., 2009, p. 275). The value discussion 
in B2B settings exists, but we argue that there is lack of models in B2B goods settings. 
Hence, we think this is another research gap, which we intend to address with our research. 
Past studies have defined buyer value as the trade-off between the benefits that buyers 
receive when purchasing and the sacrifices made to gain these benefits (Zeithaml, 1988, p. 
14; Kumar & Grisaffe, 2004, p. 46). We agree with their definition of value and we 
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therefore think it is important for suppliers to know what the buyers perceive as beneficial 
and are willing to sacrifice, to be able to create value for them. It is in our opinion that the 
beneficial attributes are the most important and interesting to understand and we have 
therefore focused our research on this. 

Previous researchers have found that market-orientation i.e. keeping the buyer as the focal 
point of a business has become very important for the business performance and its 
competitive advantage (Han et al., 1998, p. 41; Kotler & Keller, 2009, p. 59). We think this 
is a result of the development that Wikström (1996, p. 360) explained has gone from 
providing value to buyers through products and services to investment of activities that co-
create value with buyers. La et al. (2009, p. 275) contribute to the discussion of this new 
view and state that service components are becoming an important element of 
differentiation in today’s highly competitive international market. The new view also 
implies that not all buyers are alike i.e. buyers have different preferences and therefore will 
value different attributes of a company and its offerings (Kothari & Lackner, 2006, p. 244). 
We therefore think it is important for companies to know their market and understand what 
their buyers’ value. 

We have recognised that previous research have defined several beneficial attributes that 
buyers value in B2B settings, which have been classified in different ways by researchers. 
The classifications are for example; extrinsic and intrinsic attributes, direct and indirect 
attributes, economic and non-economic factors (Bolton & Myers, 2003, p. 112; Walter et al., 
2003, pp. 161-162; Sanzo et al., 2003, pp. 328-329). Even though several classifications 
exist, we can see a common theme that the beneficial attributes are classified into two 
groups; product/service related attributes and intangible/relational attributes. We have 
noticed that the majority of previous researchers use extrinsic and intrinsic attributes as 
classifications, and thus we also intend to follow this terminology. Intrinsic attributes are 
attributes related to the core part of the product/service, e.g. product quality (Kumar & 
Grisaffe, 2004, p. 68). In contrast, extrinsic attributes have been described as intangible 
attributes that impacts buyers’ perception of value, for example innovativeness and 
corporate reputation (Kumar & Grisaffe, 2004, pp. 45; 64). Traditionally, value has been 
focused on intrinsic attributes related to the product/service (Hansen et al., 2008, p. 211), 
but lately extrinsic attributes have also been shown to have significant effect on value in 
B2B settings (Kumar & Grisaffe, 2004, p. 73). To conclude, previous research has shown 
that both intrinsic and extrinsic attributes have an effect on value, but not to a great extent 
how these attributes relate to and affect satisfaction and loyalty in B2B goods settings.  
 
Čater & Čater (2010, p. 1325) have described loyalty as a form of positive attitude and 
behaviour that buyers have towards a supplier. For us, loyalty takes its form in for example 
buyers’ intentions to stay in a relationship and keep purchasing from a supplier. It has been 
found that buyers tend to be more loyal when they perceive that they receive value from 
relationships with suppliers (Čater & Čater, 2010, p. 1325). In B2B settings, loyalty has 
previously been analysed in combination with for example commitment, satisfaction and 
brand image as antecedents of loyalty (Čater & Čater, 2010, p. 1325; Liu et al., 2005, p. 
561; Juntunen et al., 2011, p. 308). Prior research has also separated loyalty into two 
dimensions; behavioral loyalty (repurchase intentions) and attitudinal loyalty (word-of-
mouth) since its antecedents were found to have different effects on them (Lam et al., 2004, 
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p. 307). We also expect that these two dimensions behave differently and have therefore 
chosen to examine these dimensions further as its presence in B2B goods research is 
limited. Satisfaction is another concept that has been found to affect both behavioral and 
attitudinal loyalty in B2B settings (Lam et al., 2004, p. 308). Satisfaction has been 
described as the overall evaluation of a supplier, which is made after a purchase 
(Westbrook & Oliver, 1991, p. 84; McDougall & Levesque, 2000, p. 393). Previous 
research has also found support for relationships between beneficial attributes and 
satisfaction (Lam et al., 2004, p. 308; Williams et al., 2011, p. 808). However, putting all 
these concepts; beneficial attributes, satisfaction, behavioral and attitudinal loyalty and 
examining their effects on each other have to our knowledge not been done by any other 
researchers, which presents another research gap. As mentioned above, not much is known 
or tested about relationships between beneficial attributes and buyer loyalty in a B2B goods 
setting (Čater & Čater, 2010, p. 1332). Previous research has therefore stated that more 
research is needed on this topic (Čater & Čater, 2010, p. 1332), which is an additional 
research gap. Based on this discussion, it is clear that this research will make important 
contributions to this research area. The knowledge gaps that we have recognised led us to 
the purpose and definition of a research question, which will guide this project. 

1.4 Research question 
Considering the existing knowledge gaps and practical background, our degree project 
addresses the following research question: 

How do extrinsic and intrinsic beneficial attributes affect satisfaction, behavioral and 
attitudinal loyalty in a B2B goods setting? 

1.5 Purpose 
The main purpose of this degree project is to examine the impact of extrinsic and intrinsic 
beneficial attributes on buyer satisfaction, behavioral loyalty and attitudinal loyalty in a 
B2B goods setting. 

We aim to make a theoretical contribution to research on buyer value in a B2B goods 
setting by developing and testing a conceptual model, which focuses on two types of 
beneficial attributes, satisfaction, behavioral loyalty and attitudinal loyalty. By using 
statistical data analysis, we will test the importance of extrinsic and intrinsic attributes and 
their relationships and effects on satisfaction, behavioral loyalty and attitudinal loyalty to a 
supplier. In order to achieve the purpose of our study and test the proposed conceptual 
model, we have formulated four sub-purposes that address the areas that we will investigate. 
These sub-purposes will guide the whole project and we aim to achieve them in the end of 
this research: 

* To evaluate what extrinsic and intrinsic attributes are seen as important by buyers in a 
B2B goods setting, 

* To investigate how the extrinsic and intrinsic beneficial attributes affect satisfaction in a 
B2B goods setting, 

* To investigate how the extrinsic and intrinsic beneficial attributes affect behavioral and 
attitudinal loyalty in a B2B goods setting, 
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*To investigate how satisfaction affect behavioral and attitudinal loyalty in a B2B goods 
setting. 

By answering these questions, our degree project will help businesses operating in B2B 
goods settings to develop and improve marketing strategies by increasing knowledge about 
their buyers, which means that they will be able to reach their buyers in a better way. An 
example of this type of business is the company, who we are writing on commission for. 
Our degree project therefore aims to help them investigate what their buyers value, so that 
they can improve their strategies and increase their competitive advantage. It is in our 
opinion that our recommendations and findings can be used by this company in the future 
to provide superior value to their buyers through the beneficial attributes they value as 
important. This can in turn increase their buyers’ satisfaction, behavioral loyalty and 
attitudinal loyalty.  

1.6 Definition of concepts 
Attitudinal loyalty: The buyer’s intentions to recommend a supplier (Lam et al., 2004, p. 
294). 

Behavioral loyalty: The buyer’s willingness to repurchase and continue the relationship 
with a supplier (Lam et al., 2004, p. 294). 

Body builder: A body builder is a manufacturer of bodywork on truck chassis (Nyvaller, 
2012). 

Business-to-business (B2B): “Business markets are firms, institutions, or governments that 
acquire goods and services either for their own use, to incorporate into the products or 
services that they produce, or for resale along with other products and services to other 
firms, institutions, or governments” (Anderson et al., 2009, p. 4).  

Buyer: A buyer is an organisational customer, a company, operating in B2B that purchase 
products and services, which are intended to be used in the production of other products 
and services (Jobber & Fahy, 2006, p. 57). For us, this term is equivalent to customer and 
thus the term buyer will be used throughout the thesis. In some cases the term customer is 
used in established concepts and these concepts will not be changed in our research. 
Therefore, the term customer will be used only when we discuss concepts named by 
previous researchers. 

Extrinsic attributes: Intangible attributes that impacts buyer’s perception of value for 
example innovativeness and corporate reputation (Kumar & Grisaffe, 2004, pp. 45; 64). 

Intrinsic attributes: Attributes related to the core part of the product/service, e.g. product 
quality (Kumar & Grisaffe, 2004, p. 68). 
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Loyalty: “A deeply held commitment to re-buy or repatronize a preferred product/service 
consistently in the future, thereby causing repetitive same brand-set purchasing, despite 
situational influences and marketing efforts having the potential to cause switching 
behaviour” (Oliver, 1999, p. 34). 

Satisfaction: “Customer satisfaction is essentially a response to an evaluation of perceived 
product or service performance” (Flint, Woodruff & Gardial, 1997, p. 172). 

Supplier: A supplier is a company operating in B2B, who sell products to other companies 
that will use the products in their production (Jobber & Fahy, 2006, p. 45). 

Value: The trade-off between the benefits the buyers receive when purchasing and the 
sacrifices made to gain these benefits (Zeithaml, 1988, p. 14; Kumar & Grisaffe, 2004, p. 
46).  
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2. SCIENTIFIC METHOD 
In this chapter, our previous experience and knowledge concerning the area of buyer value 
will be clarified. Next, we will critically discuss how our pre-understanding might have an 
effect on the research. We will also define, describe and explain our scientific approach, 
the chosen theories and the secondary sources used. 

2.1 Pre-understanding 
During our University time, the studies have consisted of a wide array of business courses 
but have mainly concerned marketing courses in the later part of the education. We have 
therefore acquired knowledge within this area and have a solid academic background, 
which could influence the research in different ways. Our marketing background can have 
subjective influences in for example, how we think, our argumentation and the choice of 
sources. Even so, we do think that it can provide a broader viewpoint and a more advanced 
analysis of the topic.  

Neither of our previous working experience has been in a B2B setting, so in that context 
our knowledge and experience is quite low. However, we have gained experience and 
knowledge of handling buyer relations and service from previous employment. Even 
though this was in B2C settings, we feel that it has provided us with understandings of 
buyers that could also influence the research. As our experience is low in B2B settings, we 
feel that our viewpoints can be quite objective and we can use “fresh eyes” to research and 
analyse this area. Although, this limited theoretical and practical knowledge can create 
obstacles for the research due to insufficient advanced knowledge of theory in B2B 
marketing. To accommodate this, we will engage in extensive research in order to acquire 
knowledge and form an understanding of the topic and the theoretical developments. It 
always exist both positive and negative aspects of pre-understandings and in our opinion it 
is important to try to decrease the negative influences. 

Graziano & Raulin (2010, p. 82) explain that objectivity in research is extremely important 
because subjective research will be specific to the particular researcher, which means that it 
will be difficult for other researchers to use the research and replicate the same results. We 
think Johansson (2011, p. 40) supports this statement through the explanation that a claim 
is objective when the claim is independent of the person that makes the claim. It is actually 
a distinctive characteristic of science, an unwritten law, that every research should be able 
to be independent of the researcher and produce the same result over and over again 
(Graziano & Raulin, 2010, p. 82). We aim to facilitate future replications of this research 
and thus it would not be appropriate to have a subjective approach. Therefore being 
objective in the research process is extremely important for us, which means that we 
continuously need to reflect on our own viewpoints critically in order to make the research 
as independent as possible from ourselves. Further, we argue that being critical to ourselves 
can provide for better quality of the research. 
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2.2 Scientific approach 
There are two different research views that need to be considered before conducting a 
research; epistemology and ontology (Bryman & Bell, 2007, pp. 16; 22). The epistemology 
concerns how the existence becomes knowable i.e. how to generate knowledge, while the 
ontology concerns the nature of the existence i.e. what composes reality (Johansson-
Lindfors, 1993, p. 34; Bryman & Bell, 2007, pp. 16; 22).  

According to Bryman & Bell (2007, pp. 16-18) and Saunders et al. (2009, p. 113), there are 
three epistemological positions; positivism, interpretivism and realism. The positivist’s 
stance states that knowledge is generated by phenomena that we can observe where existing 
theories are usually used to develop hypotheses for testing (Saunders et al., 2009, p. 113). 
Realism has been explained as similar to positivism because knowledge is also viewed as 
being based on scientific approaches and that the reality is external from humans (Bryman 
& Bell, 2007, p. 18). The difference between them is that positivists believe their 
description of reality composes reality, while realists only believe that is the way of 
knowing reality (Bryman & Bell, 2007, p. 18). In this matter, we agree with the positivist’s 
view that the concepts actually describe the reality. The third position is interpretivism, 
which is an opposite view from positivism where laws of sciences are not believed to 
explain the complex world of business and instead there is a need to investigate human 
differences (Saunders et al., 2009, pp. 115-116). We interpret this view as looking at 
knowledge on a deeper level than can be explained by scientific laws. For this research, we 
mainly want to examine attitudes, preferences, behaviours and their effect on satisfaction 
and loyalty and thus we argue that scientific laws explain this knowledge. Bryman & Bell 
(2007, p. 16) state five principles of positivism; 

* “The principle of phenomenalism- Only phenomena and hence knowledge confirmed by 
the sense can genuinely be warranted as knowledge. 

* The principle of deductivism- The purpose of theory is to generate hypotheses that can be 
tested and that will thereby allow explanations of laws to be assessed. 

* The principle of inductivism- Knowledge is arrived through the gathering of facts that 
provide the basis for laws. 

* Objective research - that is, science must (and presumably can) be conducted in a way 
that is value free. 

* There is a clear distinction between scientific statements and normative statements and a 
belief that the former are the true domain of the scientist.” 

Through some of these principles, we will further explain our epistemological view, 
positivism. Previous research has suggested a relationship between beneficial attributes and 
loyalty in B2B goods settings (Čater & Čater, 2010, p. 1332), hence there is some 
knowledge of the relationships we want to test and develop. Therefore, our topic complies 
with the principal of phenomenalism. As mentioned earlier we will also do our best to be 
objective during the research i.e. conduct a value free research, which also is a key element 
of positivism (Saunders et al., 2009, p. 114). Furthermore, we will use existing theories to 
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measure and test the effect that the concepts have on each other, which will follow the 
principle of deductivism (Saunders et al., 2009, p. 113).  

There are two aspects of ontology; objectivism and subjectivism (Saunders et al., 2009, p. 
110). According to Bryman & Bell (2007, p. 22), objectivism means taking an external 
viewpoint where a social phenomena or an organisation have an objective reality that is 
beyond influence of external actors. Another similar description of objectivism is that the 
description of nature should be independent from a certain observer’s point of view 
(Johansson, 2011, p. 183). In comparison, subjectivism views the reality as created by 
actions of social actors, and using a subjective approach means investigating subjective 
meanings of actors and understanding differences between them (Saunders et al., 2009, p. 
111). We are taking an ontological standpoint of objectivism for this research because we 
think the variables we are looking at, beneficial attributes that buyers value can be seen as 
objective entities/realities. We argue that these attributes affect satisfaction, which in turn 
has an effect on loyalty. If we put this in relation to subjectivism, we will not examine 
differences between actors, instead we will look at relationship between objective entities 
and thus subjectivism is not an appropriate approach in this case. According to us, these 
relationships are assets for companies’ i.e. objective realities. With this view we can say 
that the connection of beneficial attributes to satisfaction and loyalty is a structure that 
exists and are quite similar in all organisations, which is an emphasis of objectivism 
(Saunders et al., 2009, p. 110). Even though the structure is quite similar in organisations, 
we believe that the type of beneficial attributes and levels of satisfaction and loyalty will 
differ. With this argumentation, we think it is most appropriate to approach this research 
with an objectivist stance. 

Based on our epistemological and ontological views we have chosen to use a deductive 
approach. Deductive research approach is guided by theory as shown in Figure 1 (Bryman 
& Bell, 2007, p. 11). A deductive approach usually involves quantitative data collection 
methods that can be statistically tested and measured, whereas an inductive approach 
usually concern qualitative data, since the aim is to understand the problem (Saunders et al., 
2009, pp. 124-126). We thought a deductive approach was most appropriate for our 
research, because we want to apply various existing marketing theories in order to answer 
what beneficial attributes buyers value and how these affect satisfaction and loyalty in a 
B2B good setting (Bryman & Bell, 2007, pp. 155; 425). An inductive approach involves 
building new theories based on the data collected (Saunders et al., 2009, p. 126) and thus 
not appropriate to use for this research.  

 

Figure 1 – The process of deduction (Bryman & Bell, 2007, p. 11) 

• Theory 
• Hypothesis 
• Data collection 
• Findings 
• Hypothesis con6irmed/rejected 
• Revision of theory 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2.3 Choice of theories 
In order to develop a theoretical model that will be tested, we have conducted a literature 
review from previous research on buyer value in B2B. During our time at the University, 
we have been introduced to numerous marketing theories, some of which we find relevant 
for this study. We have used some basic marketing theories together with theories and 
results from a great number of scientific articles, which have provided more depth into this 
topic.  

We believe that a company needs to be market-oriented in order to meet buyer preferences 
better than their competitors. Therefore, the theoretical framework chapter will start wide 
with the concept of market-orientation, which is when the buyers and the market is the 
main focus for a company (Cravens & Piercy, 2009, p. 3). This will help us explain the 
importance of monitoring and adapting to the market and especially to respond to changes 
in buyers’ preferences and value requirements. To learn and gain knowledge about the 
buyers’ preferences and value requirements we argue that companies need to adapt a 
customer-oriented view into their business. Cravens & Piercy (2009, p. 4) state that a 
customer-oriented business allocates its skills and resources of the entire organisation to 
satisfy customers. We want to highlight customer orientation, because we argue that a 
customer-oriented company will be eager to find out what their buyers value, which can 
then be used to create superior value. To increase the possibility of creating value for 
buyers, Webster (1965, p. 370) states that understanding how buyers make purchasing 
decisions is of great importance for suppliers. We think it is important for a supplier to 
understand the whole process of how the buyers make decisions, since it will help suppliers 
really understand and know its buyers. Also, in order to be competitive in a B2B setting, 
suppliers must be able to affect the buying process to their own advantage (Webster, 1965, 
p. 370). We included the concept of the buying process because it is in our opinion 
knowledge about how the buyer makes a decision is crucial for suppliers in order to be 
influential in the buying process. In order to find out what buyers value, we need to explain 
what a market offering is in a B2B goods setting, since this is what will create value for 
buyers (Lindic & Silva, 2011, p. 1694). We have chosen to include a discussion of what 
constitutes a market offering in B2B goods settings, because buyers can perceive value in 
everything that is being offered by suppliers in our opinion. Therefore, it is important for 
suppliers to understand the breadth of the market offering and how other parts of the 
offering than the core product can be vital in the perceived value for the buyer (Anderson & 
Narus, 2004, p. 179).  

Marketing theories and concepts have now narrowed the theoretical framework chapter 
down to the specific topic of this research; buyer value. Theories of buyer value will be one 
central part that we are going to use, both for explanatory purposes, testing and 
development. We need to understand what buyers perceive as value and how they value 
these attributes in order to develop and add knowledge to this research area. Therefore, we 
have included a discussion of what constitutes value since buyers purchase value, not 
products or services (Kothari & Lackner, 2006, p. 243). We will also present a model 
explaining buyer value, which is going to be used in the theoretical development of our 
own conceptual model. Buyer value leads us into a presentation of different classifications 
of beneficial attributes and what has been proven to impact value in previous research. 
Kumar & Grisaffe (2004, p. 46) states that the concept of benefits and what components 



Hagman & Sjöberg, 2012 

11 
 

that is included in this concept are different between researchers. We believe this literature 
review is necessary, since we are also going to test how beneficial attributes’ affect buyer 
satisfaction and loyalty. Therefore, we need to know what attributes that have been tested in 
the past and how they have been classified so that we follow the same terminology and to 
have sufficient theoretical support when choosing which beneficial attributes to test. Due to 
technological improvements and establishments of a free market such as within the EU for 
example, competition has increased, which makes it difficult for suppliers to compete only 
on product quality (Čater & Čater, 2010, p. 1321). Companies now need to focus on 
creating loyalty by building relationships with their business partners in order to stand out 
(Čater & Čater, 2010, p. 1321). Previous research has argued that loyalty is a contributing 
factor to successful long-term cooperation (Berry & Parasuraman, 1991, cited in Čater & 
Čater 2010, p. 1321). Kumar & Grisaffe (2004, p. 44) have stated that the best way to 
increase loyalty is through providing value to buyers (Kumar & Grisaffe, 2004, p. 44). We 
reason that if a supplier succeeds in creating value for its buyers, they will feel satisfied and 
be loyal, which will increase the competitive advantage of a supplier. We chose to include 
loyalty, because we see loyalty as a possible outcome of value and satisfaction. We have 
also chosen to separate loyalty into two dimensions, behavioral and attitudinal, because its 
antecedents have proven to have different effects on the two dimensions (Lam et al., 2004, 
p. 307).    

2.4 Choice of theoretical sources 
For this research we have both used original and secondary sources. We have used many 
different kinds of sources, for example books and scientific articles. The articles used were 
found in EBSCO (Business Source Premier) and to find relevant articles in the database we 
used different keywords; creating customer value, measure value, market orientation, 
customer value, customer value analysis, market orientation in B2B, value attributes, value 
creation, perceived customer value, customer hierarchy model, customer orientation, 
decision making process, satisfaction B2B, loyalty in B2B, perceptual process in B2B, 
expectancy theory, buyer behaviour choice theory and Industrial buying process. We have 
also found articles through other articles’ reference lists, which were suitable for our study. 

Johansson-Lindfors (1993, pp. 117-118) states that there might be a risk of wrongful usage 
of an original source when using a secondary source. Hence we have tried to minimize the 
usage of secondary sources, which we also argue will increase the reliability of our research. 
We have used secondary sources when an article sometimes has referenced back to an 
original source, which we were not able to acquire, for example to certain books. In those 
cases we included the original source in the in-reference text and wrote: cited in the 
secondary source. Also, sometimes the statement made in the original source was not as 
clearly stated as in the secondary source. In those cases we used the secondary source as 
reference in order to keep a clear argumentation throughout the research. 
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3. THEORETICAL FRAMEWORK 
In this chapter we will discuss the theories relevant for our research area. As described 
earlier, we will begin wide with market orientation and narrow it down through customer 
orientation, the industrial buying process, market offerings in B2B goods settings, buyer 
value, beneficial attributes and finish with satisfaction and loyalty and our conceptual 
model that we will test. All theories presented in this chapter will not be tested or included 
in our conceptual model, however they are important to understand the topic of buyer value 
and where it belongs. 

3.1 Market orientation 
Previous marketing literature has shown that market orientation is an important element for 
a firm’s performance (Jaworski & Kohli, 1993, p. 64). A market-oriented culture is viewed 
as vital for businesses and has also been proven to be positively related to business 
performance in both B2C and B2B settings (Bisp, 1999, p. 77). This view is partly 
supported by O'Cass & Ngo (2011, p. 1327), who found that market-orientation leads to 
improved business performance when combined with some other of the firm’s resources or 
capabilities (e.g. innovation). Therefore, we think that it should be in every firm's interest to 
embrace this kind of business orientation. Market orientation is described as firms being 
responsive to stakeholders in the market, such as customers, competitors and employees 
(Naidoo, 2010, p. 1312). According to Craven & Piercy (2009, pp. 4-5) and Narver & 
Slater (1990, p. 21), market orientation consists of competitor orientation, cross-functional 
cooperation and customer orientation. Customer orientation regards understanding buyer 
preferences in order to satisfy their needs and create value (Cravens & Piercy, 2009, p. 4; 
Narver & Slater, 1990, p. 21). Apart from knowing your buyers, firms also need to 
acknowledge and monitor their competitors in order to recognise and respond to threats, 
which refer to competitor orientation (Cravens & Piercy, 2009, p. 4). The third component 
of market orientation, cross-functional cooperation, is when the whole firm works together 
and align all resources in order to create value for the target buyers (Narver & Slater, 1990, 
p. 22). 

In our opinion it is positive to adopt a market-oriented culture, however it needs to be 
carefully implemented and managed. Care must be taken, because a market oriented culture 
needs to be embraced by all parts of the business (Bisp, 1999, p. 79). Market orientation 
has been described as a culture in which all employees are committed to the continuous 
creation of superior value for buyers (Narver et al., 1998, p. 242). Furthermore, the culture 
in a company has been described as “the pattern of shared values and beliefs that help 
individuals understand organizational functioning and thus provide them norms for 
behaviour in the organization” (Deshpande & Webster, 1989, p. 4). With support from 
these views, we believe it is important that everyone in the business is committed and have 
a shared view of the market orientation. 

In order to adopt a market-oriented culture, businesses need to gather information about the 
market in which they operate (Woodruff, 1997, p. 140). According to Kohli & Jaworski 
(1990, p. 4), gathering and using marketing information is one of the key elements of 
market-orientation. The gathered information needs to be used in order to understand buyer 
preferences and what they value. Therefore, this part of market orientation is relevant for 
our research. Continuously monitoring buyer preferences is crucial, since different buyers 
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have different needs and preferences, which are constantly changing (Kothari & Lackner, 
2006, p. 244). We argue that increased competition is one factor that also can affect and 
influence change in buyer preferences, which results in an uncertain environment for 
businesses. Therefore, businesses are forced to adapt to the market in order to meet these 
changes (Flint et al., 2002, p. 102). The logic of market orientation is that buyers will be 
attracted and loyal to firms that will use market knowledge in order to serve them in the 
best way (Zheng Zhou et al., 2005, p. 45). 

3.2 Customer orientation 
As mentioned above, customer orientation is a cornerstone of market orientation (Craven & 
Piercy, 2009, pp. 4-5; Narver & Slater, 1990, p. 21). For us the concept customer 
orientation plays an important part in our research, since we assume that a business must be 
customer-oriented to even consider buyers’ needs, and understanding how they can create 
value for them. Customer orientation is a central factor of market orientation and the 
creation of a business’s superior value (da Silva et al., 2002, p. 241). Introducing customer 
orientation into a business involves understanding buyers’ needs and wants on the market 
(Narver & Slater, 1990, p. 21). Danneels (2003, p. 560) states that a closer adaptation of 
products and services, based on what buyers’ need, is necessary for serving them well. In 
our opinion, a customer-oriented business tries to understand who the target buyers are and 
what their needs are. A customer-oriented business is also concerned with learning and 
understanding not only the needs of current buyers, but also of potential buyers (Slater & 
Narver, 1999, p. 1166). 

When a company understands and knows what the buyers’ preferences and needs are, they 
can effectively allocate the skills and resources of the entire business to satisfy the buyers 
(Cravens & Piercy, 2009, p. 4). However, Kothari & Lackner (2006, p. 243) state that a 
majority of businesses have a product-centric view, an inside-out approach, meaning that 
products are being pushed to the market that buyers are expected to desire. We think that by 
using this approach, businesses are not being attentive to their buyers, because they are 
already convinced that they know what their buyers want, which might not be the case. We 
argue that businesses should create market offerings that buyers value, not offer what they 
think buyers value. According to Kothari & Lackner (2006, p. 243) these types of 
businesses are not acknowledging or understanding their buyers’ actual value requirements. 
In order to gain a deep understanding of what buyers’ want and value, an outside-in 
approach needs to be implemented (Kothari & Lackner, 2006, p. 244). Kothari & Lackner 
(2006, p. 244) explains that an outside-in approach takes customers preferences into the 
business, which is then used to create value for them. For us, an outside-in approach 
resembles a customer-oriented view in businesses. 

Previous research argues that by encouraging businesses to apply a customer-oriented view, 
buyers are not only seen as a source of revenue and profit (Lengnick-Hall, 1996, p. 805). 
Instead, they are viewed as a resource i.e. contributing human resources and co-producer of 
value, which is a way for businesses to gain a competitive advantage (Lengnick-Hall, 1996, 
p. 805; Wilson et al., 2008, 302). Wilson et al. (2008, pp. 302-303) explains that in a B2B 
service setting, buyer participation can influence and contribute to the business’s 
productivity both to the quality and quantity of the end product. By having the buyers as the 
central focus, suppliers can easily anticipate, create and deliver value to current and future 
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buyers (Hoekstra et al., 1999, p. 43). Dyer; Dyer & Singh (1996; 1998, cited in Lado et al., 
2011, p. 206) also state that the various activities and functions can be more effectively 
integrated and strategically managed in the supply chain, which can lead to increased 
sustainable competitive advantage. This can be one of the reasons why buyer focus has 
been documented as the key to firm’s competitive advantage (Morgan & Hunt, 1994, p. 34). 

When researching customer orientation, we noticed that most researches on this topic have 
been conducted in a B2C setting, or that the setting of the research has not been specified. 
Therefore, we assume that research in B2B goods settings might not have been done as 
much as it has in B2C settings. However, the limited research that exists have shown that 
customer orientation has a positive function and impact for firms in B2B settings as well. 
Lado et al. (2011, 212) found support that customer orientation can be used to increase B2B 
goods firms’ competitive advantage and in line with our discussion above, they also 
suggest that firms in B2B goods settings would benefit by shifting from a product-centric 
view to a customer-oriented view. Some ideas of customer orientation also incorporate the 
element of value. According to Singh & Koshy (2011, p. 82), value can be created for 
buyers through a customer-oriented approach by sales personnel, which also supports 
developments in buyer-supplier relationships. Furthermore, B2B goods firms also use 
customer orientation as a factor of building trust with buyers by understanding their 
requirements, emphasizing with their problems and help to solve problems (Anderson & 
Narus, 2004, pp. 337-338). We therefore argue that customer orientation is beneficial for 
companies operating in B2B goods settings. As mentioned before, customer orientation 
consists of understanding buyers’ requirements in order to deliver superior value to them. 
In order to provide the most value for buyers, Webster (1965, p. 370) state that it is vital for 
suppliers to understand how buyers make decisions. Anderson & Narus (2004, p. 110) also 
support this statement and describes that by knowing how buyers make decisions, suppliers 
can improve their ability to create and deliver superior value to buyers.  

3.3 Industrial buying process 
Many buyers go through an orderly and structured process when making purchasing 
decisions (Anderson & Narus, 2004, p. 122). Thus, one might argue that buying in B2B 
goods settings is straightforward and easy to approach. However, compared to B2C settings 
where the consumer only has its own interest to consider, buying in B2B goods settings 
involves several people that need to come to an agreement (Anderson & Narus, 2004, p. 
114). Therefore, we reason that buying in B2B goods settings can be seen as quite a 
complex process, since the purchasing decisions will affect the whole organisation and the 
rest of the supply-chain.  

One model that has been described to explain how buyers make decisions in B2B settings is 
the BuyGrid model (Tanner, 1999, p. 248). This model has during a long time been used to 
study the industrial buying process and is today a part of the classical approaches (Reese & 
Stone, 1987, p. 52; Tanner, 1999, p. 246). The first step in the BuyGrid model is the 
problem-recognition step where a business realises that they have a need to solve a problem 
(Webster, 1965, p. 372). According to Webster (1965, p. 372), a problem can arise due to 
new ambitions or a change in performance, and it is defined as the difference between the 
desired and actual outcome. The second step is the determination of characteristics and 
quantity of needed item; where a business decide what they need to solve the problem with 
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and how much of it (Reese & Stone, 1987, p. 52). The third step in the model is the 
description of characteristics of the needed item i.e. the important attributes/characteristics 
that are required to solve the problem (Reese & Stone, 1987, p. 52). The fourth step in the 
model is the search for and qualification of potential sources; where a buyer evaluates the 
market for potential suppliers of the needed item(s) (Reese & Stone, 1987, p. 52). The fifth 
step is where the buyer receives and analyse offers from suppliers (Reese & Stone, 1987, p. 
52). Managers face the task of evaluating a wide range of alternatives before purchasing, 
based on different criterion (Venkata Rao & Patel, 2010, p. 4665). Previous research has 
found that managers consider multiple variables when evaluating different alternatives, for 
example when evaluating what supplier to work with (Maltz et al., 2011, p. 803). Buyers do 
not consider these variables by themselves; instead they combine them in a way that 
increases the chance for their decision to deliver the planned and expected benefits (Maltz 
et al., 2011, p. 803). The sixth step is then where the buyer evaluates the proposals and 
selects supplier(s) (Reese & Stone, 1987, p. 52). Suppliers’ beneficial attributes will be 
evaluated against each other and if suppliers know what their buyers value in this process, 
we argue that they can increase their chances of being selected. The decision process then 
leads in to the seventh step, which is the selection of an order (Reese & Stone, 1987, p. 52). 
The eighth and last step of the BuyGrid model is the performance feedback and evaluation, 
where the buyer will either still have a need to solve the problem or it has been solved 
(Reese & Stone, 1987, p. 52). Unresolved problems have been stated as a contributing 
factor to switching supplier in B2B settings (Ulaga, 2003, p. 683). We think this implies 
how important it is to understand how buyers make purchasing decisions. 

Step 1 Problem recognition 
Step 2 Determination of characteristics and quantity of the needed item 
Step 3 Description of characteristics of the needed item 
Step 4 Search for and qualification of potential sources 
Step 5 Receive and analyse offers from suppliers 
Step 6 Evaluates proposals and select supplier 
Step 7 Selection of an order 
Step 8 Performance feedback and evaluation 

 

Figure 2- Self designed steps of the Industrial Buying Process 

We have chosen to include the BuyGrid model i.e. the industrial buying process due to the 
nature of our research. As mentioned before, we are going to measure beneficial attributes 
that buyers value when choosing a supplier and these attributes are a part of criterion that 
buyers evaluate before they make purchasing decisions (Leek & Christodoulides, 2011, p. 
831). We are also going to look at how these beneficial attributes affect loyalty, a post-
purchase evaluation, which is described as the last step of the BuyGrid model. We therefore 
argue that the industrial buying process is relevant for our research. Webster (1965, p. 370) 
supports this by stating that it is important for suppliers to understand how buyers make 
decisions in order to be successful in creating value for them. We claim that if all buyers 
would have the same preferences, hence have a similar buying process, suppliers would not 
have to be as concerned with understanding the buyer. For example, not only eight different 
segments based on products bought and industry affiliation were found in a recent chemical 
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product study, but for each segment there were also two to five sub-segments based on the 
different purchasing patterns (Webster, 1965, p. 370). We think this is a good example of 
how different this process can be and that it is important to understand the buying decision 
process to gain more knowledge about the buyers.  

Even though individuals on behalf of a business make buying decisions in B2B settings, 
they are still people (Webster, 1965, p. 370). Therefore, we agree with Webster (1965, p. 
371) when he states “to view the industrial buying process as completely objective and 
rational is to ignore the essential fact that industrial buyer-seller relationships involve 
interaction among people”. Due to this we think it is important for suppliers to both 
consider the individual and the organisational decision making when thinking and 
understanding the industrial buying process. Webster (1965, p. 370) also states that it is 
crucial for suppliers to understand how buyers make buying decisions to be able to provide 
the best solutions and offerings to the buyer. In order to gain a good competitive position in 
a B2B setting and be the final choice of the buyer, suppliers must influence the buying 
process to their own advantage (Webster, 1965, p. 370). Suppliers can create positive 
awareness of their offers and affect the final decision among the buyers by developing 
positive attitudes of their offerings, but the success of this will depend on how well 
suppliers understand what is needed and how buying decisions are made (Webster, 1965, p. 
370).   

3.4 Market offerings in a B2B goods setting 
When buyers make purchasing decisions, they base these decisions on what suppliers have 
to offer them (Webster, 1965, p. 374). But what does actually constitute a market offering 
in a B2B setting? In order to provide value to buyers through their offering, we argue that 
suppliers need to understand exactly what their offering consists of. The core of a market 
offering can consist of either goods or services, but we will only discuss market offerings 
where the core is a tangible good as it is most relevant for this research. We think it can be 
easy to think of a market offering as only the core product a company is selling. Anderson 
& Narus (2004, p. 13) defines it as “the process of putting products, services, programs, 
and systems together in ways that create the greatest value for the targeted market segments 
and customer firms”. Based on this definition, market offerings involve much more than 
just the core product, it also includes other elements for example technical assistance, buyer 
bonuses and inventory programs, which also provides beneficial attributes to buyers 
(Anderson & Narus, 2004, p. 179). Kothandaraman & Wilson (2001, p. 380) provide a 
wider description of market offerings that include the core benefits of the product, the 
technology supporting the product, the supplier’s reputation and the benefits the employees 
contribute with. These views constitute that a market offering in B2B goods settings 
consists of several components including the core product and intangible beneficial 
attributes surrounding it.  

Prior research has stated that managers should not ignore additional beneficial attributes 
surrounding the core product, because they can actually be important sources of value 
(Anderson & Narus, 2004, p. 179). This wide view of market offerings is often not 
understood by managers in B2B goods settings (Anderson & Narus, 2004, p. 186), which 
we think is a disadvantage for these managers because it could cause them to lose their 
competitive advantage. By understanding the breadth of the whole offering, suppliers can 
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find new ways of differentiating themselves (Anderson & Narus, 2004, p. 180). The reason 
for why this view has been extended can be explained through commoditization. 
Commoditization is when product markets mature and products from different suppliers are 
seen basically the same and thus does not give any supplier any competitive advantage 
(Matthyssens & Vandenbempt, 2008, p. 317). Therefore, the part of market offerings 
related to services is actually bigger then managers realise (Anderson & Narus, 2004, p. 
187). Lay & Jung Erceg (2002, cited in Gebauer & Friedli, 2005, p. 70) actually argue that 
suppliers can potentially achieve higher profit margins by competing through services. 
Furthermore, Webster (1965, p. 370) states that suppliers need to make combined market 
offerings of both tangible and intangible beneficial attributes to provide the best solution 
for the buyer.  

Even though incorporating services into the market offering might not be fully understood 
by managers yet, there are a number of firms that see their core value proposition as a 
combination of goods and services (Ulaga & Reinartz, 2011, p. 6). It seems that suppliers 
are on the right way, but buyers actually have a different view than this; when suppliers see 
the market offerings as a combination of goods and services, buyers see offerings as 
relational processes (Tuli et al., 2007, p. 2). These relational processes include for example 
buyer requirements definition, customisation and deployment (Tuli et al., 2007, 2). Based 
on this discussion, we can conclude that it is important for suppliers to acknowledge their 
market offering from a bigger perspective. 

Another view that could help suppliers understand buying behaviour in B2B goods settings 
looks at market offerings from a value perspective. In this view, the market offering will 
create value through the costs and benefits related to the supplier’s offer, which can be 
described as a supplier’s value proposition (Anderson & Narus, 1998, p. 54). Lindic & 
Silva (2011, p. 1694) states that a value proposition is the way in which a supplier’s 
offering differs from its competitors. Similar to this definition, Anderson & Narus (2004, p. 
156) describe a value proposition as “the points of difference, and sometimes, points of 
parity of the marketing offering relative to the next-best-alternative offering that are the 
most valuable to the target customer”. Having this view of their market offerings, suppliers 
will automatically consider how buyers value their offerings and will work hard to provide 
valuable market offerings (Anderson et al., 2006, p. 92). Compared to the component views 
described above, our opinion is that the value perspective is more focused on the buyer and 
acknowledges that the value offering is actually related to competitors offerings, a choice 
the buyer always have. We think that this view could facilitate an outside-in approach and a 
customer-oriented business orientation. Based on this, we suggest that market offering in 
B2B goods settings should be seen as a value proposition from the supplier to the buyer, 
which is based on what the buyer value. 

3.5 Buyer Value 
In line with the market offering discussion above, Kothari & Lackner (2006, p. 243) 
explain that buyers do not purchase products and services, they purchase value. The most 
used definition of buyer value is that it is perceived by the buyer and involves a trade-off 
between what a buyer gain and what the buyer give up to gain or use a product (Zeithaml, 
1988, p. 14). Kumar & Grisaffe (2004, p. 46) also contribute to this definition but instead of 
talking about what the buyer gain and lose, they define value as the trade-off between 
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benefits received by the buyer and the sacrifices made to get the benefits. We think the 
beneficial side is the most interesting, because we assume that buyers would not make any 
purchases if they would not gain anything from it. The cost side is often narrowly discussed, 
concerning only price (Anderson & Narus, 2004, p. 6; Kothari & Lackner, 2006, p. 246), 
but it also consists of other costs such as; costs associated with finding the right product, 
vendor management and legal costs associated with contract negotiations, personnel costs 
related to training with the product (Kothari & Lackner, 2006, p. 246). We believe that cost 
alone cannot impact the value perception of a supplier, only when it is in relation to the 
benefits received or developed into a benefit. This can be done if for example a supplier 
works together with a buyer to minimize the overall costs (Kothari & Lackner, 2006, p. 
246). However, previous research has suggested that benefits from a business relationship 
have a stronger potential to be key differentiators for suppliers, compared to costs (Ulaga & 
Eggert, 2006, p. 131). For these reasons, we have chosen to focus on the beneficial side of 
value. We will mostly use the terminology beneficial attributes as a substitute for benefits 
during the rest of the thesis except for when authors use it in their theories and statements. 
As mentioned earlier, buyers purchase value and we argue that it is the beneficial attributes 
that contribute most to value for buyers, hence also the factors that could lead to loyalty to 
the supplier. Previous research demonstrates that the best way of increasing loyalty and 
improve buyer relationship is to provide value to buyers (Kumar & Grisaffe, 2004, p. 44). 
Also, Chen & Hu (2010, p. 408) stated that it is more likely for a buyer to stay in a 
relationship when the received beneficial attributes exceed the sacrifice. 

We argue that it is crucial for managers to have a clear clarification of their buyers’ needs 
and wants and implement these preferences as a base for the beneficial attributes they 
provide, since this is where they can impact the value proposition. As stated earlier, 
keeping the buyer as the focal point of the business can increase the superior value and 
competitive advantage for a supplier. Previous research states that as the competitive 
environment increases and if many substitutes are available, buyers may come to expect 
more value from suppliers than if they would not have any alternatives (Naumann 1995, 
cited in Liu, 2006, p. 31). Furthermore, buyers create expectations of what should or will 
happen prior to a purchase, which are later compared to the actual performance (Oliver & 
DeSarbo, 1988, p. 495). Oliver & DeSarbo (1988, p. 495) explain that “expectation and 
disconfirmation theory is actually two processes consisting of the formation of expectations 
and the disconfirmation of those expectations through performance comparisons”. This 
comparison is done by using a better-than, worse-than scale, which means that the result is 
divided into a negative disconfirmation category if it is worse than expected and a positive 
disconfirmation category if it is better than expected (Wilson et al., 2008, p. 105; Oliver & 
DeSarbo, 1988, p. 495). The generally accepted model of buyer satisfaction and 
dissatisfaction by researchers is based on the expectation and disconfirmation paradigm (La 
et al., 2009, p. 276). Oliver & DeSarbo (1988, p. 496) explain this as the joy of a positive 
disconfirmation creates a satisfaction judgment, while the disappointment of a negative 
disconfirmation decreases the satisfaction. By understanding buyers’ expectations suppliers 
can use these expectations to create value (O'Cass & Ngo, 2012, p. 126). By using this 
knowledge, suppliers will have the opportunity to close the gap between what the buyer 
expect and perceive during the experience, which is critical in order to deliver value 
(Wilson et al., 2008, p. 105). 
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One model explaining value is the customer-value-hierarchy model (Figure 3). The 
customer-value-hierarchy model is divided into two parts, which are also divided into three 
levels: desired customer value i.e. attribute and attribute performance, consequences in the 
use situation, and goals and purposes and received customer value i.e. attribute-based 
satisfaction, consequence-based satisfaction, and goal-based satisfaction (Woodruff, 1997, 
p. 142). Munnukka & Järvi (2011, p. 585) state that all three levels of the customer value-
hierarchy model are contributing to perceived buyer value. The first level in the model; 
customer’s goal and purpose, is the level of value perceptions relating to achieving latent 
personal goals, for example increase in superior value, enjoyable and problem-free use 
experience (Munnukka & Järvi, 2011, p. 585). The second level; desired consequences in 
use situations, concerns more distinct beneficial attributes that buyers strive to attain with 
the product such as no hassle, time saving, desired visual view, availability, high cost 
quality ratio etcetera (Munnukka & Järvi, 2011, p. 585). We believe that the first and 
second step i.e. customer’s goal and purpose, and desired consequences in the hierarchy 
model can affect the value that is perceived by what expectations the buyer have 
beforehand. The third level consist of desired attributes and attribute-performance, which is 
the most concrete and basic level of value dealing with direct functions and characteristics 
of a product, for example, the size, design, frequency of repair, low price and product 
quality etcetera (Munnukka & Järvi, 2011, p. 585). 

 

 
Figure 3 - The customer value hierarchy (Woodruff, 1997, p. 142) 

By using the customer-value-hierarchy model, the study by Lapierre et al. (2008, pp. 123-
124) investigated customers’ desired value change in a B2B service setting between 
professional services providers and their buyers in Quebec, Canada. They collected the data 
by calling selected respondents i.e. senior managers and interviewing them by using a 
questionnaire (Lapierre et al., 2008, p. 124). The results from this study showed that the 
levels in the customer-value-hierarchy model are interrelated and the research was also 
shown to be reliable and valid (Lapierre et al., 2008, pp. 135; 138-139). Hence, we can 
conclude that the customer-value-hierarchy model is supported and therefore usable. Even 
though this research was conducted in a B2B service setting, we think it can be applied in a 
B2B goods setting as well. Past research found that the first level; goals and purposes had 
only a minor impact, while the third attribute level had a substantially greater influence on 
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perceived value (Munnukka & Järvi, 2011, p. 594). Even so, these researchers have 
concluded that a buyer-value-driven business should not only focus on certain attributes of 
value but also at consequences and goal (Munnukka & Järvi, 2011, p. 585). In our minds 
this is a contribution to the findings of Lapierre et al. (2008, pp. 138-139) that the levels are 
related. Since the attribute level was proven to have the most influence, we argue that it is 
important for suppliers to understand their buyers’ preferences and to know what beneficial 
attributes that will generate high value for them.  

3.6 Beneficial attributes 
Kumar & Grisaffe (2004, p. 46) state that the concept of beneficial attributes and what 
components that is included in this concept are different between researchers. When 
reading through previous research, we also recognised that beneficial attributes are named 
differently and that the attributes included in various models also differ. Rintamäki et al. 
(2006, p. 9) state that there are many different views on what constitutes perceived value 
and that there is no consensus of how to combine them within the academic community. 
We therefore argue that it is essential to present and discuss different views on what is seen 
as beneficial attributes to be able to decide on the attributes that we will test and the 
terminology to use in this research. We have noticed that beneficial attributes valued by 
buyers in B2B goods settings is a research area that is not as extensively researched as in 
the B2B services settings. As mentioned earlier, this presents an opportunity for us to make 
a contribution in order to reduce this gap, however, it provides us with a limited 
background in the topic to base our research on. In order to gain more information and 
support from B2B goods settings, we chose to include some research from B2B service 
settings as well. We argue that even though our research concerns businesses in a B2B 
goods setting, services are still an important element of market offerings in B2B goods 
settings. Therefore, we think previous research in B2B service setting is partly applicable in 
our B2B goods setting.    

One classification of beneficial attributes is made by Kothari & Lackner (2006, p. 245) who 
group them into product, access and experience attributes. The product attributes are 
product specific e.g. performance features while access attributes relate to the availability 
of the product e.g. ordering and delivery (Kothari & Lackner, 2006, p. 245). Finally, 
experience attributes concern the interaction the buyer has with a supplier and the 
experience in the actual use of the product (Kothari & Lackner, 2006, p. 245). We think this 
way of classifying beneficial attributes resembles the model describing buyer value: levels 
of products and services (Kotler & Armstrong, 2010, p. 249). This model consists of three 
levels of a product that each adds more value to the buyer (Kotler & Armstrong, 2010, p. 
249). The first level concerns the core product, the actual problem the product solves and 
the second level refers to specific product features, for example design and function, which 
are very similar to the product attributes beneficial attributes described by Kothari & 
Lackner (2006, p. 245). Furthermore, the third level, augmented product, can be equated 
with the last two of Kothari & Lackner ‘s (2006, p. 245) classifications of beneficial 
attributes, namely access attributes and experience attributes as they both concern delivery 
and support/service where the buyer interacts with a company. We feel that these 
descriptions of beneficial attributes are two examples of theories that are focused on the 
product and the beneficial attributes surrounding the product. Chiung-Ju & Wen-Hung 
(2004, p. 61) stated that it is very seldom that buyers will be attracted to the attributes of a 
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product at first, instead the additional attributes serve as a major purchase motivator. We 
will present other views that include more intangible attributes that buyer’s value. 

As mentioned, many studies have different views of what buyers value. Sheth (1983, cited 
in Chen & Hu, 2010, p. 406) presents two general themes that motivate purchasing 
behaviour; functional and non-functional motives. The functional classification refers to 
motives such as quality and price, whereas the non-functional classification concerns 
elements like reputation and social needs for interaction (Sheth 1983, cited in Chen & Hu, 
2010, p. 406). Even though this view is taken from a B2C service setting, we have 
recognised similar themes in B2B goods settings as well. One B2B goods classifications 
that follow this theme are described as economic and non-economic dimensions (Geyskens 
et al., 1999, p. 224). The economic dimension relates to attributes such as sales volume or 
product quality, while the non-economic dimension concerns social and psychological 
attributes regarding the relationship between a buyer and a supplier and the interaction they 
have (Geyskens et al., 1999, p. 224).  

In one prior study, product specific beneficial attributes (e.g. product quality) were 
described as intrinsic attributes (Kumar & Grisaffe, 2004, p. 68). It has been stated that 
these types of attributes may have received too much attention in buyer value studies 
(Kumar & Grisaffe, 2004, p. 66). This approach has been the traditional way of looking at 
buyer value (Hansen et al., 2008, 211), hence we think it is logical that these types of 
beneficial attributes have been the primary focus. Ulaga (2003, p. 678) also states that most 
research regarding buyer value in B2B goods settings has been focused on attributes related 
to the tangible product and not incorporating any relational attributes. However, as this 
research area has developed, more extrinsic attributes, e.g. innovativeness, corporate 
reputation, have proven to have a great impact on buyer value in B2B settings (Kumar & 
Grisaffe, 2004, pp. 64; 73). Zeithalm (1988, p. 9) have also classified attributes in extrinsic 
(e.g. country of origin, interpersonal service) and intrinsic attributes (e.g. core service 
attributes). She stated, similar to Kumar & Grisaffe (2004, pp. 64; 73), that buyers are more 
reliant on extrinsic than intrinsic attributes in purchase situations. Furthermore, Reddy 
(1991, p. 16), also uses this terminology and describes intrinsic attributes as product related 
(e.g. performance, reliability) and extrinsic attributes as supplier related (e.g. reputation, 
service, warranty). Country of origin, brand and warranty has been described as other types 
of extrinsic attributes and product specific as intrinsic attributes (Maltz et al., 2011, p. 797). 
Country of origin was found to have a moderate effect on buyer preferences (Bradley, 2001, 
p. 522), but seems to have a bigger effect when buyers are uncertain about foreign products 
and/or intrinsic attributes are unavailable (Maltz et al., 2011, p. 797). We have recognised 
that more recent studies have moved their focus away from intrinsic i.e. tangible attributes 
towards investigating different types of extrinsic i.e. intangible attributes.  

This shift of focus towards more extrinsic attributes is a result of a paradigm shift, which 
Vargo & Lusch (2004, p. 2) describe as the movement from the product itself to service 
components being the major differentiators between B2B firms. This is a result of 
commoditization, which was described above. Intrinsic attributes are easier for competitors 
to copy, whereas the extrinsic attributes are more difficult to imitate (La et al. 2009, p. 277). 
Hence, when products are becoming commoditized, other extrinsic beneficial attributes, e.g. 
supplier know-how becomes key differentiators that will provide value for buyers 
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(Matthyssens & Vandenbempt, 2008, p. 316). For example, innovativeness is one extrinsic 
attribute that can create a competitive advantage for firms in B2B goods settings (Danneels, 
2002, p. 1115). However, Golfetto & Gibbert (cited, in Möller, 2006, p. 913) state that 
sometimes suppliers do not understand what beneficial attributes buyers actual value; 
“whereas suppliers still focus on the level of products, buyers are more interested in 
suppliers' competences, e.g. the ‘availability’ of the supplier, the efficient delivery of the 
supplier's solution, and the supplier's expertise in the customer's own business”. In this case, 
suppliers focus on providing beneficial attributes and value through their intrinsic attributes 
when the buyers actually desire value through extrinsic attributes. We believe it is 
important for suppliers to understand this paradigm shift of what beneficial attributes 
buyers value in order to create a sustainable competitive advantage through extrinsic 
attributes instead of only relying on intrinsic attributes. 

From in-depth interviews, Liu (2006, p. 31) identified three sources of buyer value in B2B 
services; the overall economic value of a supplier, value of relational/support service and 
the value of the technical/core service. The overall economic value refers to the total 
amount of value perceived when assessing the beneficial attributes and the costs associated 
with a supplier (Liu, 2006, p. 31). The value of relational/support service is the perceived 
value of the beneficial attributes they receive from interacting with a supplier in 
comparison with competitors, which includes communication exchange and working to 
find effective ways of doing business together (Liu, 2006, p. 31). The value of the 
technical/core service relates to the performance of a supplier in comparison with 
competition (Liu, 2006, p. 31), which is similar to the concept of exchange value also 
described above. Similar to these findings, Lapierre (2000, p. 125) also recognised three 
groups of value drivers in B2B services; product, service and relationship related value 
drivers, where the product related group concerns for example product quality or alternative 
solutions. Next, the service classification refers to additional services surrounding the core 
offer such as responsiveness and technical competence and finally relationship drivers 
include for example trust and suppliers’ image (Lapierre, 2000, p. 125). These two theories 
have both recognised similar value drivers in B2B service settings and we can see a clear 
theme from these theories and the ones described above, where value is found through the 
core offering and through additional beneficial attributes. We argue that these can be 
equated with intrinsic and extrinsic attributes. 

Aside from Lapierre (2000, p. 125), there have also been other studies that found a 
supplier’s technical skills to be an attractive attribute in B2B service settings (Burke, 1996; 
Ellis &Watterson, 2001, cited in La et al., 2009, p. 277). The technical skills have been 
described as knowledge and expertise, understanding clients’ operations and needs and 
competitors’ service (Rentz et al. 2002, p. 15). High level of interaction and interpersonal 
skills are two other attributes that are important in selecting a B2B service supplier (Day & 
Barksdale 1992. cited in La et al., 2009, p. 277). Furthermore, a firm’s overall reputation 
has been stated as B2B service firm’s most important and intangible asset (La et al., 2009, p. 
278). As described, these three previous classifications were undertaken in B2B service 
settings, however they incorporate elements of relationships in beneficial attributes, which 
we want to highlight. One could argue that relational attributes have been more mentioned 
in B2B service settings since B2B goods settings are different and focuses on the product. 
However, we believe that relational attributes are important in B2B goods settings as well, 
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which also recent studies have confirmed (Ulaga, 2003, pp. 681-682; Walter et al., 2003, pp. 
161-162; Ulaga & Eggert, 2006, pp. 131-133). 

Henneberg et al. (2009, p. 545) classify beneficial attributes that buyers receive from a B2B 
goods setting into three levels; exchange value, relational value and proprietary value. 
Exchange value relates to the offering that is created by the supplier through the specific 
product, which produces advantages for the buyer (Möller, 2006, p. 915). Möller & 
Törrönen (2003, p. 113) describe that these beneficial attributes will be the ones that buyers 
mainly will compare in relation to competitors. We interpret this as intrinsic attributes for 
example product quality and price, which is easily compared among suppliers. Next, 
relational value refers to the beneficial attributes in the activities that include both the 
supplier and the buyer e.g. buyer care and joint product development (Möller, 2006, p. 915), 
which we evaluate as extrinsic attributes. Last, proprietary value refers to the advantages 
the supplier creates for itself, which is not transferred to the buyer (Möller, 2006, p. 915) 
and thus not relevant for this research. This theory highlights the importance of suppliers 
using their capabilities when creating beneficial attributes for the buyers. 

Ulaga & Eggert (2006, p. 131) found that there are three types of beneficial categories that 
can provide value for buyers in B2B goods settings; core benefits, sourcing benefits and 
operational benefits. The core benefits provide value through the core offering e.g. product 
quality and delivery performance (Ulaga & Eggert, 2006, pp. 131-133). The second 
category sourcing benefits concerns relationship attributes like personal interaction and 
service support and the last category, operations benefits, include for example supplier 
know-how and time to market attributes (Ulaga & Eggert, 2006, pp. 131-133). The fact that 
Ulaga & Eggert (2006, pp. 131-133) found extrinsic attributes to be relevant supports the 
paradigm shift from intrinsic to more extrinsic attributes as discussed above. Ulaga & 
Eggert (2006, pp. 131-133) also recognised that personal interaction and service support 
were identified as the two attributes that offer the most potential for differentiation of 
suppliers, whereas price and product quality attributes had substantially lower potential. We 
argue that this goes in line with our discussion earlier that suppliers can find new ways of 
differentiating their business by recognising a broader view of their market offering 
(Anderson & Narus, 2004, p. 180). Ulaga & Eggert (2006, p. 131-133) also support this by 
stating that by managing these value-driving attributes, suppliers can differentiate 
themselves among suppliers in business relationships and create value for buyers. We argue 
that these findings supports that relational beneficial attributes of business relationships are 
becoming more important for differentiation and value creation for buyers. 

Walter et al. (2003, p. 161) describe that buyers can receive beneficial attributes through 
direct and indirect functions, which are offered by a supplier in B2B goods settings. The 
direct functions include quality function (product quality, product reliability), volume 
function (purchase large quantities), cost function (cost reductions) and safeguard function 
(safeguard against supplier failure) (Walter et al., 2003, p. 161). These product-related 
attributes are somewhat different from previous descriptions above and this is due to the 
fact that this study was conducted in a B2B goods setting. We can therefore see a difference 
between B2B service and B2B goods settings. The indirect functions are beneficial for the 
buyer first in other relationships or in the future, compared to the direct function that 
provide beneficial attributes directly from the relationship (Walter et al., 2003, pp. 161-162). 
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The indirect functions include when the supplier introduces the buyer to new exchange 
partners (market function), when information is passed on to the buyer (scout function), 
when innovation support is provided (innovation function) and cooperation and support 
between the parties (social support function) (Walter et al., 2003, pp. 161-162). We think 
that the indirect functions also differ from extrinsic attributes recognised in B2B service 
settings. However, they do involve relation attributes where the supplier and the buyer 
interact and therefore we argue that they can be named as extrinsic attributes. 

Similar to Walter et al. (2003, pp. 161-162), Ulaga (2003, pp. 681-690) has made one of the 
most extensive classifications of attributes that create value with buyers in B2B goods 
setting. It is an eight dimensional outline consisting of product quality, service support, 
delivery, supplier know-how, time-to-market, personal interaction, price and process cost 
(Ulaga, 2003, pp. 681-690). The first dimension; product quality means to what degree the 
product meets buyers’ preferences and includes product performance, consistency and 
reliability (Ulaga, 2003, pp. 682). The product dimension has been recurring in all previous 
theories that we have discussed which is logical since it is the core beneficial attribute that 
suppliers offer. The second dimension service support can be used to create value through 
buyer information and outsourcing of activities (Ulaga, 2003, p. 684). Delivery, which is 
the third dimension, is regarded as a creator of relationship value by on-time delivery, 
delivery flexibility and accuracy of delivery (Ulaga, 2003, p. 684). By reducing the time it 
takes for a product to reach the buyer, more value will be created, which represents the 
fourth dimension; time-to-market (Ulaga, 2003, p. 686). We think this dimension will be 
affected by the delivery dimension, which means that by improving delivery, suppliers can 
improve the buyers’ time-to-market. Therefore in our opinion, by improving one beneficial 
attribute, suppliers can create value through two beneficial attributes. Another dimension is 
supplier know-how, which can create value due to the fact that the supplier may have 
knowledge of the market (Ulaga, 2003, p. 684) and hence create even more value by 
helping the buyer to improve existing products and also to develop new products. 
Furthermore, the sixth dimension is personal interaction, which refers to all interaction 
between suppliers and buyers that can create value through communication, problem 
solving and by sharing goals (Ulaga, 2003, p. 686). As product quality, personal interaction 
is also frequently being mentioned as a beneficial attribute. Personal interaction might be 
regarded as an important dimension in B2B service setting, but we think it relates to the 
B2B goods setting as well, which this study supports. We think the reason for why personal 
interaction is frequently being mentioned as a beneficial attribute is because as mentioned 
before, businesses today have started to become more customer oriented than product 
oriented, hence the importance of personal interaction. The seventh dimension price is seen 
as a beneficial attribute if price decreases occur and depending on how the price lies 
relative to competition (Ulaga, 2003, p. 688). The last dimension process costs regards 
creation of value by reducing costs from the relationship on other basis than price, e.g. 
inventory costs, order-handling costs and inspection costs (Ulaga, 2003, p. 689).  

From these descriptions it is evident that there are many different classifications of 
beneficial attributes of value as stated by Rintamäki et al. (2006, p. 9). The classifications 
we have presented in this chapter are summarised in table 1 and from there we can see that 
the classification approach most frequently cited is extrinsic and intrinsic attributes. We 
think that a cohesive terminology can be useful in this research area and therefore we have 
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chosen to use this classification approach as well. The last three theoretical frameworks 
described were based on research in B2B goods settings, which added theoretical 
knowledge in B2B goods settings. We consider these beneficial attributes as some of the 
most relevant for this research because it includes intrinsic attributes and also some 
extrinsic attributes specific to the B2B goods setting. Based on this literature review and the 
setting in which the company we are writing on commission for operates, we have chosen 
to test the beneficial attributes; Product quality (performance, consistency, reliability), 
Delivery quality (performance, consistency, reliability), Price, Service support, Personal 
interaction and Supplier know-how. As research found some other extrinsic attributes to be 
relevant, we also added the following attributes when looking at attribute importance: 
Supplier reputation, Innovativeness and Geographic distance. These additional attributes 
will provide the company with an extended assessment of the situation, which will be 
beneficial for them. These set of attributes have not been incorporated together in any prior 
research and therefore we argue that it is important to address this theoretical gap in 
beneficial attributes that buyer’s value. 
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Table 1 – Summary of beneficial attributes’ classifications 

Authors Setting  
 

Classification 1 Classification 2 Classification 3 

Sheth (1983) B2C 
service 

Functional (quality, 
price) 

Non-functional 
(reputation, interaction) 

 

Zeithalm (1988) B2C Intrinsic (core service 
attributes) 

Extrinsic (country of 
origin, interpersonal 
service) 

 

Reddy (1991) B2B 
goods 

Intrinsic (performance, 
reliability) 

Extrinsic (reputation, 
service, warranty) 

 

Geyskens, 
Steenkamp & 
Kumar (1999) 

B2B 
goods 

Economic(sales 
volume, product 
quality) 

Non-economic 
(relationship, interaction) 

 

Lapierre (2000) B2B 
service 

Product (product 
quality) 

Service (responsiveness, 
technical competence) 

Overall economic 
value (benefits-
costs) 

Walter et al. 
(2003) 

B2B 
goods 

Direct functions 
(product quality, 
volume, cost 
reductions) 

Indirect functions 
(interaction, knowledge 
transfers) 

Operational 
benefits (supplier 
know-how, time-
to-market 
attributes) 

Ulaga (2003) B2B 
goods 

Product quality, service 
support, delivery, 
supplier know-how, 
time-to-market, 
personal interaction, 
price, process costs 

  

Kumar & 
Grisaffe (2004) 

B2B  
g & s 

Intrinsic (product 
quality) 

Extrinsic 
(innovativeness, 
corporate reputation) 

 

Ulaga & Eggert 
(2006) 

B2B 
goods 

Core benefits (product 
quality, delivery 
performance) 

Sourcing benefits 
(personal interaction, 
service support) 

Proprietary value 
(value transferred 
to supplier) 

Kothari & 
Lackner (2006) 

B2B Product attributes 
(performance) 

Access attributes 
(delivery, ordering) 

Experience 
attributes 
(interaction) 

Lui (2006) B2B 
service 

Technical/core service 
(performance) 

Relational/support 
service (interaction) 

 

Henneberg et al. 
(2009) 

B2B 
goods 

Exchange value 
(product attributes) 

Relational value 
(interaction, buyer care) 

Relationship (trust, 
suppliers image) 

Kotler & 
Armstrong 
(2010) 

B2C Core product (solves 
the problem) 

Product features (design, 
function) 

Augmented 
product (delivery, 
support/service) 
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3.7 Satisfaction and Loyalty 
Čater & Čater (2010, p. 1321) state that due to today’s technological improvements and 
increased competition, suppliers have a difficult time to differentiate themselves only on 
product quality. The focus on differentiation has therefore slowly moved towards building 
relationships with business partners (Čater & Čater 2010, p. 1321). To be able to create and 
uphold a long-term B2B relationship, suppliers need to establish a high level of buyer 
loyalty (Berry & Parasuraman 1991, cited in Čater & Čater 2010, p. 1321). Lam et al. 
(2004, p. 293) state that buyer loyalty is important in B2B settings, even though most 
empirical studies have been conducted in B2C settings. This is why we think it is important 
for a supplier and its management to understand what factors that leads to buyer loyalty and 
implement good quality relationships. From a buyer’s perspective in B2B settings, 
changing supplier and developing a new relationship does not only mean sacrifices of past 
investments, it also require a whole new relationship to be built from scratch (Liu, 2006, p. 
32). In our opinion, starting a new relationship with a new supplier will mean that the 
current personal relationships, familiar procedures and knowledge of contact persons that a 
buyer have with their current supplier will be gone. According to Liu (2006, p. 33) these 
factors are difficult to replace and we therefore think if a supplier take care of these factors, 
they will increase the value provided to buyers. As mentioned earlier, only establishing exit 
barriers on intrinsic attributes might not create enough value for current buyers (Liu, 2003, 
p. 35). Instead it is suggested that suppliers that want to establish long-term relationships 
should introduce relationship-orientation and co-creation of relational value (Liu, 2003, p. 
35). We argue that this can be achieved through implementation of customer-oriented focus 
in the business as discussed before. By working towards establishing a long-term 
relationship, a supplier might then enrich a buyer’s judgement of value, which in turn might 
influence loyalty (Liu et al., 2005, p. 567). Positive value judgements and experience of a 
supplier might influence buyers to feel obliged to stay with a supplier, hence increase buyer 
loyalty (Čater & Čater, 2010, p. 1326). 

Loyalty has been defined as a mixture of attitude and behaviour, which might result in 
intentions to repurchase and spread positive word-of-mouth (Čater & Čater, 2010, p. 1325). 
Several studies have explained behavioral loyalty in B2B settings as the buyer’s 
willingness to repurchase and continue the relationship with a supplier, while attitudinal 
loyalty is the buyer’s value association to the supplier (Lam et al., 2004, p. 294). In their 
study, Lam et al. (2004, p. 307) found that customer loyalty takes it form in two 
dimensions; recommendation and patronage loyalty. Čater & Čater (2010, p. 1325) also 
describe two forms of loyalty and state that many researchers have found in their studies 
that buyers who are influenced by positive perceived value will increase their attitudinal 
loyalty i.e. positive word-of-mouth and also their behavioral loyalty i.e. repurchase 
intentions. This also goes in line with McDougall & Levesque’s (2000, pp. 402-403) 
research, where perceived value was implied to be an important contributing factor to 
loyalty. For us, recommend loyalty is equivalent to attitudinal loyalty and patronage loyalty 
can be equated with behavioral loyalty. Both these studies show that it is important to 
consider two dimensions of loyalty and Lam et al. (2004, p. 307) also state that antecedents 
of loyalty have different effects on the two dimensions of loyalty. Therefore, we can 
conclude that it is justified to separate loyalty in order to test the effects its antecedents 
have. 
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Čater & Čater (2010, p. 1322) performed a quantitative study in a B2B goods setting where 
they tested some intrinsic (e.g. product quality) and extrinsic attributes (e.g. knowledge 
transfers, adaptation, cooperation) effect on commitment and loyalty. Product quality was 
the only attribute that was measured in direct relation to attitudinal and behavioral loyalty 
and the study showed that product quality had a higher effect on behavioral loyalty than 
attitudinal loyalty (Čater & Čater, 2010, p. 1329). The extrinsic attributes were measured in 
relation to commitment, which in turn was measured in relation to attitudinal and 
behavioral loyalty. Even though we are not examining commitment in this research, the 
extrinsic attributes positively contributed to commitment, which in turn was positively 
related to attitudinal and behavioral loyalty (Čater & Čater, 2010, p. 1329). Therefore, we 
can conclude that the extrinsic attributes had an indirect relation to attitudinal and 
behavioral loyalty. Lam et al. (2004, p. 295) also tested some constructs on both attitudinal 
and behavioral loyalty but in comparison to the study by Čater & Čater (2010) described 
above, their study was conducted in a B2B service setting. The beneficial attribute in which 
they measured value was named service quality and they created a construct consisting of 
five items; understanding of my business and shipping needs by the staff, timeliness of 
pickup of consignments as promised, reliability in delivering shipments, ease of booking a 
shipment with a company and promptness in advising about any problems with my 
shipments (Lam et al., 2004, p. 300). We argue that some of these items can be related to 
some of the beneficial attributes that we measure in our research. For example, reliability in 
delivery can be related to the intrinsic attribute delivery quality, ease of booking and 
promptness in advising can be related to the extrinsic attribute service support etcetera. 
These attributes were found to have a direct positive effect on both attitudinal and 
behavioral loyalty, however the relation was distinctively stronger towards behavioral 
loyalty (Lam et al., 2004, p. 304). The results from these two studies described imply that 
beneficial attributes effect on attitudinal and behavioral loyalty is stronger towards 
behavioral loyalty.  

Lam et al. (2004, p. 294) states that previous research has frequently recognised satisfaction 
as a factor that influences loyalty in B2C settings. However, research has proven that 
satisfaction is positively related to loyalty in B2B settings as well (Lam et al., 2004, p. 308; 
Chandrashekaran et al., 2007, pp. 158; 160). Satisfaction has been defined as a judgement 
made after a specific purchase and an overall assessment of a supplier (Westbrook & Oliver, 
1991, p. 84; McDougall & Levesque, 2000, p. 393). For us this means that satisfaction 
could be a possible outcome of the last step of the BuyGrid model discussed earlier, where 
the buyer gives feedback and evaluates the purchase from the supplier (Reese & Stone, 
1987, p. 52). Satisfaction has also earlier been related to fulfilment, where higher level of 
fulfilment will result in a higher level of satisfaction (Berman, 2005, p. 130). Buyers tend to 
be satisfied if the supplier outperforms the expectations the buyer had before entering the 
relationship (Molinari et al., 2008, p. 364). We think an example of this could be if the 
suppliers solve the buyer’s problem, but also does something that the buyer value to 
increase the fulfilment even more, for example solving the situation faster than expected. 

With the beneficial attributes described above, Lam et al. (2004, p. 307) also tested buyer 
value in relation to buyer satisfaction, which was supported. The authors define value in the 
same way we do in this research and that is “as a ratio or trade-off between total benefit 
received to total sacrifices” (Lam et al., 2004, p. 295). Based on the results of their study, 
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the authors stated that by focusing and managing attributes that the buyers think is 
important a business could improve the value for buyers and hence the satisfaction (Lam et 
al., 2004, p. 308). Liu et al. (2005, p. 561) also measured the relationship between buyer 
value consisting of beneficial attributes and satisfaction, which showed a positive 
relationship. For them, the beneficial attributes of value were supplier’s support service and 
economic value of a supplier (Liu et al., 2005, 563), which we relate to our intrinsic 
attributes; price, product quality and extrinsic attributes; service support, personal 
interaction etcetera. Williams et al. (2011, p. 808) found that service performance had a 
direct effect on satisfaction, while price did not. Service performance and price perception 
were two constructs that consisted of many different beneficial attributes as in our research 
(Williams et al., 2011, p. 809). For example, technical competence, promptness handling, 
communicating effectively and arriving when promised (Williams et al., 2011, p. 810) are 
some of the attributes they used that we can relate to our intrinsic and extrinsic attributes.  

Jones & Sasser (1995, p. 92) found that it is the highly satisfied buyers that tend to be loyal, 
while merely satisfied buyers tend to switch to and from suppliers, and the dissatisfied 
buyers are usually the ones to exit. Williams et al. (2011, p. 811) also state that lower 
satisfaction will lead to lower behavioral loyalty i.e. likelihood to renew and willingness to 
recommend. Satisfaction has also significant importance for loyalty in B2B settings (Lam 
et al., 2004, p. 308). As mentioned above, they separated loyalty into two dimensions and 
discovered that satisfaction influenced attitudinal and behavioral loyalty in different ways 
(Lam et al., 2004, p. 307). Satisfaction had a much bigger influence on attitudinal loyalty 
than behavioral loyalty, which means that buyers are more likely to recommend their 
supplier if they are satisfied, than to repurchase (Lam et al., 2004, p. 308). However, if 
buyers are not satisfied, their attitudinal loyalty decreases as well (Lam et al., 2004, p. 298). 
In contrast to satisfactions effect on attitudinal loyalty, it seems that behavioral loyalty is 
affected by both satisfaction and buyers perceived value (Lam et al., 2004, p. 308). This is 
supported by McDougall & Levesque’s (2000, pp. 402-403) who found that perceived 
value was implied to influence both satisfaction and loyalty. We interpret this as by 
satisfying the buyers, suppliers have higher possibilities of increasing word-of-mouth than 
repurchasing intentions. Satisfying the buyers also partly increase behavioral loyalty, 
however more efforts of positive value perceptions are required (Lam et al., 2004, p. 308). 
Based on this discussion, we can conclude that satisfaction has been proven to be an 
antecedent of loyalty in B2B settings. Therefore, we think it is crucial for suppliers to 
understand how to create value in order to satisfy the buyers and they should also aim for 
increasing buyer loyalty. From the discussion above, we can conclude that previous 
research highlights that beneficial attributes effect on the two dimensions of loyalty is 
higher towards behavioral loyalty. However, when the beneficial attributes affect 
satisfaction, which in turn affects the two dimensions of loyalty, the impact is higher on 
attitudinal loyalty. Due to this, we argue that it is vital to conduct more research regarding 
the two dimensions of loyalty and how satisfaction and beneficial attributes affects them.  
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3.8 Conceptual model 
Based on our literature review, we can conclude that a theoretical gap exists when it comes 
to beneficial attributes and their effect on satisfaction and two dimensions of loyalty in B2B 
goods settings. Previous studies have proven that both intrinsic and extrinsic attributes can 
affect value (Hansen et al., 2008, p. 211; Kumar & Grisaffe, 2004, p. 73), but we find it 
important to investigate how extrinsic and intrinsic beneficial attributes affect satisfaction 
and buyer loyalty to a supplier in B2B goods settings as well. 

To be able to answer our problem statement, we will test constructs regarding beneficial 
attributes, satisfaction, attitudinal and behavioral loyalty. When creating our own 
conceptual model, we were inspired by the last level in the customer value-hierarchy model 
i.e. desired attributes and attributes preferences (Woodruff, 1997, p. 142), since we are 
examining beneficial attributes in this study. We have chosen to limit ourselves and not 
consider the first and second level of much relevance to our research since the third level 
was proven to be of highest importance to perceived value (Munnukka & Järvi, 2011, p. 
594). We also argue that our research question, sub-purposes and the theoretical gap can be 
related to the third level. The third level in the customer value hierarchy has been modified 
and developed to not only include intrinsic attributes concerning the product, but also to 
include extrinsic attributes that concern the business as a whole. As mentioned earlier, the 
beneficial attributes that we have chosen to test are; price, product quality, delivery quality, 
personal interaction, service support and supplier know-how. 

We have mentioned earlier that it is the highly satisfied buyers that stay loyal to its supplier, 
while the buyers that are almost satisfied tend to switch, and the dissatisfied buyers are 
usually the ones to leave (Jones & Sasser, 1995, p. 92). Therefore, we also want to include 
satisfaction and loyalty to our conceptual model. By testing how extrinsic and intrinsic 
beneficial attributes affect satisfaction we will also be able to test the beneficial attributes’ 
effect on buyer loyalty to a supplier. Instead of only measuring how beneficial attributes 
affect buyer’s perception of a supplier, we want to analyse actual outcomes of buyer value. 
We see loyalty as a possible outcome from buyers’ evaluation of the different beneficial 
attributes offered by suppliers. Previous research has classified loyalty into two 
dimensions; attitudinal and behavioural loyalty (Chaudhuri & Holbrook, 2001, p. 82), and 
we have also chosen to separate loyalty into two dimensions into our conceptual model. 
Previous research has found that antecedents of loyalty have different effects on attitudinal 
and behavioural loyalty (Lam et al., 2004, p. 307). Therefore, we argue that it is important 
to separate the construct in order to test beneficial attributes and satisfactions effect on both 
attitudinal and behavioural loyalty. Furthermore, putting all these constructs together in an 
analysis has to our knowledge never been done before and as mentioned earlier, there is 
limited research on these relationships in B2B goods settings (Čater & Čater, 2010, 1332). 
Therefore, we will make important theoretical contributions by testing and analysing our 
conceptual model. 

To conclude, we have developed a Conceptual model (figure 4), which will be examined in 
this study. We have included all constructs that will be tested, as well as the predicted 
effects between them. As the model implies, we expect that positive perceptions about the 
beneficial attributes will affect satisfaction with a supplier in a B2B goods setting. The 
beneficial attributes are also expected to have direct effects on attitudinal and behavioural 
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loyalty. Finally, we also expect that satisfaction will affect buyer loyalty to a supplier, 
attitudinal and behavioural loyalty. 

As we have earlier stated in our purpose (1.5 Purpose), we aim to help businesses operating 
in the B2B goods setting to develop and improve their marketing strategies, so that they can 
reach their buyers in a better way and hopefully improve their knowledge of what the 
buyers value. The company we are writing on commission for is a supplier that would 
benefit by having the knowledge of what beneficial attributes that affect their buyers’ 
satisfaction, value and loyalty. Thereby, they can focus their effort and resources on 
valuable attributes instead of other attributes that might not have an effect. With this 
knowledge, they can adapt their strategy to not only increasing satisfied buyers, but also 
improving their competitive advantage by increasing the amount of loyal buyers. We think 
if the company would use our research they would be able to at least keep or improve their 
competitive advantage, which means that the risk losing market share might decrease.   
 

Figure 4 - Proposed conceptual model 
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4. PRACTICAL METHOD 
In this chapter our aim is to explain how we have collected the data, why we chose that 
specific practical method and how it influences our research. We will also try to explain 
our practical method as detailed as possible to facilitate future replication.   

4.1 Data collection method 
For this research we collected primary data, which means that new data is collected for the 
specific purpose of the research (Saunders et al., 2009, p. 256). In contrast, secondary data 
is when data have been collected previously for another research purpose and analysed 
again in another context (Saunders et al., 2009, p. 256). We chose to collect primary data, 
since we believe secondary data will not be sufficient for fulfilling the purpose of testing 
the proposed conceptual model. However, one issue with collecting primary data is that 
response rates differ substantially between research projects (Saunders et al., 2009, p. 222). 
On the other hand, getting access to secondary data can be both costly and difficult, which 
means it can be time consuming (Saunders et al., 2009, p. 270), Even so, using secondary 
data usually saves both time and financial resources as there is no need to manually collect 
the data (Saunders et al., 2009, p. 268). Previous research is also subject to limitations, 
which in our opinion often makes secondary data unsuitable for application in other settings. 
However, secondary data can be problematic to use because the data collection might not 
be current and therefore not appropriate to use (Saunders et al., 2009, p. 270). We also 
think that it can sometimes be difficult to exactly know and trust how secondary data have 
been collected and processed. Furthermore, this type of data can be quite subjective and 
research specific, which makes it problematic to use for other researchers (Bryman & Bell, 
2007, pp. 335-336). Based on this discussion, we decided that a primary data collection was 
preferred and most appropriate for our research purpose. 

Before choosing which method to use in order to collect primary data, Saunders et al. (2009, 
p. 362) suggest that all methods should be considered and evaluated to find the one that fits 
the problem statement and research purposes. At first, without considering any alternative 
data collection methods, we decided to use a qualitative method and interview some of the 
body builders that exist in the company’s buyer base. However, after considering what 
previous research had already done and also what we would be able to measure, we realised 
that a quantitative method was more appropriate for this research. We also chose a 
quantitative method, because it is also possible to generalise the results (Shiu et al., 2009, 
pp. 225-227; Bryman & Bell, 2007, p. 426). A qualitative method might be timelier in the 
data collection process, since the sample will be smaller (Shiu et al., 2009, p. 174; Bryman 
& Bell, 2007, p. 426). However, we believe that the process of a qualitative research 
method as a whole would be more time consuming due to the process of transcribing and 
analysing qualitative data. Furthermore, using a quantitative method made it possible for us 
to collect raw data and create structures to describe existing customer characteristics, such 
as; attitudes, preferences, purchase behaviours etcetera (Shiu et al., 2009, p. 73). This 
research design also allowed us to answer the questions of who, what, where and how (Shiu 
et al., 2009, p. 73). A qualitative method would not be sufficient for our purpose, while a 
quantitative method made it possible for us to test our conceptual model. 

We decided to collect the data by using a self-administered survey that was distributed via 
email. In comparison to interviews, a self-administered survey is quicker and cheaper to 
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distribute (Bryman & Bell, 2007, p. 241). Some disadvantages are though that we cannot 
ask respondents to elaborate on some issues and we cannot collect additional data (Bryman 
& Bell, 2007, pp. 242-243). Furthermore, there is a higher risk that there will be lack of 
respondents by using a survey instead of interviews (Johansson-Lindfors, 1997, p. 113). 
However, this approach is more objective than interviews because there will not be any 
influence from the researchers, which is a negative aspect of performing interviews 
(Johansson-Lindfors, 1997, p. 113). It is also more convenient for the respondents, since 
they can answer whenever they want (Bryman & Bell, 2007, p. 242). Another alternative to 
collect the data would be to send out our survey by post (Shiu et al., 2009, p. 237). 
However, we evaluated that posting the surveys would be more expensive and time 
consuming than administering the surveys via email, which previous literature supports 
(Saunders et al., 2009, p. 364).   

4.2 Survey construction 
After choosing a self-administered survey as data collection method, the next step was to 
create the survey. According to Johansson-Lindfors (1997, p. 111), the construction of the 
survey is vital for the validity of the data. Also, Saunders et al. (2009, p. 222) point to the 
importance of designing the questions so that it conforms to the research purpose. 
Therefore, we carefully constructed each question with the theoretical framework and the 
research purpose in mind. All the questions were based on previous research in order to 
measure the constructs and the effects between them. The process of constructing the 
survey also had to be done with care, since we only had one chance of collecting data from 
the respondents. We modified scales from previous research when measuring loyalty 
(Zeithalm et al., 1996, p. 38) and when measuring product quality, service support, supplier 
know-how, personal interaction and delivery attributes (Ulaga & Eggert, 2006, p. 134). 
Furthermore, we used and modified items from Lam et al. (2004, p. 299) regarding scales 
for satisfaction. It is a good idea to use constructs that already have been measured in 
previous research, since it will increase the reliability of the research (Saunders et al., 2009, 
p. 374). We have also modified scales for price from the Handbook of Marketing Scales 
(Bearden & Netemeyer, 1999, pp. 273-274). 

The scales for measuring the constructs in our survey can be found in appendix 1. We used 
closed questions throughout the survey, with the exception of one open question. Closed 
question or forced-choice question is a type of question often used in self-administered 
surveys, where the respondent answer the question by marking an answer from an existing 
list (Saunders et al., 2009, pp. 374-375). We chose to mainly use closed questions, because 
we wanted to make it as simple as possible for the respondents to answer the survey. By 
having closed questions we made the respondent think and do less, which we assume had a 
positive effect on the response rate. This choice also enabled us to test the proposed 
conceptual model since it is possible to conduct statistical data analysis based on closed 
questions (question 1, appendix 1). An open question can be useful in a survey when the 
researcher want to know what the main thing in the respondent’s mind is (Saunders et al., 
2009, p. 375). We used one open question in our survey, since we wanted to know if there 
were any other attributes body builders value as important that can affect their loyalty to the 
supplier, which were not identified in previous research (question 2, appendix 1). We chose 
to only use one open question, since it can sometimes be difficult to administer large 
amounts of responses for this type of question (Saunders et al., 2009, p. 375). 
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The scales we have used for the questions have been of different kinds for example, 
nominal scale, true class interval and likert scale. When using a nominal scale we asked the 
respondents for basic information that is not and cannot be put in any type of order (Shiu et 
al., 2009, p. 391). An example of this is the demographic question regarding country of 
production (question 12, appendix 1). We have used true class interval when we wanted to 
know the hierarchical order and the differences between the information the respondents 
gave us (Shiu et al., 2009, p. 393). Shiu et al. (2009, p. 393) also state that this type of scale 
is useful when a researcher wants to collect “state-of-behaviour” and “state-of- being” data. 
Therefore, we think this type of scale was suitable for a question about number of 
employees in our survey (question 13, appendix 1). We have though mainly used likert 
scales throughout the survey, which is described as a type of ordinal scale that ask the 
respondents to answer to what extent they agree or disagree with different statements about 
a given object (Saunders et al., 2009, p. 378; Shiu et al., 2009, p. 421). Since the topic of 
our research concerns the respondents’ attitudes, it was appropriate to mostly use likert 
scales (Shiu et al., 2009, p. 421). Furthermore, we have experienced that likert scales also 
enables us to conduct statistical measurements on the data. The statements were written as 
general as possible to get a more general perception of what the body builders’ value. Even 
though we were writing on commission for a specific company, we choose to evaluate the 
general perception of the body builders and their opinion about their current supplier. The 
company that we are writing on commission for supported this choice as their intent was 
also more general than specific and thus, the respondents answered about what they 
generally value as important no matter who their coupling supplier is. 

In order to create an online survey, we used the survey software; lime survey that we 
received access to with help from Umeå School of Business and Economics at Umeå 
University. This software allowed us to enter all the questions, alternative answers and 
scales directly into the program. We then activated the survey, which could be accessed via 
an Internet link. We put this Internet link into an information letter that was sent out to the 
respondents. In this letter we introduced ourselves, clarified the purpose with our research, 
why we have contacted that particular respondent, who else that was chosen to participate, 
that our research is voluntary to participate in and that we guaranteed anonymity to the 
participants. By including an information letter like this, we argue that positive perceptions 
of our survey increased. 

Performing a pilot test of a survey is a way of increasing the quality of a survey and 
recognise any potential errors (Saunders et al., 2009, p. 362), which might also affect the 
implementation of a survey in a positive way. We have refined the questionnaire by turning 
to experts both when it comes to conducting a research i.e. our supervisor and working in 
the industry i.e. the sales management of the company that we are writing on commission 
for. We wanted to pilot test our survey on a group as similar as possible to our target 
population to be certain that the respondents would understand the survey and have as few 
problems answering it as possible (Saunders et al., 2009, p. 394). However, due to time 
constraints and no willingness to pilot test on our existing target population, since that 
might have jeopardized our response rate, we found the experts from the company that we 
are writing on commission for to be the similar group. According to Saunders et al. (2009, 
p. 394), the pilot test results in feedback on the representativeness and suitability of the 
questions. The feedback we received from the company was mainly concerning the 
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language and industry related concepts, which was great since they know the industry 
specific terminology better than us. Furthermore, our supervisor gave us additional 
feedback on the suitability and representativeness of the survey from a researcher’s 
perspective.  

4.3 Sampling technique 
To be able to conduct this research we collected data from the population that we were 
interested in. Shiu et al. (2009, p. 63) define a population as “a specified group of people or 
objects for which questions can be asked or observations made to develop required data 
structures and information”. We have defined our population to be the body builders that 
the company we are writing on commission for sells to in Europe. We chose this population, 
since we were conducting our research on commission for them and therefore argue that 
this population was suitable. We also think this population was a good example of 
businesses operating in a B2B goods setting. As we aimed to help suppliers develop and 
improve their strategies to reach their buyers in a better way in this setting, we once again 
argue this population was suitable for our research. 

A census is described as when a researcher has the possibility to reach and collect data from 
the whole population (Saunders et al., 2009, p. 210). Shiu et al. (2009, p. 63) defines census 
as “a procedure in which the researcher attempts to question or observe all the members of 
a defined target population”. Census is usually seen as impossible to implement, since there 
are often time, money and access restrictions that makes this data collection process more 
difficult for a researcher (Saunders et al., 2009, p. 210). These restrictions are often seen as 
critical factors in research, no matter which research design that is being used (Shiu et al., 
2009, p. 449). Bryman & Bell (2007, p. 180) stated though that it sometimes might be 
difficult to collect data from a whole population. Saunders et al. (2009, pp. 216-217) also 
contribute to this statement and state that when the collection of data from a whole 
population becomes impractical, a sample should be selected. In our case there were time 
restrictions that limited us in reaching census and collecting data from the whole population. 
However, the money restriction was not an issue for us since we distributed the survey 
electronically, which is a cost effective approach. We also received financial support from 
the company that we were writing on commission for when gathering information about the 
population. For example, they provided us with one mobile phone each connected to a 
subscription, which we used to collect contact information about the population. 

When selecting a sample there are two types of sampling approaches that a researcher can 
use; probability and non-probability sampling (Shiu et al., 2009, p. 64). A probability 
sample means that a sample is randomly selected so that each unit in the population has an 
equal chance of being selected (Shiu et al., 2009, p. 64). In contrast, a non-probability 
sample is a sample that has not been drawn using a random selection method (Bryman & 
Bell, 2007, p. 182). To make it possible for a researcher to generalise the results onto the 
rest of the population and estimate the sampling error, he/she will have to draw a 
representative sample (Shiu et al., 2009, p. 64), usually by using a probability sample 
(Bryman & Bell, 2007, p. 182). Stratified random sampling is an example of a probability 
sampling technique that can be used (Bryman & Bell, 2007, p. 187). By using a stratified 
random sampling, the population is divided into categories for example country-wise and 
then units are sampled randomly from each country (Bryman & Bell, 2007, pp. 187-188). If 



Hagman & Sjöberg, 2012 

36 
 

we on the other hand would choose to select a non-probability sample, we could for 
example use a convenience sampling technique, where a sample is selected based on the 
researchers convenience (Shiu et al., 2009, p. 480). Our aim was to conduct a probability 
sampling in order to generalise the results, however, getting access to all the company’s 
buyers was too time consuming. We were able to easily access contact information about 
the buyers in Sweden, Norway, Denmark, the Netherlands, Germany, Poland, Belgium and 
England. The other buyers they sell to in Europe accounted for such small quantities and 
therefore these countries were the most relevant for the company to analyse. Thus, we used 
a non-probability approach with a convenience sample from our population. According to 
Saunders et al. (2009, p. 241), using a convenience sample facilitates the process of 
collecting the data. However, data collected from a convenience sample is usually difficult 
to generalise and is often subject to biases due to the fact that the researchers choose the 
respondents they have easiest access to (Saunders et al., 2009, p. 241). Our aim was to 
collect a sample that can be representative for the whole population but due to the fact that 
we conducted a convenience sample this might seem difficult. However, Sweden, Germany 
and the Nordic countries did alone account for around 70% of the company’s turnover in 
Europe 2010 (Nyvaller, personal communication, 28th of December, 2011). Therefore, as 
we also included the Netherlands, Germany, Poland, Belgium and England, the buyers we 
accessed accounted for more than 70% of the company’s buyers in Europe 2010. We 
therefore argue that even though we used a convenience sample, our sample can be used to 
represent the whole population. 

4.4 Access 
The ability to access primary data will depend on the accessibility of the population that we 
want to reach (Saunders et al., 2009, p. 169). It was difficult for us to gather all the contact 
information about our population, since the information about the company’s buyers was 
not stored in one place. Therefore, we contacted the sales manager in each country by 
phone and email requesting a list of the body builders that they have registered in every 
specific country. Due to language barriers between the sales managers, and us this process 
was time consuming and it took us about a month to receive the lists. We argue that this 
process would have been drastically shortened if the company had one common business 
system. The lists were emailed to us with name and contact information, which we used to 
collect data from the target population. In all the lists there was a fraction of the body 
builders who we had names of but no email addresses. Therefore, we completed the lists 
ourselves via the Internet, which unfortunately resulted in that we had a hard time finding 
personal emails to the purchasing manager and in many cases had to settle for general 
emails. We argue that there is a higher probability of receiving an answer to a survey that is 
sent to a personal email than a general one. When completing the lists, we found that there 
were 53 buyers that we were unable to locate email addresses to and therefore they had to 
be excluded from the data collection. 

4.4.1 Motivation 
In total we received 74 answers, where 64 of them were fully answered. Since the survey 
was sent out to 650 email addresses, our response rate was 11.4 %. By using a self-
administered mail survey, it is likely to receive a response rate of 11% or lower (Saunders 
et al., 2009, p. 364). Therefore, we anticipated a low response rate before sending out the 
survey and made efforts to increase. First, we translated the survey into six different 
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languages. The company informed us that their buyers in some cases only had basic 
English skills, and translating the survey made it easier for the respondents to answer. We 
translated the survey into the native languages of the respective countries of our target 
population i.e. English, German, Swedish, Norwegian, Dutch and Danish. The buyers from 
Belgium and Poland were a part of the Dutch list and we therefore used the Dutch 
translation for these body builders but they could also use the English translation. Native 
speakers were used for the translations and each sales manager from the countries also 
checked the surveys so the industry terms used were correct. Even though this prolonged 
the process more than we had planned, we argue that the motivation to answer the survey 
by the target population became extensively higher than if we would only had sent out the 
survey in English. Second, we also sent reminders to the respondents in order to increase 
the response rate, which was quite successful and resulted in additional answers. Generally, 
we think that the motivation to answer an online survey was quite low in our case since 
many of the companies we surveyed were extremely small, which means that they might 
not use the email communication to a large extent. Evans & Mathur (2005, p. 198) state 
that B2B companies are already occupied with current information overload and are 
therefore hard to reach for research purposes. Also, many of the body builders did not even 
have websites, so we think that these companies might not communicate via the Internet to 
a large extent. We argue that these could be reasons for why the response rate was quite 
low for us. Compared to how many email addresses we had access to in each country, we 
saw that the highest percentages of answers came from Sweden (26.8%) and the lowest 
from Germany (4.5%) and The Netherlands (2.3%). It can be the case that companies in the 
Nordic region might be more willing to participate in research projects than German 
companies for example. Based on the lists we received from the German customer base, it 
seems that they were more prone to use fax than email to communicate and this could be 
another reason for why the answers from Germany were low. 

4.4.2 Errors 
Besides the 64 fully answered and 10 partially answered surveys, we also received 47 
empty questionnaires. Therefore, a large proportion of the respondents that looked at the 
survey did not answer any or all questions. We have not included the empty or partial 
answers in the data that we used because we only wanted to analyse fully answered surveys. 
Refusal to answer a survey is the most usual reason for lack of responses when conducting 
research projects (Saunders et al., 2009, p. 220). We think there are many possible reasons 
for this high number of empty and partial responses and we will therefore discuss and 
analyse this issue, which is very important according to Saunders et al. (2009, p. 220). In 
the lime survey software, an answer is recorded every time someone opens the survey link, 
which resulted in 47 empty questionnaires. Therefore, the same person that opened a survey 
once might have closed it to open it again another time and answered the whole survey, 
which means that there might be double data recorded from the same respondent with one 
full and one partial response. There is a possibility to resume the survey at a later occasion, 
however the respondents might not have used this option. For us, the majority of the not 
fully answered surveys we received did not have answers to any questions at all. For the 
respondents that actually answered some of the questions, most of them stopped after the 
first two questions. The major thing we recognised after analysing the partial answers was 
that the first and third question had the largest number of items in the survey. Therefore, the 
respondents might have thought that all questions in the survey were of this size and felt 
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that they did not have the time or the energy to continue answering. If this survey should be 
conducted again, one recommendation could be to have less time consuming answers in the 
beginning of the survey to avoid scaring off potential respondents. Another reason for the 
high amount of empty answers could be that one person has opened it too see what kind of 
questions there are and then forwarded it to the right person. This could be a common 
situation in our case, since we had quite a large amount of general emails to the body 
builders. This is known as ineligibility to respond (Saunders et al., 2009, p. 220) where the 
person was not the purchasing manager in our case and therefore had problems answering 
the survey. We hope that people ineligible to answer our survey, forwarded the survey to 
the right person. 

When trying to access the target population, a possible cause for lack of respondents is 
inability to locate them (Saunders et al., 2009, p. 220). We were able to locate most of the 
buyers that we had on the received list from the company, however as mentioned earlier in 
some few cases we were not able to find any email information. This has been described as 
another cause for errors in data collection (Saunders et al., 2009, p. 220). Due to this, in 53 
cases we were not able to contact them via email as desired, which we think was a result of 
low Internet usage and communication by buyers.  

4.5 Data analysis 
The survey was first sent out on the 12th of April 2012 to Sweden, Norway and England. 
Then the survey was sent to the Netherlands, Denmark and Germany on the 25th of April 
2012. We sent one reminder to Sweden, Norway and England on the 24th of April and to 
The Netherlands, Denmark and Germany on the 30th of April. We closed down the survey 
on May 2nd and thus, the first survey was active in almost three weeks. In order to analyse 
the data, we processed it in the software SPSS, which is a statistical analysis program 
(Saunders et al., 2009, p. 497). The data was automatically exported into SPSS from the 
lime survey software, which eliminates the possibility of human errors when entering the 
data manually (Saunders et al., 2009, p. 425). By using SPSS, we have been able to 
measure and test the importance of the beneficial attributes and their effect on buyer 
satisfaction and loyalty towards a supplier.  

4.5.1 Cronbach’s alpha 
We combined the questions i.e. items that measured each construct and then divided it by 
the amount of items in order to represent the constructs in the advanced statistical analyses. 
For example, product quality was measured in four different items, which were combined 
into one construct and divided by four that represented product quality. After the items 
were combined and divided into one construct, we performed a test called Cronbach’s alpha. 
Cronbach’s alpha test the reliability of applied scales i.e. if we measure what we intended 
to measure (Saunders et al., 2009, p. 374; Bryman & Bell, 2007, p. 164). The result of a 
Cronbach’s alpha test will be between 0 (no reliability) and 1 (high reliability) and for the 
data to be considered reliable; the Cronbach’s alpha test should be above 0.8 (Bryman & 
Bell, 2007, p. 164).  

4.5.2 Descriptive statistics 
We also retrieved descriptive statistics on our data from SPSS, which means that we could 
see the frequencies of each questions; how many respondents that chose each alternative 
answer (Shiu et al., 2009, p. 514). We also retrieved measures of the mean, standard 
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deviation and Pearson correlation of each construct. The mean is a measure of central 
tendency and represents the average value when all the items have been added up and 
divided by number of items (Saunders et al., 2009, pp. 444; 595). The standard deviation 
explains the variance of data around the mean so if the variance is high, the data is widely 
spread around the mean and vice versa (Saunders et al., 2009, pp. 447; 601). By measuring 
Pearson correlation, we examined how the all the constructs are related to each other 
(Saunders et al., 2009, p. 597). The result will be between -1 to 1 and a value close to -1 
represents a negative relationship, a value close to 0 represents no relationship and a value 
close to 1 represents a positive relationship between the variables (Shiu et al., 2009, p. 589). 
Furthermore, by using bar charts, we are able to show the data from each construct in 
horizontal bars (Shiu et al., 2009, p. 524). We included these charts to present the results of 
the data because it is an effective way to convey the results clearly (Shiu et al., 2009, p. 
524). 

4.5.3 Cross-tabulation 
Another data analysis technique that we used is cross-tabulation. Shiu et al. (2009, p. 512) 
describe cross-tabulation as “Simultaneously treating two or more variables in the study; 
categorizing the number of respondents who have responded to two or more variables in a 
questionnaire”. We used cross-tabulation when we wanted to see what sizes of buyers 
existed in the different countries that we investigated. As in our cross-tabulation Shiu et al. 
(2009, p. 512) state that demographics, lifestyles and psychographics are typical variables 
that researchers start the cross-tabulation with, while consumer behaviour variables are the 
variable they combine demographics with. By putting the questions; our production lies in 
and number of employees in a cross-tabulation, we could see whom the respondents were 
and if the company sizes of the body builders differed in the respective countries. This 
technique is said to be good to use when the researcher wants to study relationships 
between variables (Shiue et al., 2009, p. 512). The purpose of this analysis technique was to 
determine if the responses to a certain variable differ (Shiu et al., 2009, p. 512), for 
example if number of employees differs because of the responses to where their production 
lies in. 

4.5.4 Regression analyses 
We used bivariate regression analyses in order to test our conceptual model. Saunders et al. 
(2009, p. 599) describe it as “the process of calculating a regression coefficient and 
regression equation using one independent and one dependent variable”. The regression 
equation is the basis for the straight line; Y= a+bX+e, where Y is the dependent variable, a 
is the point where the line intercepts the X-axis, b refers to the slope, X is the independent 
variable and e is the errors (Shiu et al., 2009, p. 565). Bivariate regression analysis 
measures and predicts relationships between two variables where a straight line shows the 
predictive relationship between the variables (Moore & Notz, 2009, p. 312). In order to 
perform a regression analysis, you need at least 20 survey responses (Hair et al., 2006, p. 
197) and since we received 64 full answers, this analysis technique can be used. From the 
definitions above we can see that bivariate regression analysis can only include one 
independent variable in the relationship measure. As we wanted to include more than one 
independent variable as well, we also used multiple regression analyses.  
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Multiple regression analysis is basically the same as bivariate regression analysis with the 
exception that more than two independent variables are believed to influence the dependent 
variable (Shiu et al., 2009, p. 583). This statistical analysis technique also performs a 
separate regression analysis for each of the independent variables in order to predict the 
influence of each independent variable on the dependent variable (Shiu et al., 2009, p. 583). 
Multiple regression analysis allowed us to examine to what extent the beneficial attributes 
affect satisfaction and the two dimensions of loyalty and also which attribute that had the 
most impact. To be able to conduct a multiple regression, a minimum amount of 50 survey 
answers is needed (Hair et al., 2006, p. 197). The 64 responses that we received might not 
be ideal, however it was still sufficient to perform a multiple regression to test our model.  

The result from a regression analysis measures the strength of the relationship in the value 
R-square, which always is between 0-1 and should be as high as possible (Saunders et al., 
2009, p. 465). For example, if the value of R-squared is 0,765, it means that 76,5% of the 
variance in the dependent variable is explained by the independent variable(s) (Saunders et 
al., 2009, p. 465). We also looked at the significance level of the regression model, which 
measures the probability that these relationships occurred by chance (Moore & Notz, 2009, 
p. 489). If the relationship is significant i.e. has a low value, the relationship has a low 
probability of occurring by chance. When performing the regression analyses, we also 
included a multicollinearity diagnostics, which measures the correlation level between the 
independent variables in the regression model (Shiu et al., 2009, p. 591). There are two 
values that measure the collinearity; tolerance and the variance inflation factor (VIF) where 
the tolerance result will be between 0-1 and should be over 0,1 but preferably as high as 
possible and the VIF result should not be over 5 and preferably as low as possible (Shiu et 
al., 2009, p. 591). If there is high multicollinearity between independent variables, they are 
highly correlated and it is not possible to see how and to what degree the independent 
variables influence the dependent variable (Shiu et al., 2009, p. 590). Furthermore, the Beta 
value of each independent coefficient was also vital for us because it depicts which 
independent variable that has the strongest impact on the dependent variable (Shiu et al., 
2009, p. 584). 

When performing multiple regressions, we used behavioural and attitudinal loyalty as the 
dependent variable and the beneficial attributes as the independent variables when 
measuring the independent variables effect on the dependent variables. We also used 
satisfaction as the dependent variable and measured the beneficial attributes effect on it. 
Furthermore, we performed one regression analysis where satisfaction was the independent 
variable against behavioural and attitudinal loyalty as the dependent. Thus, we were able to 
measure the beneficial attributes effect on both satisfaction and the two dimensions of 
loyalty in separate analyses and also the effect of satisfaction on the two dimensions of 
loyalty. 

4.6 Ethical considerations 
When conducting research projects, there are always ethical issues that should be 
considered in order to minimize unethical conduct when researching (Saunders et al., 2009, 
p. 168; Bryman & Bell, 2007, p. 127). Diener & Crandall (1978, p. 7) describes four ethical 
issues that might arise during business research: invasion of privacy, deception, harm to 
participants and lack of informed consent. Invasion of privacy refers to the participants 
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right to not divulge their private information, behaviour or feelings (Diener & Crandall, 
1978, p. 54). Further, researchers should never deceive participants by stating that the 
research is something other than what it actually is (Bryman & Bell, 2007, p. 142). Another 
ethical issue is when participants are harmed by the research for example physical harm and 
stress (Saunders et al. 2009, p. 185) and finally lack of informed consent refers to when 
participants are not adequately informed about the research and its purpose (Diener & 
Crandall, 1978, p. 34). To avoid such unethical practices, we have made great efforts to act 
ethically in this process and used a transparent approach with open and honest 
communication both in relation to the company and to the respondents.  

According to Ejlertsson (2005, pp. 29-30) the respondents should be orderly informed 
about the survey and its purpose, they should also be given the possibility to be anonymous 
if participating. Since we see ourselves as the ones that are responsible for the quality of 
our research and the respondents, we think it was important to conduct a research in an 
ethical manner. To provide the respondents with as much information as possible we 
included an information letter, which Ejlertsson (2005, pp. 39-42) recommends. We think 
this information letter provided our research with trustworthiness and such ethical issues as 
lack of informed consent, deception and harm to the participant was minimized. To 
minimize the invasion of privacy we have, for example, called all the English body builders 
that the company have registered. The company suggested this as they stated that it is in 
England not seen as appropriate to email a person or company that you have not had a 
personal connection with. We called them, since we wanted to respect their working culture 
and also not jeopardize that our response rate, i.e. our research quality, would be negatively 
affected by lack of answers. However, we have not called the respondents in the other 
countries due to time constraint. As we sent out our survey by email without any personal 
connection, Saunders et al. (2009, p. 187) state that this might be seen as an invasion of 
their privacy. Even so, they had the choice of responding to the survey or not, and therefore 
we do not think their privacy was invaded. We also argue that there are some ethical risks 
that exist when using the Internet, but we think the advantages of administering the survey 
via email were higher than the disadvantages in our case.  

It often happens that errors in the survey are caused by so called leading question (Shiu et 
al., 2009, p. 234). With leading question, it means that a correct answer is suggested 
beforehand (Shiu et al., 2009, p. 234). For example: why do you think this is a high 
performance product? Using leading questions is seen as unethical, since the question does 
not let the respondent answer for him/herself, instead the question put words in the 
respondents mouth (Shiu et al., 2009, p. 234). Our aim was to not affect the respondents’ 
answer at all; hence we did not include those types of questions. We have used statements 
together with a likert scale, which might be seen as leading, but because they are not 
questions it is appropriate from an ethical perspective to use (Ejlertsson, 2005, p. 57). By 
using statements and likert scales the respondents had the possibility to either agree or 
disagree to what was stated. 

Dale, Arber & Procter (1988, p. 57) believe that using a survey will mean less ethical issues 
than usage of other methods. Due to the nature of structured questions in a survey, the 
respondents will be protected from revealing more than they wish to reveal, which means 
that they are less likely to disclose sensitive and damaging information that might occur in 
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an interview situation for example (Dale, Arber & Procter 1988, 57). As mentioned above 
there are of course ethical issues with a survey, but we agree with this statement and hence 
conclude that a survey was the most ethical method to use in our situation.   

4.7 Writing on commission 
When writing on commission it was important to find a balance between the academic 
agenda and the company’s agenda. This was not entirely easy, since we had to maintain 
both a theoretical and practical interest throughout the thesis, where one cannot exclude the 
other. To reach this balance we have constantly been in contact with our supervisor, Galina 
Biedenbach and the representatives at the company that we are writing on commission for, 
Gunnar Nyvaller and Lennart Klingzell. Gunnar and Lennart have regularly taken part in 
the writing process and left comments and feedback that we have considered for possible 
improvement. Galina has also given us constructive feedback that has guided us through 
difficult times; she has been a great support. Writing on commission has been fun and 
rewarding. We have been able to see our theoretical contribution become reality for a 
company that will use our findings as support to their business. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

  



Hagman & Sjöberg, 2012 

43 
 

5. EMPIRICAL FINDINGS 
In this chapter we will present the results from the data collected and the findings. Graphs 
and descriptive statistics will be included to show the results. The results will be the base 
for the analysis and discussion, which are presented in the following chapter. 

5.1 Demographics 
To be able to get a better view of whom the respondents were, we asked them certain 
demographics questions. The demographic questions contributed with a response frequency, 
which gave us an idea of how applicable our findings were to the countries. Getting more 
information about the buyers in these countries would be beneficial for the company we are 
writing on commission for, since it would provide them with new up to date information 
about who their buyers are, where they are and what they value. This market information 
can help the company to get to know their buyers, which is the key for creating buyer value. 
Without knowing the buyers, the company we are writing on commission for cannot know 
what they value as important, hence they will not know what to allocate their resources on. 
When suppliers do not know what to focus on, their offerings and provided value might not 
be in line with what the buyers desire, which will leaves a gap between the supplier and 
their buyers. As mentioned earlier, by knowing what the buyers desire, the supplier will 
gain the knowledge to close this gap, which is critical in order to deliver value (Wilson et 
al., 2008, p. 105).   

The first demographic question that we measured was place of production. As seen in 
figure 5, the alternative choices included; England, Sweden, Norway, Denmark, Germany, 
the Netherlands and other. Our data showed that 29.7% of the respondents were located in 
Sweden, 18.8% in Norway, 4.7% in England, 10.9% in Denmark, 4.7% in The Netherlands, 
20.3% in Germany and 10.9% in other countries (e.g. Poland). Therefore, the majority of 
the respondents in our research (68.8%) were based in Sweden, Germany and Norway. 

                                       
                                                   

Figure 5 – Place of production 
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Another question in the survey concerned how many employees worked at the respondents’ 
company. As seen in figure 6, 18.8% of the respondents had less than 10 employees, 48.4% 
had 10-49 employees, 25% had 50-249 employees and 7.8% had more than 250 employees. 
From this graph we can see that the majority of our sample was small and medium-sized 
enterprises (SMEs). According to the European Union (EU, 2012), an SME is defined as a 
company that has less than 250 employees. 

                       

Figure 6 – Number of employees 

To examine whom the respondents were, we combined the data from the demographic 
questions concerning place of production and number of employees, into a cross-tabulation 
in SPSS (figure 7). This allowed us to see what sizes of companies that exist in the different 
countries examined in this research. The data showed that the English respondents 
represented first of all a company size of 10-49 employees and secondly a company size of 
more than 250 employees. The majority of the respondents in Sweden represented a 
company size of 10-49 employees. However, there seemed to be more variety of company 
sizes in Sweden, for example the respondents also represented company sizes of 50-250 
employees and less than 10 employees. The majority of the respondents in Norway 
represented the company size 50-250 employees and the respondents also represented 
company sizes more than 250 employees and 10-49 employees. The German respondents 
represented first of all the company size 10-49 employees and secondly the company size 
of less than 10 employees. In the Netherlands the majority of the respondents represented 
the company size of 10-49 employees, while the respondents secondly represented the size 
50-250 employees. In the category; other, the majority of the respondents represented the 
company size 10-49 employees, the respondents also represented the company size 50-250 
employees and less than 10 employees.  
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Figure 7 – Cross tabulation 

From figure 7 we could see that Norway was the country that had the highest amount of 
large companies, while Germany was the country that had the highest amount of small 
companies. In relation to this analysis, it also has to be mentioned that the amount of 
answers from each country varied substantially (table 2). Even so, we do argue that this 
cross-tabulation gives the company we are writing on commission for an initial mapping of 
their buyers. 

Table 2 – Frequency of answers 

Countries Response frequencies Distribution 

England 3 13 

Sweden 19 71 

Norway 12 105 

Denmark 7 43 

Germany 13 289 

The Netherlands 3 129 

Other 7 - 

Total 64 650 
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5.2 Cronbach’s alpha 
As mentioned earlier, we combined the items of each construct and divided it by the 
number of items in order to perform a Cronbach’s alpha test. A Cronbach’s alpha test 
measures the reliability of the constructs, which was necessary to perform as we needed to 
use reliable constructs in the regression analyses (Saunders et al., 2009, p. 374; Bryman & 
Bell, 2007, p. 164). The results of the Cronbach’s alpha test revealed that all the constructs 
we have used; product quality, price, service support, delivery quality, personal interaction, 
supplier know-how, satisfaction, attitudinal loyalty and behavioural loyalty, were reliable. 
The results are depicted in table 3. Based on the results of Cronbach’s alpha, we can 
conclude that our constructs are reliable to use for regression analyses as all of them had a 
value larger than 0.7 (Bryman & Bell, 2007, p. 164). 

Table 3 – Cronbach’s alpha 

Constructs Cronbach's alpha 

Price 0,913 

Product quality 0,851 

Delivery quality 0,851 

Supplier know-how 0,925 

Service support 0,862 

Personal interaction 0,928 

Satisfaction 0,887 

Attitudinal loyalty 0,859 

Behavioral loyalty 0,864 

 

5.3 Descriptive statistics 
After combining the items into constructs and measuring their reliability, we retrieved 
descriptive statistics for all the constructs. Descriptive statistics includes the mean, standard 
deviation, Pearson correlation and graphic bar charts depicting the mean distribution of 
answers in the constructs as explained in section 4.5 Data processing. 

The mean and standard deviation of each construct are depicted in table 4. Generally, the 
means were above the middle point (3) as all of the means, except one, were above 4. As 
seen in table 4, behavioral loyalty had the lowest mean (3.88), while product quality had the 
highest (4.95). For the beneficial attributes, the respondents rate their coupling suppliers 
performance quite high as it is on the positive side. However, there is room for 
improvement, since the means only showed the average value of all answers. Thus, we 
need to look at the standard deviation as well and see how the answers were distributed 
around the mean (Saunders et al., 2009, pp. 447; 601). As table 4 shows, the values range 
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from 0.748 for product quality to 1.076 for attitudinal loyalty. On a six-point scale, we 
argue that these values were quite low, which means that the answers were dispersed rather 
close around the means of all constructs. Figure 1-9 in appendix 2 show the average 
distribution of answers for each construct. 

Table 4 - Descriptive statistics 

Constructs Mean Std. Deviation 

Price 4,26 1,029 

Product quality 4,95 0,748 

Delivery quality 4,71 0,962 

Supplier know-how 4,54 1,083 

Service support 4,72 0,970 

Personal interaction 4,55 1,112 

Satisfaction 4,53 0,997 

Attitudinal loyalty 4,40 1,076 

Behavioral loyalty 3,88 1,072 

 

The results of the Pearson correlation test between all the constructs are shown in table 5. 
All the constructs were positively related to each other and statistically significant at a 0.01 
significance level. As table 5 shows, the strength of the relationships was high for most 
constructs with values around 0.6 and 0.7. The lowest correlation was between price and 
delivery quality (0.429) and the highest between supplier know-how and personal 
interaction (0.850). Therefore, it would be beneficial to improve supplier know-how or 
personal interaction because they were highly correlated. The construct that have the 
highest influence on most constructs was satisfaction and therefore, it would be beneficial 
to improve this construct first as it had the highest positive impact on all other constructs. 
From table 5 we can see that all individual attributes were positively correlated to both 
satisfaction, behavioral and attitudinal loyalty. However, by performing regression analyses, 
we can see if all attributes have effects on satisfaction, behavioral loyalty and attitudinal 
loyalty, when they are all included in the same model.  
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Table 5 – Pearson correlation 

 

5.4 Attribute importance and attribute performance 
In order to see how the beneficial attributes are ranked individually based on their 
importance, we included a question measuring this. The question was based on nine 
beneficial attributes that were rated individually on a six-point scale with regard to how 
important they were considered to be. The results from this question focusing on different 
attributes were combined into one graph (figure 8), which can make it easier for the 
company we are writing on commission for to distinguish patterns in the relative 
importance between the attributes. As figure 8 shows, product quality was most frequently 
rated as extremely important. Product quality also had the highest mean (5.52). 
Furthermore, delivery quality and supplier know-how were rated second and third most 
frequently as being important. They also had the second and third highest means, 5.22 and 
5.02 respectively. In contrast, geographical distance to a supplier was most frequently rated 
of having low importance to the buyers, with the lowest mean of 2.91. 

 

Constructs 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 

Product quality (1) 1 
        

Satisfaction (2) 0,710 1 
       

Service support (3) 0,803 0,709 1 
      

Delivery quality (4) 0,714 0,624 0,718 1 
     

Supplier know-how 
(5) 0,596 0,731 0,698 0,609 1 

    

Personal interaction 
(6) 0,649 0,696 0,748 0,713 0,850 1 

   

Price (7) 0,573 0,781 0,631 0,429 0,718 0,625 1 
  

Behavioral loyalty 
(8) 0,666 0,644 0,628 0,561 0,583 0,579 0,637 1 

 
Attitudinal loyalty 
(9) 0,594 0,708 0,639 0,592 0,737 0,68 0,608 0,734 1 

* All correlations are significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed) 
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Figure 8 – Attribute importance 

 
We also included a question regarding how the buyers perceive their suppliers performance 
on the nine beneficial attributes. The attributes that were rated highest in the performance 
evaluation were product quality, supplier reputation and service support, with means of 
4.97, 4.83 and 4.78 respectively (figure 9). Distance, price and supplier know-how was 
subject to the lowest performance, with the means 3.69, 4.45 and 4.52. These results can 
also be seen in figure 9, where all attributes are presented in one graph. 
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Figure 9 – Attribute performance 

5.5 Regressions 

5.5.1 Beneficial attributes and satisfaction (Regression 1) 
To measure the relationship between our beneficial attributes and satisfaction, we 
conducted a multiple regression analysis (table 13-16, appendix 2). The results showed that 
the strongest model was when all extrinsic attributes; service support, supplier’s know-how 
and personal interaction were excluded, which left the intrinsic attributes; price, product 
quality and delivery quality. By looking at table 14 (appendix 2), we can see that the model 
was also significant at the level of 0.01, which means that the independent variables’ effect 
on the dependent variable had a low probability of occurring by chance (Moore & Notz, 
2009, p. 489). The model’s R-square resulted in the value 0.735 (table 13, appendix 2) and 
we can therefore say that the model was strong and that the intrinsic attributes were 
responsible for 73.5% of the variance in satisfaction (Saunders et al., 2009, p. 465). 
Multicollinearity was not a problem in this case (table 6), since the tolerance level in the 
coefficients table was high i.e. above 0.10 and VIF was small i.e. below 5 (Shiu et al., 2009, 
p. 591). The tolerance level of price was 0.671, product quality was 0.403 and delivery 
quality was 0.489. The VIF level of price was 1.490, product quality was 2.482 and the 
level of delivery quality was 2.043. This means that the independent variables were not too 
highly correlated, which enabled us to estimate independent regression coefficients for the 
correlated variables. Table 6 also shows the result that price was the independent variable 
that had the most impact on satisfaction with a Beta of 0.550 (Shiu et al., 2009, p. 584), 
while product quality had a Beta of 0.240 and delivery quality had a Beta of 0.216.    
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5.5.2 Beneficial attributes and behavioral loyalty (Regression 2) 
We also measured the relationship between beneficial attributes and behavioral loyalty by 
using a multiple regression analysis (table 17-20, appendix 2). The result from this analysis 
showed that the strongest model consisted of only two intrinsic attributes; price and product 
quality, which means that delivery quality and all the extrinsic attributes; service support, 
personal interaction and supplier’s know-how were excluded from the model. The model 
was significant at a level of 0.01 (table 18, appendix 2); hence the relation between the 
independent variables and the dependent variable had a low probability of occurring by 
chance (Moore & Notz, 2009, p. 489). The model’s R-square shown in table 17 (appendix 
2) was 0.541, which means that price and product quality were responsible for 54.1% of the 
variance in behavioural loyalty (Saunders et al., 2009, p. 465). Table 7 shows that 
multicollinearity was not either a problem in this case, since the tolerance level in the 
coefficients table was high both for price (0.672) and product quality (0.672). The VIF 
level was low for both of the intrinsic attributes at a level of 1.488. This means that 
independent variables were not highly correlated and it was not difficult to estimate the 
independent regression coefficients for the variables (Shiu et al., 2009, p. 591). In this 

Table 6 – Coefficients regression 1 

 

Model 

Unstandardized 
Coefficients 

Standardized 
Coefficients t Sig. 

Collinearity 
Statistics 

B Std. Error Beta Tolerance VIF 

1 
(Constant) 1,310 ,337  3,892 ,000   

Price ,756 ,077 ,781 9,839 ,000 1,000 1,000 

2 

(Constant) -,348 ,459  -,757 ,452   

Price ,539 ,081 ,557 6,646 ,000 ,672 1,488 

Product 
quality ,521 ,112 ,391 4,668 ,000 ,672 1,488 

3 

(Constant) -,381 ,445  -,856 ,395   

Price ,533 ,079 ,550 6,789 ,000 ,671 1,490 

Product 
quality ,320 ,139 ,240 2,295 ,025 ,403 2,482 

Delivery 
quality ,224 ,098 ,216 2,278 ,026 ,489 2,043 

a. Dependent Variable: Satisfaction 



Hagman & Sjöberg, 2012 

52 
 

model, product quality had the most impact on behavioural loyalty with a Beta of 0.449, 
while price had a Beta of 0.380 (table 7).         

 
Table 7 – Coefficients regression 2 

 

Model 
Unstandardized 
Coefficients 

Standardized 
Coefficients t Sig. 

Collinearity 
Statistics 

B Std. Error Beta Tolerance VIF 

1 

(Constant) -,847 ,680  -1,247 ,217   

Product 
quality ,955 ,136 ,666 7,037 ,000 1,000 1,000 

2 

(Constant) -,988 ,624  -1,584 ,118   

Product 
quality ,643 ,152 ,449 4,240 ,000 ,672 1,488 

Price ,396 ,110 ,380 3,593 ,001 ,672 1,488 

a. Dependent Variable: Behavioural loyalty 

5.5.3 Beneficial attributes and attitudinal loyalty (Regression 3) 
Our third regression analysis included the beneficial attributes and attitudinal loyalty (table 
21-24, appendix 2). The findings from this analysis showed that the strongest model 
included two attributes; supplier know-how and product quality, which can be seen in table 
8. In table 22 (appendix 2), the data showed that the model is overall significant at a level 
of 0.01, which means that at least one of the coefficients had an effect on attitudinal loyalty 
(Moore & Notz, 2009, p. 489). By also looking in table 21 (appendix 2), we can see that the 
R-square in this case was 0.580, which means that the two attributes were responsible for 
58% of the variance in attitudinal loyalty (Saunders et al., 2009, p. 465). The tolerance level 
for both supplier know-how and product quality was 0.644 and the VIF level for the two 
attributes was 1.552 (table 8), which indicates that the independent variables were not too 
highly correlated and multicollinearity was therefore not a problem (Shiu et al., 2009, p. 
591). In this regression, supplier know-how had the highest Beta value (0.593) in table 8, 
while product quality had a Beta value of 0.240. This means that supplier know-how had 
the strongest impact on attitudinal loyalty (Shiu et al., 2009, p. 584). 
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Table 8 – Coefficients regression 3 

 

Model 
Unstandardized 
Coefficients 

Standardized 
Coefficients t Sig. 

Collinearity 
Statistics 

B Std. Error Beta Tolerance VIF 

1 

(Constant) 1,079 ,398  2,712 ,009   

Suppliers 
know-how ,732 ,085 ,737 8,577 ,000 1,000 1,000 

2 

(Constant) ,013 ,599  ,021 ,983   

Suppliers 
know-how ,589 ,103 ,593 5,739 ,000 ,644 1,552 

Product quality ,346 ,149 ,240 2,325 ,023 ,644 1,552 

a. Dependent Variable: Attitudinal loyalty 

5.5.4 Satisfaction and behavioral loyalty (Regression 4) 
The relationship between satisfaction and behavioural loyalty was the fourth regression 
analysis we conducted (table 25-27, appendix 2) and because we only had one independent 
variable, this was a bivariate regression analysis (Shiu et al., 2009, p. 564). The data in 
table 25 (appendix 2) shows that the overall model was significant at a level of 0.01, which 
meant that the independent variable had an effect on the dependent variable (Moore & Notz, 
2009, p. 489). The R-square was in this case 0.414 (table 9), which indicated a moderate 
model as satisfaction was accountable for 41.1% of the variance in behavioural loyalty 
(Saunders et al., 2009, p. 465). To see the importance of satisfaction when predicting the 
behavioral loyalty, we looked at the regression coefficients i.e. the unstandardized Beta in 
table 9. In this case, it had the value of 0.692, which means that if satisfaction would 
increase by one unit, behavioural loyalty would increase by 0.692 units (Saunders et al., 
2009, p. 463).  

 
Table 9 – Model summary regression 4 

 

Model R R Square Adjusted R Square Std. Error of the 
Estimate 

1 ,644a ,414 ,405 ,827 

a. Predictors: (Constant), Satisfaction 
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5.5.5 Satisfaction and attitudinal loyalty (Regression 5) 
Our fifth regression analysis between satisfaction and attitudinal loyalty was also a 
bivariate regression analysis (table 28-30, appendix 2). The model was significant with a 
level of 0.01, (table 28, appendix 2) which again means that there was a low probability 
that the independent variables’ impact on the dependent variable occurred by chance 
(Moore & Notz, 2009, p. 489). The R-square in the model summary was 0.501 (table 10), 
hence satisfaction accounted for 50.1% of the variance in attitudinal loyalty (Saunders et al., 
2009, p. 465). The unstandardized Beta in table 29 (appendix 2) was 0.764, which means 
that if satisfaction increased by one unit, attitudinal loyalty would increase with 0.764 units 
(Saunders et al., 2009, p. 463).  

 
Table 10 – Model summary regression 5 

 

Model R R Square Adjusted R Square Std. Error of the 
Estimate 

1 ,708a ,501 ,493 ,766 

a. Predictors: (Constant), Satisfaction 

 
5.5.6 Beneficial attributes, satisfaction and behavioral loyalty (Regression 6) 
After conducting regression analyses on the beneficial attributes directly towards 
satisfaction, two dimensions of loyalty and also satisfaction directly towards two types of 
loyalty, we also wanted to see how if the whole conceptual model was supported. Therefore, 
we conducted a multiple regression consisting of all the beneficial attributes and 
satisfaction as independent variables and behavioural loyalty as the independent variable 
(table 31-34, appendix 2). In table 31 (appendix 2) the data shows that the strongest model 
consisted of product quality and price, while the other beneficial attributes and satisfaction 
were excluded. The model was also significant at a level of 0.01 (table 32, appendix 2), and 
therefore the relation between the independent and dependent variables had a low 
probability of occurring by chance (Moore & Notz, 2009, p. 489). By looking at table 31 
(appendix 2), the data shows an R-square value of 0.541 for the strongest model. We 
regarded this value as acceptable, since it meant that 54.1% of variance in behavioural 
loyalty was explained by product quality and price (Saunders et al., 2009, p. 465). However, 
the Beta value (table 11) showed that product quality (0.449) had stronger influence on 
behavioural loyalty than on price (0.330) (Shiu et al., 2009, p. 584). As in the other 
regressions, multicollinearity was not a problem, which the data in table 11 shows. The 
model’s tolerance level was 0.672 and the VIF level was also 1.488 for both product quality 
and price, hence the variables were not too highly correlated and this enabled us to estimate 
the regression coefficients (Shiu et al., 2009, p. 591).  
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Table 11 – Coefficients regression 6 

 

Model 
Unstandardized 
Coefficients 

Standardized 
Coefficients t Sig. 

Collinearity 
Statistics 

 B Std. Error Beta Tolerance VIF 

1 

(Constant) -,847 ,680  -1,247 ,217   

Product 
quality ,955 ,136 ,666 7,037 ,000 1,000 1,000 

2 

(Constant) -,988 ,624  -1,584 ,118   

Product 
quality ,643 ,152 ,449 4,240 ,000 ,672 1,488 

Price ,396 ,110 ,380 3,593 ,001 ,672 1,488 

a. Dependent Variable: Behavioural loyalty 

5.5.7 Beneficial attributes, satisfaction and attitudinal loyalty (Regression 7) 
The seventh and last regression that we conducted concerned the other part of our 
conceptual model. It included the beneficial attributes, satisfaction and attitudinal loyalty 
(table 35-38, appendix 2). As in the previous regression, the beneficial attributes and 
satisfaction were the independent variables, but the dependent variable was changed to 
attitudinal loyalty instead of behavioural loyalty. The results showed that the strongest 
model included supplier know-how and satisfaction (table 35, appendix 2), which meant 
that they were the most relevant independent variables when predicting the dependent 
variable; attitudinal loyalty. This model was also significant at a significance level of 0.01, 
which the data in table 36 (appendix 2) shows. Therefore, the independent variables’ effect 
on the dependent variable had a low probability of occurring by chance and at least one of 
the independent variables had an effect on attitudinal loyalty (Moore & Notz, 2009, p. 489). 
The model’s R-square was 0.604 (see table 35, appendix 2) and we can therefore say that 
the model was good and that supplier know-how and satisfaction were responsible for 
60.4% of the variance in attitudinal loyalty (Saunders et al., 2009, p. 465). The Beta value 
in table 12 shows that supplier know-how was the independent variable that had the highest 
influence on attitudinal loyalty with a beta value of 0.471 (Shiu et al., 2009, p. 584), while 
satisfaction had a Beta value of 0.363. Table 12 also presents the tolerance level for the 
coefficients, which was 0.465 for both supplier know-how and satisfaction. The VIF level 
was 2.151 for both coefficients, hence the independent variables were not highly correlated 
and multicollinearity was not a problem (Shiu et al., 2009, p. 591).  
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Table 12 – Coefficients regression 7 

 

Model 

Unstandardized 
Coefficients 

Standardized 
Coefficients 

t Sig. 

Collinearity 
Statistics 

B Std. Error Beta Tolerance VIF 

1 
(Constant) 1,079 ,398  2,712 ,009   

Suppliers 
know-how ,732 ,085 ,737 8,577 ,000 1,000 1,000 

2 

(Constant) ,502 ,418  1,200 ,235   

Suppliers 
know-how ,468 ,117 ,471 3,987 ,000 ,465 2,151 

Satisfaction ,392 ,128 ,363 3,070 ,003 ,465 2,151 

a. Dependent Variable: Attitudinal loyalty 
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6. ANALYSIS AND DISCUSSION 
Our intention with this chapter is to analyse and discuss our findings from the previous 
chapter in relation to our theoretical framework. The disposition of this chapter follows the 
same order as the empirical chapter, with an analysis and discussion per section. The 
chapter ends with a summary evaluating our conceptual model. Our analysis and 
discussion will be the foundation that we will draw conclusions and create 
recommendations from in the following chapter. 

6.1 Attribute importance and attribute performance 
By comparing the means from the question regarding attribute importance with the question 
regarding attribute performance, we were able to recognise opportunities for improving the 
performance in line with the attributes that were considered important by buyers. Based on 
the results from the attribute importance question, we argue that the attributes that were 
most frequently rated as being important should be the major focus for improvement. 
Understanding differences between desired beneficial attributes and performance of these 
attributes can help suppliers to close this gap, which is critical in order to deliver value 
(Wilson et al., 2008, p. 105). In this case, the most important attributes were product quality, 
delivery quality and supplier know-how. When comparing the means of these two 
questions, the data showed that these three attributes actually showed the highest difference 
between importance and performance of a supplier. Therefore, there are possibilities for 
improvement when it comes to the most important beneficial attributes in this B2B goods 
setting. We argue that the company that we are writing on commission for could use these 
findings in order to increase their competitive advantage. As mentioned earlier, Lam et al. 
(2004, p. 308) also state that suppliers can improve their value proposition by focusing on 
attributes that buyers rank highly in importance. For suppliers in B2B goods settings, this 
would mean focus on improving product quality, delivery quality and supplier know-how. 
There is not much relevance of improving attributes that are not considered important in 
buyers’ evaluations. An example is geographical distance, which was rated as having the 
lowest importance in this research. 

We have also compared the results from regressions 2 and 3 with the attribute importance 
question. These two specific regressions were chosen because we wanted to compare the 
buyers’ attitudes towards the attributes (attribute importance question) with how the 
attributes actually affected their behaviour (behavioral and attitudinal loyalty). As 
mentioned above, the attributes most frequently rated as being extremely important were 
product quality, delivery quality and supplier know-how. We argue that these findings were 
partially consistent with the result retrieved from the regression analyses. It seems that the 
intrinsic attributes were relevant when it comes to predicting behavioral loyalty i.e. 
repurchasing intentions (regression 2). This supported the findings of which attributes were 
rated as important where product quality and delivery quality (intrinsic attributes) seemed 
to be most important. However, price was also predicted to affect behavioral loyalty, which 
was not as clearly recognised from the results of the attribute important question. The 
results of the importance of price were rather spread out between not important at all and 
extremely important. Therefore, we saw that even though the buyers did not frequently rate 
it as extremely important, price was a factor that affected their behaviour. Product quality 
did have a slightly stronger impact on behavioral loyalty than price, which confirmed the 
result from the attribute importance question where product quality was more frequently 
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rated as important than price. Similar to product quality, delivery quality was also rated 
high on the importance scale. However, combined with the other attributes, delivery quality 
was not found to have any relevance towards buyers’ behavioral loyalty (regression 2). 
Thus, these findings contradicted the results of the attribute importance question. 

In contrast to regression 2, regression 3 showed that supplier know-how and product 
quality were the relevant attributes affecting attitudinal loyalty. Based on the attribute 
importance question, supplier know-how was the extrinsic attribute, which was most 
frequently rated as important, and it was also third most frequently rated out of all the 
attributes. Furthermore, product quality was rated most frequently as important. Therefore, 
supplier know-how and product quality were seen as important attributes and these findings 
were also reflected in relation to attitudinal loyalty. However, the impact of supplier know-
how on attitudinal loyalty was almost twice as high as product quality, which did not 
conform with the result of the attribute importance question. Thus, we saw that even though 
buyers rated product quality higher in importance, supplier know-how had a substantially 
larger effect on attitudinal loyalty. To conclude, the results from the attribute importance 
question was partially supported by regression 2 and 3. Therefore, buyers might not always 
know or express the attributes that affects their behavioral and attitudinal loyalty. 

6.2 Regression 1 
By analysing the findings from the multiple regression including the beneficial attributes 
and satisfaction, we can conclude that some of the attributes had a positive effect on 
satisfaction. The beneficial attributes that were found to have an impact on satisfaction 
were all intrinsic attributes; price, product quality and delivery quality. Therefore, the three 
extrinsic attributes were not found to have any relevance when analysed together with the 
intrinsic attributes in relation to satisfaction. Even though they might have a positive effect 
on satisfaction individually, the intrinsic variables had a much stronger impact on 
satisfaction, which is why the extrinsic variables were excluded. As mentioned earlier Liu 
et al. (2005, pp. 561; 563) and Lam et al. (2004, p. 307) found positive relationships 
between both extrinsic and intrinsic beneficial attributes and buyer satisfaction, which 
means that our findings supported their research. However, their findings included both 
intrinsic and extrinsic attribute, while our findings only resulted in intrinsic attributes, 
which could be a result of the specific setting our research was conducted in. Our research 
was performed in a B2B goods setting, while Lam et al. (2004) conducted theirs in a B2B 
service setting. Therefore, the results could imply that extrinsic attributes have a stronger 
impact on satisfaction in B2B service settings than in B2B goods settings, which could be a 
reason for why our results differed. Another interesting difference in our findings from the 
result of Lam et al. (2004, p. 308) was that the independent variables considered in this 
research explained a larger proportion of satisfaction than Lam et al. (2004, p. 308) found. 
Our result showed that 73.5% of the variance in satisfaction could be explained by buyer 
value (the intrinsic attributes) compared to 38%, which was the result in Lam et al.’s (2004, 
p. 308) research. We included more variables of buyer value that were found to have an 
impact on satisfaction than Lam et al. (2004, p. 308) did, which could be a reason for why 
the results differed. We therefore see our research as an extension to findings of past 
research. As mentioned before, Lam et al. (2004, p. 308) performed their study in a B2B 
service setting and it might therefore be difficult to directly extend their findings to a B2B 
goods setting, since the attributes used in this research might not capture the specifics of a 
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B2B service setting. Even so, we have identified a strong model relating intrinsic attributes 
to satisfaction in a B2B goods setting. 

Due to the fact that we tested what beneficial attributes buyers value and their effect on 
satisfaction, our findings can be related to the desired attributes and attributes performance 
level in the customer value hierarchy model (Woodruff 1997, 142). Even though this model 
was tested in a B2B service setting (Lapierre et al., 2008, pp. 123-124), our findings 
showed a positive relationship between beneficial attributes and satisfaction in a B2B 
goods setting as well. Thus, our findings support past research concerning the last level in 
the customer value hierarchy model and its relation to satisfaction (Woodruff, 1997, p. 142). 
If a supplier wants to increase buyer value and satisfaction, they need to know what 
attributes that are desired by their buyers in order to allocate their resources where they 
have the most effect. Based on our findings, price, product quality and delivery quality 
were the most relevant attributes for the company that we are writing on commission for to 
focus on in order to increase buyer satisfaction. By analysing our data, we can also state 
that price was the intrinsic attribute that had the strongest influence on satisfaction with its 
Beta value of 0.550, while product quality and delivery quality only had half of that value 
(0.240 and 0.216). This means that if a change would be made in the company’s price of 
couplings, it would affect buyer satisfaction twice as much as if a change is made in 
product quality and delivery quality. 

6.3 Regression 2 
Based on the results from regression analysis 2, we can conclude that the only attributes 
that were relevant in influencing behavioral loyalty were price and product quality, while 
the other attributes were excluded (delivery quality, personal interaction, supplier know-
how, service support). We therefore argue that the company we are writing on commission 
for should focus on both price and product quality if they would like to affect buyers’ 
behavioral loyalty as buyers consider beneficial attributes together (Maltz et al., 2011, p. 
803). Our findings that beneficial attributes positively relate to behavioural loyalty support 
both Čater & Čater (2010, p. 1322) and Lam et al’s. (2004, p. 304) findings. 

One important difference between our findings and Lam et al.’s (2004, p. 304) was that we 
found only intrinsic attributes to be relevant in affecting behavioral loyalty. As discussed 
before regarding the beneficial attributes and satisfaction, this result could also be due to 
the fact that Lam et al. (2004, p. 304) performed their study in a B2B services setting. 
Therefore, extrinsic attributes might be more important in B2B service settings. In our 
opinion, the product is the main reason for transactions between suppliers and buyers in 
B2B goods settings and thus it is quite logical that extrinsic attributes are found to be more 
important in B2B service settings. As discussed earlier, the traditional way of looking at 
beneficial attributes in B2B goods settings have been focused on intrinsic attributes 
(Hansen et al., 2008, p. 211). Even so, there has been evidence that extrinsic attributes are 
also important in this setting (Kumar & Grisaffe, 2004, pp. 64; 73). We also saw from 
results of the attribute importance questions that buyers regard extrinsic attributes as 
important. However, it might be the fact that in relation to each other, the intrinsic attributes 
dominate the extrinsic attributes when it comes to affecting behavioral loyalty, which could 
be a reason for why all extrinsic attributes were excluded from this regression model. As 
Čater & Čater (2010, p. 1322) found extrinsic attributes to be indirectly related to 
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behavioral loyalty in a B2B goods setting, we expected them to be directly related to 
behavioral loyalty as well, but our data did not confirm these expectations. Čater & Čater 
(2010, p. 1322) measured the extrinsic attributes first in relation to commitment, which in 
turn had an impact on behavioral loyalty. Based on prior research, we still find that 
extrinsic attributes might be important for predicting behavioral loyalty. However, as our 
study did not support this assumption, one could only argue that extrinsic attributes are 
minor complements to price and product quality. As no prior study before ours have 
measured extrinsic and intrinsic attributes and behavioral loyalty combined in one study to 
this extent, we can conclude that these findings provide valuable insights for suppliers in 
B2B good settings. 

When analysing this regression model, we saw that the model had an R-square value of 
0.541, which means that the independent variables explained 54.1% of the variance in 
behavioral loyalty. Therefore, we can expect that there are other attributes that might affect 
behavioral loyalty as well, which were not included in this model. However, the model fit 
was sufficient and the independent variables explained more than half of the variance in the 
dependent variable and we therefore argue that this model can be included in our 
conceptual model. Since the Beta value was higher for product quality (0.449) than price 
(0.380), we can conclude that product quality had a moderately higher effect on behavioral 
loyalty than price. When the product quality increases, behavioral loyalty increases more 
than if the same change would happen to price. If the company we are writing on 
commission for would like to increase behavioral loyalty, they should therefore first focus 
on putting effort to improve the product quality. 

6.4 Regression 3 
Compared to when the beneficial attributes were analysed in relation to behavioral loyalty, 
this multiple regression analysis that focused on attitudinal loyalty showed different results. 
The findings were consistent with Lam et al. (2004, p. 307) findings that antecedents of 
behavioral and attitudinal loyalty effect the two dimensions of loyalty in different ways. 
Therefore, our results supported Lam et al.’s (2004, p. 307) findings and also our decision 
to consider two dimensions of loyalty. When the beneficial attributes were measured in 
relation to behavioral loyalty, only two intrinsic attributes (price and product quality) were 
recognised as relevant. However, when measured in relation to attitudinal loyalty, one 
intrinsic attribute (product quality) and one extrinsic attribute (supplier know-how) were 
found to be relevant. In contrast from the previously discussed regression concerning 
behavioral loyalty, this regression analysis support the fact that extrinsic attributes are 
important in B2B settings (Kumar & Grisaffe, 2004, pp. 64; 73). As the Beta value shows, 
the extrinsic attribute of supplier know-how had a substantially greater effect on attitudinal 
loyalty than product quality, which further supports the importance of extrinsic attributes in 
B2B goods settings. Čater & Čater (2010, p. 1322) found that extrinsic attributes had an 
indirect relation to attitudinal loyalty via commitment. We can now extend their findings by 
showing that at least one extrinsic attribute, supplier know-how, directly influenced 
attitudinal loyalty in a B2B goods setting. The fact that supplier know-how had a two times 
stronger effect on attitudinal loyalty than product quality could be a result of 
commoditization. Matthyssens & Vandenbempt (2008, p. 316) stated that extrinsic 
attributes, e.g. supplier know-how, become attributes of differentiation when products 
become commoditised. We argue that in relation to attitudinal loyalty, our findings 
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supported this statement as supplier know-how found to be a significantly more important 
variable in predicting attitudinal loyalty than product quality. Therefore, it is important for 
suppliers such as the company we are writing on commission for to utilise their knowledge 
and communicate it to their buyers to increase attitudinal loyalty. 

In their study, Čater & Čater (2010, p. 1329) also found that product quality had a positive 
effect on both behavioral and attitudinal loyalty, but that the effect was stronger towards 
behavioral loyalty. In compliance with this, our findings also showed that product quality 
was an important predictor for both attitudinal and behavioral loyalty. Furthermore, we 
found that product quality had a higher impact on behavioral loyalty than attitudinal loyalty, 
which is consistent with Čater & Čaters’ (2010, p. 1329) findings. Even though the 
regression model 3 was stronger for attitudinal loyalty, we can see from the Beta value that 
the attribute; product quality had a higher impact in relation to behavioral loyalty than 
attitudinal loyalty. Therefore, buyers are more prone to have higher purchase intentions 
than to recommend a supplier when they experience high product quality. We think this 
finding is logical, since most businesses i.e. the body builders might not want to 
recommend for example the coupling of the company that we are writing on commission 
for due to competition, even if its quality is outstanding. However, they still might want to 
re-purchase from their supplier, since high quality couplings most likely will increase their 
own competitive advantage. 

The fit of this regression model was acceptable with an R-square value of 0.580. Therefore, 
we know that supplier know-how and product quality accounts for 58% of the variance in 
attitudinal loyalty. The independent variables were responsible for more than half of the 
changes in the dependent variable and we therefore argue that the model is acceptable even 
though there might be other factors that affect attitudinal loyalty. Similar to the finding that 
product quality had a stronger effect on behavioral loyalty than on attitudinal loyalty, Lam 
et al. (2004, p. 304) recognised that all beneficial attributes together also had a stronger 
impact on behavioral loyalty than attitudinal loyalty. Even though the difference was small, 
the effect of the beneficial attributes was actually stronger on attitudinal loyalty than 
behavioral loyalty based on our data. Since Lam et al. (2004) performed their study in a 
B2B service setting; one could argue that the difference between their finding and our 
results could be subject to differences between B2B service and B2B goods settings. It is 
also a fact that different attributes were found to be relevant for influencing the two 
dimensions of loyalty in regression 2 and 3. Therefore, we cannot directly compare the 
extent of the effects that different beneficial attributes have different effects on behavioral 
and attitudinal loyalty. However, as product quality was included in the regression models 
2 and 3, we can only make such a comparison regarding product quality. We conclude that 
these findings imply that differences exist between the effect of beneficial attributes on 
behavioral and attitudinal loyalty. 

6.5 Regression 4 
Our findings regarding the effect of satisfaction on behavioural loyalty supported the 
research by Lam et al. (2004, p. 308) and Chandrashekaran et al. (2007, pp. 158; 160) that 
satisfied buyers are also loyal buyers. However, we need to consider that we separated 
loyalty into two dimensions; behavioural and attitudinal. We can therefore state that our 
findings at this stage showed a positive relationship between satisfaction and behavioural 
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loyalty in a B2B goods setting, which is an extension to previous research. The findings 
also showed that our model is moderate, with satisfaction only accounting for 41.4% of the 
variance in behavioural loyalty. We argue that this model was not the strongest, since there 
might be additional factors that were responsible for the other 59.6% of the variances in 
behavioural loyalty that were not included in our model. However, since the unstandardized 
Beta of satisfaction had a value of 0.692, we regard satisfaction as a strong indicator of 
behavioural loyalty. Therefore, a change in behavioural loyalty will occur, if there will be a 
change in buyers’ satisfaction. Hence, if the company we are writing on commission for 
wants to increase their buyers’ behavioral loyalty they should focus on affecting the buyers’ 
satisfaction. We argue that a weak R-square value and a stronger regression coefficient 
indicate that there might be other factors that are responsible for the changes in behavioural 
loyalty, but they might not be as strong indicators as satisfaction.  

6.6 Regression 5 
The data from regression 5 showed that the effect of satisfaction on attitudinal loyalty was 
positive, which confirmed our expectations. Prior research in a B2B service setting found 
that satisfaction affected both behavioral and attitudinal loyalty (Lam et al. 2004, p. 307). 
The result from our data also implied that satisfaction affected both dimensions of loyalty 
and we can therefore support Lam et al.’s (2004, p. 307) findings. Thus, suppliers such as 
the company we are writing on commission for can influence both dimensions of loyalty by 
affecting the satisfaction of their buyers. The fit of the model was moderate, with an R-
square value of 0.501. Even so, we argue that the model was sufficient, since satisfaction 
explains half of the variance in attitudinal loyalty. There could be other independent 
variables that were not included in this model, which might have an effect on attitudinal 
loyalty and explains the remaining 49.9% variance. The unstandardized Beta value of 
satisfaction had a high value of 0.764 and we can therefore conclude that satisfaction was a 
strong predictor of attitudinal loyalty. If satisfaction was a strong predictor, this 
contradicted the fact that satisfaction only accounts for 50.1% of the change in attitudinal 
loyalty. However, we have no information of the other predictors, which means that there 
might be several small variables that were responsible for explaining the remaining 
variance in attitudinal loyalty. If this is the case, satisfaction could be the main predictor of 
attitudinal loyalty and when interpreting the data we conclude that satisfaction was a strong 
predictor of attitudinal loyalty. 

As described before, satisfaction has frequently been found to be an important antecedent 
of loyalty in both B2C and B2B settings (Jones & Sasser, 1995, p. 92; Williams et al., 2011, 
p. 811). However, we have recognised that there have been limited studies in B2B goods 
settings examining the effect of satisfactions on the two dimension of loyalty; behavioral 
and attitudinal. By comparing our results from regression 4 and 5, we can see that 
satisfaction had a stronger effect on attitudinal loyalty than behavioral loyalty. Both the R-
squared value and the Beta value were stronger for attitudinal loyalty. This is consistent 
with Lam et al.’s (2004, p. 308) findings, which also found that satisfaction had a higher 
influence on attitudinal loyalty. Based on these results, we can further justify our choice to 
consider two dimensions of loyalty, since its antecedents had different effects on attitudinal 
and behavioral loyalty (Lam et al., 2004, p. 307). Thus, if the company we are writing on 
commission for wants to affect loyalty by focusing on satisfaction, it will have a greater 
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effect on the buyers’ attitudinal loyalty than on their behavioral loyalty, which can be 
useful to consider due to different expected outcomes. 

In the statistical analyses that were performed, we saw that both the beneficial attributes 
and satisfaction had a stronger impact to attitudinal loyalty than behavioral loyalty. From 
this aspect, the effect of the beneficial attributes on the two dimensions of loyalty 
contradicted previous research and the effect of satisfaction on the two dimensions of 
loyalty confirmed previous research. So why are buyers in B2B goods settings less prone to 
repurchase than to recommend a supplier? As we have mentioned before, these results 
could be related to the setting that was studied. In B2B goods settings, the buyers’ 
customers sometimes request specific brands to be included in the end product. Therefore, 
buyers might not be able to plan to repurchase from a specific supplier even though they 
have positive perceptions about the beneficial attributes and are satisfied with the supplier. 
Furthermore, as only one person from each body builder business answered our survey, it 
might also be difficult for this person to say with confidence that they will repurchase from 
a supplier because these types of decisions might be taken by more than one person. In B2B 
goods settings buying decision actually involve several people that need to come to an 
agreement (Anderson & Narus, 2004, p. 114). So, even though the purchasing manager was 
selected as the respondent, he/she might not have the sole responsibility for making these 
decisions. We argue that these reasons could be why both the beneficial attributes and 
satisfaction showed stronger impacts on attitudinal loyalty than behavioral loyalty in the 
B2B goods setting studied. 

6.7 Regression 6 
Compared to the previous regression analyses, which tested separate parts of the conceptual 
model, this regression tested the beneficial attributes and satisfaction towards behavioral 
loyalty in the conceptual model. By analysing the findings from the first overall multiple 
regression we can state that the beneficial attributes; product quality and price had a 
positive effect on behavioural loyalty. Product quality and price accounted for 54.1% of the 
variance in behavioral loyalty. However, satisfaction was excluded from this regression, 
which we think was an interesting finding. Therefore, it seems that buyers’ intentions to 
repurchase were not directly affected by the overall satisfaction of the supplier and the 
findings imply that positive perceptions about intrinsic attributes such as price and product 
quality were enough to create repurchasing intentions with buyers. This finding contradicts 
prior research as satisfaction was found to affect behavioral loyalty in combination with 
buyers’ perceived values from beneficial attributes (Lam et al. 2004, p. 308). However, 
Lam et al. (2004, p. 308) examined a B2B service setting, which could result in that the 
effect of beneficial attributes and satisfaction on behavioral loyalty to be different in a B2B 
goods setting as the one we have studied. 

The independent variables included in the strongest model were product quality and price, 
which means that satisfaction and the other beneficial attributes were excluded and not 
significant in the overall conceptual model. The results from this regression were the same 
as regression 2 even though we included more factors (satisfaction) into this regression. 
Therefore, the same predictors (product quality and price) were found to significantly effect 
behavioral loyalty, while satisfaction was excluded. The findings indicate that if the 
company we are writing on commission for wants to influence their buyers’ behavioural 
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loyalty, they should allocate their effort on product quality and price. The fact that 
satisfaction was excluded from the regression predicting behavioural loyalty might be 
because even if the buyers are highly satisfied, there might be other factors that make it 
difficult for buyers to develop behavioral loyalty. Since the body builders are not the end of 
the supply chain, issues (e.g. financial) might occur with other actors in the supply chain, 
which consequently might have an effect on the body builder’s behavioural loyalty. As we 
stated in regression 4, there might be other factors that had an effect on behavioural loyalty, 
since satisfaction alone was only accountable for 41.1% of the variance in behavioural 
loyalty. Our findings in this overall regression clearly supported our results and statements 
from regression 4. Satisfaction alone had a positive impact on behavioural loyalty, but 
when analysed together with the beneficial attributes, satisfaction was not found to have a 
significant impact on behavioral loyalty. 

6.8 Regression 7 
By analysing the results from our overall conceptual model focusing on attitudinal loyalty 
instead of behavioural loyalty, the strongest model included both one beneficial attribute 
and satisfaction. This model therefore partially supported our overall model concerning the 
part towards attitudinal loyalty. When analysing the beneficial attributes together with 
attitudinal loyalty earlier, the findings showed a strong model containing both one intrinsic 
attribute (product quality) and one extrinsic attribute (supplier know-how). In that 
regression, supplier know-how had a stronger influence on attitudinal loyalty than product 
quality. However, when the overall model was tested, we saw that product quality was 
excluded and that satisfaction was included in the strongest model together with supplier 
know-how. As we stated earlier in regression 5, satisfaction had stronger impact on 
attitudinal loyalty than on behavioural loyalty. This overall regression model supported this 
difference, as satisfaction was one of the two relevant attributes affecting attitudinal loyalty, 
but not behavioural loyalty. The model fit was also higher when satisfaction was included 
as an independent variable combined with attitudinal loyalty. Even if the difference was not 
substantial, we argue that it provided evidence that our conceptual model which included 
beneficial attributes, satisfaction and attitudinal loyalty can be supported and was strong. 

6.9 Conceptual model 
Based on the analysis and discussion of our results above, we are now ready to evaluate our 
conceptual model that was developed and proposed in chapter 3 (figure 4). After testing the 
model, we did not find support for all the effects between the constructs that were expected. 
The first part of the model was partially supported as the three intrinsic beneficial attributes 
were found to have a direct effect on satisfaction. Some beneficial attributes were also 
directly related to both behavioral loyalty (price and product quality) and attitudinal loyalty 
(supplier know-how and product quality). Next, the effects of satisfaction on both 
behavioral and attitudinal loyalty were found to be supported. Furthermore, when testing 
the whole model; the effect of the beneficial attributes on satisfaction and the effect of 
satisfaction on the two dimensions of loyalty, only one part was supported. The predictors 
of behavioral loyalty were not fully supported as satisfaction was excluded and only the 
intrinsic attributes; price and product quality were found to have a direct effect on 
behavioral loyalty. In contrast, the predictors of attitudinal loyalty were supported where 
supplier know-how and satisfaction showed positive impacts on attitudinal loyalty. Overall, 
our conceptual model including beneficial attributes, satisfaction, behavioral and attitudinal 
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loyalty was partially supported. Figure 10 shows the final conceptual model where the 
effects that were found to be significant are represented by arrows.  

 
 

Figure 10 - The final conceptual model 

 
6.10 General discussion 
Based on our findings, we can conclude that the beneficial attributes that we have examined 
had a significant impact on satisfaction, behavioral loyalty and attitudinal loyalty. 
Therefore, suppliers like the company we are writing on commission for need to focus on 
the beneficial attributes that are highly valued by buyers in order to increase satisfaction 
and loyalty. We argue that these findings confirmed the need for a market-oriented and 
customer-oriented business culture in B2B goods settings. As described before, a market-
oriented culture refers to supplier being attentive to their stakeholders, for example buyers 
(Naidoo, 2010, p. 1312). An extension of market-orientation is customer-orientation, which 
means that suppliers focus on understanding the buyers’ preferences (Narver & Slater, 1990, 
p. 21). Using our findings to utilise a market-oriented business culture will not only lead to 
more satisfied and loyal buyers, it can also influence a firm's business performance 
positively in B2B settings (Bisp, 1999, p. 77). We further argue that these findings also 
showed the importance of having an outside-in approach in the business where value is 
created based on buyers’ preferences. By shifting from an inside-out approach to an 
outside-in approach, suppliers can also increase their competitive advantage (Lado et al., 
2011, p. 212). In the case of the company we are writing on commission for, this would 
mean for example minimizing the risk of losing market share in the European body builder 
market.   
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As we examined the effects of specific beneficial attributes on satisfaction and loyalty, 
suppliers can use these results when working to create value for their buyers by using a 
customer-oriented business view. The intrinsic attributes such as price, product quality and 
delivery quality were found to have the strongest influence on satisfaction. Price and 
product quality had most impact on behavioral loyalty. Supplier know-how and product 
quality were the most influential attributes on attitudinal loyalty. Therefore, the company 
we are writing on commission for should focus on providing value through these attributes 
that the buyers desire, which can lead to buyer satisfaction and loyalty. Even so, it is 
important for suppliers to continuously gather information about their buyers and monitor 
their preferences since they are constantly changing (Kothari and Lackner, 2006, p. 244). 
Collecting and using information from the market is also a key element of market-
orientation (Kohli & Jaworski, 1990, p. 4). Thus, we want to stress that even though our 
study makes valuable contributions to the topic of buyer value in B2B goods settings, the 
attitudes about the beneficial attributes measured might probably change over time. For 
example, the result that supplier know-how and product quality were the only attributes 
found to have the highest impact on attitudinal loyalty, might probably change over time. 
Therefore, we find it important for suppliers to gather market information on a routine basis. 
In contrast, we argue that the effects of satisfaction on the two dimensions of loyalty are 
more consistent, since the effects have been confirmed by several previous studies in both 
B2C and B2B settings over time (Jones & Sasser, 1995, p. 92; Williams et al., 2011, p. 
811;Lam et al., 2004, p. 308; Chandrashekaran et al., 2007, pp. 158; 160). However, our 
results found that satisfaction accounts for around half of the variance in behavioral loyalty 
and attitudinal loyalty, so we can assume that there might be other factors additionally 
influencing the two dimensions of loyalty. There is also a possibility that in the future, 
these other unknown factors will have a larger influence on loyalty than satisfaction had in 
this research. 

In order to successfully implement a customer-oriented approach in a business, suppliers 
need to understand how buyers make decisions (Webster, 1965, p. 370). Suppliers in B2B 
goods settings like the company we are writing on commission for are now able to use the 
findings that we have presented in this study to influence the buying process to their 
advantage. Since some intrinsic and extrinsic attributes were proven to relate to satisfaction, 
attitudinal and behavioral loyalty, suppliers need to affect buyers’ perception of these 
attributes early in the industrial decision making process i.e. the BuyGrid model. According 
to Reese & Stone (1987, p. 52), the third step of the BuyGrid model is when important 
characteristics of the needed product are determined and buyers will already in this step 
start thinking about beneficial attributes that they desire. In step four they will start 
scanning the market for suppliers, which provide value through the desired attributes 
(Reese & Stone, 1987, p. 52). Therefore, it is important for suppliers such as the company 
we are writing on commission for to know what the buyers value when buyers start 
scanning the market for potential suppliers. Thus, information about one's buyers needs to 
continuously be collected in order to create superior value for them. We found that intrinsic 
attributes had a dominant part in influencing both satisfaction and behavioral loyalty and 
therefore these attributes should receive most focus when the company we are writing on 
commission for creates their market offerings and advertisement for buyers. In the fifth and 
sixth step of the BuyGrid model, suppliers and their offers are evaluated against each other 
(Reese & Stone, 1987, p. 52). We argue that suppliers will have a better chance of being 
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selected in this step if their offers pinpoint the beneficial attributes that buyers desire and 
value. This also supports Webster’s (1965, p. 370) statement that if suppliers want to 
succeed in affecting the final purchase decision by buyers, they must know what the buyers 
need. It is also vital to consider the fact that it is not only one attribute that buyers will 
consider in this step, instead the beneficial attributes are combined in order to produce the 
best possible outcome (Maltz et al., 2011, p. 803). For example, price, product quality and 
delivery quality influenced satisfaction. Price was found to have the strongest impact on 
satisfaction but this attribute should also be combined with product quality and delivery 
quality when presenting the market offering. This discussion shows that if suppliers such as 
the company that we are writing on commission for have the knowledge of their buyers’ 
preferences, they can influence the decision making process to their advantage. 

As mentioned, we found that beneficial attributes had positive influence on both 
satisfaction and the two dimensions of loyalty. We regard satisfaction, attitudinal and 
behavioral loyalty as outcomes that might occur after a purchase. We therefore argue that 
satisfaction, attitudinal and behavioral loyalty can be related to the feedback and 
performance evaluation step in the BuyGrid model (Reese & Stone, 1987, p. 52). As this 
evaluation determines how the buyer will feel and act towards a supplier after purchase, it 
is important for suppliers like the company we are writing on commission for to influence 
the buyers’ evaluations positively in this step. We argue that suppliers can influence the 
decision making process earlier for future buyers if they succeed in delivering value 
through the desired attributes for their current buyers. The logic of this is based on the fact 
that some beneficial attributes were found to have a direct impact on attitudinal loyalty. If 
buyers have developed attitudinal loyalty, they have intentions to recommend the supplier 
to others and encourage others to do business with their supplier. Thus, future buyers can 
have a supplier in mind already in the first step of the buying process i.e. problem 
recognition (Reese & Stone, 1987, p. 52) if a supplier's current buyers are spreading 
positive word-of-mouth about their company. This could result in that the future buyers 
will skip the fourth, fifth and sixth step in the decision making process and directly select to 
purchase an order from the supplier they already had in mind in the first step, instead of 
searching for and evaluating other suppliers. Therefore, we argue that by using the findings 
from this research combined with a customer-oriented business view, suppliers like the 
company we are writing on commission for can influence the decision making process 
earlier than competition to gain a competitive advantage. 

Based on our results, we saw that the intrinsic attributes seemed to be more dominant when 
it comes their effects on satisfaction, attitudinal and behavioral loyalty. As we found price, 
product quality, delivery quality and supplier know-how to affect satisfaction and the two 
dimensions of loyalty, we want to relate back to the discussion about market offerings. 
Some of these attributes, for example delivery quality and supplier know-how, do not 
concern the core product of the offering. Therefore, our findings are consistent with 
Anderson & Narus (2004, p. 179), who state that additional benefits surrounding the core 
product can be important sources of value. Supplier know-how had by far the largest 
impact on attitudinal loyalty, which further showed the importance of the extrinsic 
attributes to the market offering. If suppliers acknowledge this broad view of their market 
offering they can discover new ways of differentiating their business (Anderson & Narus, 
2004, p. 180). In a B2B goods setting as we have studied, our results indicated that supplier 
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know-how was a beneficial attribute that could be used by suppliers to create a competitive 
advantage. For example, since the company we are writing on commission for has 
extensive knowledge about their line of industry, they can create superior value to buyers 
by providing their buyers with information that could be beneficial for them. An example 
of this could be by helping their buyers to develop their products. Due to this, they can 
create a unique value proposition that will differentiate them from competition (Lindic & 
Silva, 2011, p. 1694). In the case of supplier know-how, this will lead to increased 
attitudinal loyalty, while other attributes such as delivery quality for example can be used to 
increase satisfaction. Therefore, we cannot say that buyers in B2B goods settings only 
consider the product in the market offering. They also recognised extrinsic benefits as 
important attributes of the market offering. We argue that our findings showed that 
suppliers like the company we are writing on commission for should move away from only 
having a component-view of their market offering and embrace a value perspective where 
suppliers provides value propositions through the beneficial attributes and costs related to 
the offering (Anderson & Narus, 1998, p. 54). According to Anderson et al. (2006, p. 92), 
this view will facilitate a customer-oriented view in the business. 
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7. CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS 
This chapter will describe the theoretical contributions that this study makes to the 
research area and it will also provide answers to research question and sub-purposes 
posed in chapter 1. Furthermore, we will make practical recommendations to the company 
we are writing on commission for on how they can use our findings in the future to improve 
their marketing strategies. 

7.1 General conclusions 
The purpose with this degree project was to examine the effects of extrinsic and intrinsic 
beneficial attributes on buyer satisfaction and their effects on loyalty in a B2B goods 
setting. We chose to divide loyalty into two dimensions; behavioural loyalty and attitudinal 
loyalty, since previous research found its antecedents to have different effects on the 
dimensions (Lam et al., 2004, p. 307). Our aim has been to make a theoretical contribution 
by developing theory through our proposed conceptual model, which we also have tested. 
By using statistical data analysis, we tested the importance of the beneficial attributes, their 
influence and effect on satisfaction, behavioral loyalty and attitudinal loyalty towards a 
supplier. The setting we conducted this research in was the European body builder market, 
where the company we are writing on commission for operates. By conducting this study, 
we are now able to answer our research question and address the sub-purposes that have 
guided this research.  

How do extrinsic and intrinsic beneficial attributes affect satisfaction, behavioral and 
attitudinal loyalty in a B2B goods setting? 

Our study showed that there were differences in how the extrinsic and intrinsic attributes 
affect satisfaction, behavioral loyalty and attitudinal loyalty in the overall model. When the 
beneficial attributes and satisfaction were included as independent variables to behavioural 
loyalty, our findings in regression 6 showed that there were two intrinsic beneficial 
attributes; price and product quality that were relevant. We can therefore conclude that the 
extrinsic attributes and satisfaction might only play minor roles affecting behavioural 
loyalty and they were therefore excluded from the model. In the overall model, the two 
intrinsic beneficial attributes affect behavioural loyalty directly without any influence from 
satisfaction and the extrinsic beneficial attributes. In the case of attitudinal loyalty, one 
extrinsic beneficial attribute i.e. supplier know-how and satisfaction were the relevant 
attributes influencing attitudinal loyalty (regression 7). Therefore, we can conclude that the 
extrinsic beneficial attribute and satisfaction had direct positive influences on attitudinal 
loyalty. Due to this, we can state that when it comes to attitudinal loyalty in the overall 
model, the intrinsic beneficial attributes seemed to only have a minor influence on 
attitudinal loyalty when analysed together with all the other attributes.   
 
Our first sub-purpose was to evaluate what extrinsic and intrinsic attributes buyers in a B2B 
goods setting see as important. The findings of our study showed that product quality, 
delivery quality and supplier know-how were the beneficial attributes that were found to be 
most frequently rated as important by buyers in B2B goods settings. As we expected, this 
finding indicated that both extrinsic and intrinsic beneficial attributes were regarded as 
important. However, the intrinsic attributes seemed to be more important than extrinsic 
attributes based on the buyers’ attitudes.  
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The second sub-purpose was to investigate how the extrinsic and intrinsic beneficial 
attributes affect satisfaction in a B2B goods setting. Our findings showed that the beneficial 
attributes positively affected satisfaction in a B2B goods setting. However, there were only 
three intrinsic attributes (price, product quality, delivery quality) that were found to 
influence satisfaction in regression 1 as the extrinsic beneficial attributes were excluded 
from this model. The intrinsic attribute that had the strongest impact on satisfaction was 
price, which had almost two times stronger impact on satisfaction than product quality and 
delivery quality. 

Our third sub-purpose was to investigate how the extrinsic and intrinsic beneficial attributes  
affect behavioral and attitudinal loyalty in a B2B goods setting. When the beneficial 
attributes were tested in relation to behavioral loyalty in regression 2, it was found that the 
intrinsic beneficial attributes such as product quality and price had the strongest positive 
effects on behavioural loyalty. The third intrinsic attribute; delivery quality and all the 
extrinsic attributes were excluded from this model. Therefore, we conclude that extrinsic 
attributes might only have minor influence on behavioural loyalty. Product quality was the 
independent variable that had the strongest influence on behavioral loyalty, which meant 
that product quality had more impact on behavioural loyalty than price had. In contrast to 
behavioral loyalty, our findings in regression 3 showed that the beneficial attributes that 
were found to have a positive effect on attitudinal loyalty were one intrinsic attribute i.e. 
product quality and one extrinsic attribute i.e. supplier know-how. This means that both 
intrinsic and extrinsic attributes were relevant predictors for attitudinal loyalty. In this case, 
supplier know-how had the strongest influence, and had more impact on attitudinal loyalty 
than product quality had. This finding implied that extrinsic attributes were more relevant 
when it comes to predicting attitudinal loyalty, and intrinsic attributes when it comes to 
behavioral loyalty. Based on our findings, we can conclude that the extrinsic and intrinsic 
beneficial attributes had different effects on behavioral and attitudinal loyalty.  

The fourth and final sub-purpose was to investigate how satisfaction affects behavioral and 
attitudinal loyalty in a B2B goods setting. In relation to behavioral and attitudinal loyalty, 
satisfaction alone was found to have positive influence on both dimensions (regression 4 
and 5). However, the effect of satisfaction was stronger towards attitudinal loyalty than on 
behavioral loyalty. Based on our findings, one increased unit of satisfaction will have a 
greater effect on attitudinal loyalty than on behavioural loyalty.  

7.2 Theoretical contributions 
Previous research found beneficial attributes to have a great influence on buyer’s value 
perception (Munnukka & Järvi, 2011, p. 594). Our model supported these findings and we 
can therefore conclude that beneficial attributes significantly influenced value perceptions 
of buyers. Researchers such as Ulaga (2003, p. 678) stated that the main focus has been on 
intrinsic attributes related to the tangible product rather than extrinsic attributes. However, 
Kumar & Grisaffe (2004, p. 64; 73) found that more extrinsic attributes, e.g. innovativeness, 
corporate reputation, have proven to have a great impact on buyer value in B2B settings. 
Furthermore, other studies also found that extrinsic attributes were important in B2B goods 
setting (Ulaga, 2003, pp. 681-682; Walter et al., 2003, pp. 161-162; Ulaga & Eggert, 2006, 
pp. 131-133). Vargo & Lusch (2004, p. 2) state that this shift from intrinsic attributes to 
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extrinsic attributes could create new ways for B2B firms to differentiate themselves. 
Matthyssens & Vandenbempt (2008, p. 316) regarded supplier know-how as an example of 
one key differentiator that provides value for buyers. The results from our study showed 
that even though supplier know-how was the extrinsic attribute that had strongest influence 
in the overall model considering attitudinal loyalty, the intrinsic attributes; price, product 
quality and delivery quality were found to be most influential in the majority of the other 
regressions. Therefore, our research supported previous findings that supplier know-how 
was a key differentiator and that both intrinsic and extrinsic attributes were important in 
B2B goods settings. However, the intrinsic attributes still seemed to be the most relevant 
beneficial attributes when creating value for buyers. The research by Lam et al. (2004, p. 
307) also confirmed that beneficial attributes that buyers value had an effect on buyer 
satisfaction. We can therefore conclude that our research supported this finding as we also 
found that beneficial attributes influenced buyers’ satisfaction.  

Lam et al. (2004, p. 308) and Chandrashekaran et al. (2007, pp. 158; 160) found that 
satisfaction had a positive impact on loyalty in B2B settings, which our study also 
supported. As mentioned earlier, Čater & Čater (2010, p. 1325) considered two dimensions 
of loyalty and stated that buyers who are influenced by positive perceived value will 
increase their behavioral and attitudinal loyalty. Lam et al. (2004, pp. 307; 308) also 
separated loyalty into two dimensions and discovered that satisfaction had a stronger 
influence on attitudinal loyalty than on behavioral loyalty. The authors stated that 
antecedents of loyalty had different effects on these two dimensions of loyalty (Lam et al., 
2004, p. 307). Our findings supported these statements as the data in the overall model 
showed that satisfaction had a stronger influence on attitudinal loyalty than on behavioural 
loyalty. Hence, our study strengthens the fact that differences existed between these two 
dimensions and that loyalty needs to be considered as consisting of two dimensions. The 
data from our overall model also showed that different beneficial attributes affected the two 
dimensions of loyalty in different ways, and we can therefore conclude that we have 
sufficient evidence that support previous research. 

Based on the results of this study, we argue that we have made several theoretical 
contributions to the research area of buyer value in B2B goods settings. First of all, we 
have conducted this research concerning buyer value in a B2B goods setting, which as 
stated earlier has been a topic extensively discussed in B2B service setting. Most 
discussions and models have also occurred in B2C settings, and our research therefore 
highlights the importance of conducting such studies in B2B goods settings as well. We 
also contributed with a conceptual model, which was developed and tested. By performing 
this study in a B2B goods setting, we argue that the results provide this field of research 
with valuable insights because the relevant beneficial attributes and their importance and 
effects on satisfaction, behavioral and attitudinal loyalty can significantly differ depending 
on the setting. For example, in a B2B service setting, extrinsic beneficial attributes were 
found to have an impact on behavioral loyalty (Lam et al., 2004, p. 304), which our result 
in a B2B goods setting did not confirm. Furthermore, we have also made theoretical 
contributions by examining the effects of beneficial attributes on satisfaction and two 
dimensions of loyalty in an overall model, as this has not been done before. Prior 
researches have only examined the effects on beneficial attributes on satisfaction and the 
two dimensions of loyalty separately (Čater & Čater, 2010, p. 1322; Lam et al., 2004, p. 
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308; Chandrashekaran et al., 2007, pp. 158; 160). We also measured the effects separately, 
which is important to do because there might be differences in the findings compared to 
when everything is examined as a whole. It has also been stated that more research on the 
relationship between beneficial attributes and loyalty is required (Čater & Čater, 2010, p. 
1332), which was an additional research gap that we have addressed. The findings from the 
separate measurement of beneficial attributes and attitudinal loyalty showed that supplier 
know-how and product quality alone influenced attitudinal loyalty. However, the findings 
from the overall model towards attitudinal loyalty showed that product quality was 
excluded, while supplier know-how and satisfaction were the variables that had the 
strongest impact on attitudinal loyalty. Our research further addressed another research gap 
in B2B goods settings by highlighting the importance of considering two dimensions of 
loyalty, as the result showed that antecedents of loyalty had different effects on attitudinal 
and behavioural loyalty. For example, satisfaction was found to have an impact attitudinal 
loyalty, but not on behavioural loyalty.        

7.3 Practical implications 
In addition to making theoretical contributions, we also aimed to provide suppliers in B2B 
goods settings with results that they could use to improve their marketing strategies and 
competitive advantage. Suppliers need to use the appropriate tools in designing the 
appropriate marketing strategies for supporting the development of attitudinal and 
behavioural loyalty. First of all, suppliers might need to rethink how they provide value to 
their buyers; are they focusing on the beneficial attributes that their buyers actually value? 
The answer to this question will also have an effect on how suppliers design their market 
offerings, because market offering should be designed based on buyers’ preferences. 
Another implication could be that suppliers need to shift business approach from an inside-
out approach to an outside-in approach, which will help them create value based on the 
buyers’ preferences. As we stated earlier, buyers’ preferences are constantly changing and 
therefore suppliers will have to gather market information on a routine basis. 
 
As stated before, our findings showed that the intrinsic attributes such as price, product 
quality and delivery quality were most influential on satisfaction. Price and product quality 
had the strongest impact on behavioral loyalty. Supplier know-how and product quality 
were most influential on attitudinal loyalty. Thus, if suppliers want to enhance satisfaction 
and loyalty of their buyers, they should consider focusing on these beneficial attributes 
when creating market offerings and promotional campaigns to buyers. By acknowledging a 
broader view of the market offerings, suppliers can discover new and alternative ways of 
differentiating themselves. If suppliers succeed in providing value through their buyers’ 
desired attributes, they might have a better chance to influence the buyers’ buying process 
to their own advantage, which could increase their chances of being selected as a supplier.  

7.4 Recommendations for the company 
Based on the analysis and conclusions, we have formulated practical recommendations on 
how the company we are writing on commission for can implement our findings into their 
organisation to improve their marketing strategies. First, we recommend a customer-
oriented approach in the company were studies on what buyers value, their attitudes and 
behaviour are performed on a regular basis. By conducting these studies the company we 
are writing on commission for will keep them updated on what their buyers value as 
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important. As stated before, this knowledge will make it possible for the company to know 
and focus on what is it important and hence provide value for the buyers. We also argue 
that this is vital, since attitudes are changing and therefore recommend them to gather 
market information on a routine basis. 

Another recommendation we have for the company is to use their know-how to create value 
for their buyers. Our findings showed that supplier know-how was an important attribute 
for buyers and it was also found to have the strongest influence on attitudinal loyalty. They 
can do this by communicating to the buyers of the new and great products they have and 
how the products can help the buyer’s operation. The important part is for the company to 
explain how their products would be integrated and useful in the body builder’s business. 
This could be facilitated by increasing the communication they have with their buyers. So 
far, they have had a newsletter, which have been sent out twice a year. Another 
recommendation we have for the company we are writing on commission for is to share 
their know-how in their newsletter, which could be sent out electronically and more 
frequently to their buyers, perhaps four times a year. The company could use their 
newsletter to easily share knowledge that they think would be beneficial for their buyers. 
Furthermore, we also argue that using a newsletter could encourage their buyers to use 
electronic communication, which is a faster and cheaper communication tool than post and 
telephone. In our opinion it would be easier and more convenient to communicate and 
interact with their buyers online, which would mean that the company would get closer to 
their buyers. Getting closer to the buyers means that the company we are writing on 
commission for would be able to more easily know their buyers and what beneficial 
attributes that they value, hence more easily provide value to them.  

Furthermore, we recommend the company to focus on the intrinsic attributes such as price, 
product quality and delivery quality, since we found them to be most relevant for 
satisfaction. Price and product quality were also the most relevant attributes for behavioral 
loyalty, which enhances the importance of these intrinsic attributes when providing value to 
the company’s buyers. It is our opinion that if the company we are writing on commission 
for follows these recommendations they will enhance a number of satisfied and loyal 
buyers. The company should also try to affect their buyers’ perception of these attributes 
early in their decision making process to increase the chance of being selected as the 
supplier. Therefore, we recommend the company we are writing on commission for to 
pinpoint the beneficial attributes that their buyers’ desire and value in their offerings and 
our study showed that product quality was most frequently rated as extremely important. 
Our findings showed that it is not only intrinsic attributes that are relevant for buyers but 
that extrinsic attributes also create value e.g. supplier know-how.  Thus, we recommend the 
company to focus on the beneficial attributes such as price, product quality, delivery quality 
and supplier know-how in combination when developing their market offering and market 
communication strategies. By combining these attributes, the company can discover new 
and broader ways of differentiating their offers and business. This will facilitate a shift 
away from a product-view of the market offering and enhance a value perspective, outside-
in approach, where the company can provide market offerings through the beneficial 
attributes that buyers’ value. 
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8. TRUTH CRITERIA 
In this chapter we will explain and discuss the reliability, generalizability, validity and 
replication of our findings. We will provide reflections on how consistent the measures 
used were, if the findings can be generalised onto other settings, if the concepts used really 
measured those concepts and to what extent other researchers can replicate this research 
in the future. The chapter will facilitate a critical review of the research and create an 
increased understanding of the scientific aspects of our research. 

8.1 Reliability 
Evaluating the reliability of a research i.e. how consistent the measures used are, 
independent of who measures them, is vital when conducting a research (Graziano & 
Raulin, 2010, p. 78; Bryman & Bell, 2007, p. 162). The higher reliability our research has, 
the more it can be used and applied to other settings where the same constructs are 
measured in our opinion. Our aim was to conduct a research that is as reliable as possible in 
order to foster future research. In line with previous authors, Saunders et al. (2009, p. 156) 
describe that reliability refers to the use of a research analysis and data collection method 
that produces consistent results. Another description of reliability is proposed by Bjereld et 
al. (2009, p. 115), who state that the reliability of a research is dependent on how the 
constructs are measured. Despite different definitions of reliability, a common denominator 
is that they concern the constructs that were measured and their consistency.  

According to Bryman & Bell (2007, pp. 163-14), there are three factors that should be 
considered when evaluating the reliability of a quantitative dataset; stability, internal 
reliability and inter-observer consistency. Stability refers to how stable the measures are 
over time and the more stable they are, the more reliable the measures are (Bryman & Bell, 
2007, pp. 163-14; Graziano & Raulin, 2010, p. 79). One way of testing stability is for us or 
other researchers to repeat the whole, or parts of the research in order to measure 
consistency (Bjereld et al., 2009, p. 115). As these constructs, buyer value, satisfaction and 
loyalty, have been measured before, we can compare our findings to prior research and see 
if they have been stable in the past. This will give us a good indication if the constructs that 
we measured are going to continue to be stable in the future as well, since we do not have 
the time or resources to repeat our own research. As described earlier, we found that the 
beneficial attributes were related to both satisfaction and two types of loyalty. Furthermore, 
satisfaction was also positively related to behavioral and attitudinal loyalty, which all have 
been proven in several previous studies (e.g. Lam et al., 2004, pp. 304-308; Čater & Čater, 
2010, p. 1329; Williams et al., 2011, p. 811). Even so, it can be hard to prevent fluctuations 
since buyer’s attitudes, beliefs and preferences may change over time as the identified 
relationships can be expected to exist over time. However, as the measures conform to 
previous research we can conclude that the measures were and have been relatively stable 
over time. The second factor, internal reliability relates to whether or not the questions i.e. 
items used to measure certain constructs are in fact related and actually measure the same 
thing. A popular statistical measure of internal reliability is Cronbach’s alpha coefficient 
(Saunders et al., 2009, p. 374). A Cronbach’s alpha test should be above 0.8 to be 
considered reliable (Bryman & Bell, 2007, p. 164). We performed Cronbach’s alpha test on 
all constructs that were used in the regression analyses and the results showed that all 
constructs had high internal reliability (all constructs had a Cronbach’s alpha value of at 
least 0.851). Therefore, we can conclude that we measure what we intended to measure. 
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The last factor is inter-observer consistency, which means that when several researchers are 
involved, decisions made between them might not be consistent, which can increase the 
subjectivity (Bryman & Bell, 2007, p. 163). This threat to reliability has also been 
described as observer error/bias and interrater reliability by other authors (Saunders et al., 
2009, p. 157; Graziano & Raulin, 2010, p. 78). Throughout the whole research, we have 
always made all decisions together, concerning the survey questions, what indicators 
needed in order to measure the constructs and how to interpret the results. We also used 
established indicators i.e. questions based on previous research when measuring the 
constructs in the survey (Zeithalm et al., 1996, p. 38; Ulaga & Eggert, 2006, p. 134; Lam et 
al., 2004, p. 299). Finally, the findings of our research were based on statistical tests, which 
furthermore decrease subjective influences of this research. In this aspect of reliability, we 
feel that the subjectivity of us as researchers is quite low, which contributed to a better and 
more reliable result.     

8.2 Generalizability 
As discussed before, we used a convenience sampling approach when conducting this study. 
According to Saunders et al. (2009, p. 241), a convenience sample is hard to generalise 
onto the whole population, as it most likely is subject to biases when the researchers select 
the sample themselves. Shiu et al. (2009, p. 480) also state that convenience sampling will 
be difficult to apply to the whole population. In that aspect, it might be difficult for us to 
generalise our findings to all the European buyers of the company that we are writing on 
commission for or even all types of buyers in B2B goods settings. However, we sent out 
the survey to every buyer that we could access via email in England, Sweden, Poland, 
Denmark, Norway, Belgium, Germany and The Netherlands and these buyers actually 
represented a large proportion of our population. As mentioned before, Sweden, Germany 
and the Nordic countries alone accounted for around 70% of the company’s turnover in 
Europe 2010 (Nyvaller, personal communication, 28th of December, 2011). These statistics 
do not include The Netherlands, Poland, Belgium and England, which mean that the buyers 
that we accessed accounted for even more than 70% of the company’s buyers in Europe. 
Therefore, we argue that even though we used a convenience sampling approach, our 
sample was sufficient to represent our target population. 

This study examined buyers in England, Sweden, Poland, Denmark, Norway, Belgium, 
Germany and the Netherlands and thus the study have covered a large part of the European 
continent. From this viewpoint, it can be discussed that our findings might be applicable 
upon the whole body builder market in Europe. However, as we conducted a convenience 
sampling we should be cautious in making a decision to generalise our findings onto the 
whole body builder market in Europe. For example, our response rate was highest in 
Sweden with a percentage of 29.7%, Germany had the second highest response rate with a 
percentage of 20.3% and Norway was in the third place with a response rate of 18.8%. 
Denmark and the category; other had a response rate of 10.9%, while England and the 
Netherlands had the smallest response rate of 4.7%. We therefore argue that our findings 
are more applicable to the specific countries in Europe with the larger response rates i.e. 
Sweden, Germany and Norway. 
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8.3 Validity 
In comparison to reliability where one evaluates how the constructs were measured, 
validity concerns what is actually being measured (Bjereld et al., 2009, p. 115). It refers to 
what extent we measured what we intended to (Bjereld et al., 2009, p. 112), i.e. if the 
concepts measured really measured those concepts (Saunders et al., 2009, p. 157). Bjereld 
et al. (2009, p. 116) state that it is possible for a measure to be reliable without being valid, 
but if a measure is valid it is always reliable. For example, if we measure loyalty and it 
proves to be consistent with previous measures, but it does not necessarily measure loyalty 
as we intended to, this means that the measure is reliable but not valid. In contrast, if the 
construct of loyalty is not consistent over time, the measure probably does not measure 
loyalty and therefore validity always requires reliability (Graziano & Raulin, 2010, p. 81). 
It is important to evaluate the validity of a research because we cannot make statements and 
predict relationships based on measured constructs, for example loyalty, that in reality does 
not represent loyalty. 

In order to evaluate validity, Bryman & Bell (2007, p. 165) describe several factors that can 
be analysed for example face validity, internal validity and external validity. Face validity 
concerns whether or not the constructs seem to be measuring those constructs intuitively 
(Bjereld et al., 2009, p. 113), and one way of checking for face validity is to ask for other 
people’s opinion (Bryman & Bell, 2007, p. 165). We consider our measures to have face 
validity due to the fact that our measures were based on constructs used by other 
researchers who have measured the same constructs before and found them to be valid 
(Zeithalm et al., 1996, p. 38; Ulaga & Eggert, 2006, p. 134; Lam et al. 2004, p. 299). 
Furthermore, we have also received confirmation of the face validity from sales personnel 
at the company we are writing on commission for, our supervisor and three opponents at 
Umeå University during work-in-progress seminars. The internal validity is concerned with 
causality between constructs and if relationships between these constructs can be justified 
(Graziano & Raulin, 2010, p. 164; Bryman & Bell, 2007, p. 41). In order to evaluate 
internal validity, we needed to ask ourselves the question: “Was the independent variable, 
and not some extraneous variable, responsible for the changes in the dependent variable?” 
(Graziano & Raulin, 2010, p. 164). Based on the regression analyses, we saw that the 
independent variables; beneficial attributes and satisfaction, explained a large proportion of 
variance in the dependent variables; satisfaction and to dimensions of loyalty. However, 
they did not explain the whole variance in the dependent variables, which might be 
challenging to achieve in regression analysis (Saunders et al., 2009, p. 461). There might be 
other independent variables than we used that could affect satisfaction and loyalty in a B2B 
goods setting as well. Therefore, we can say that our data has internal validity to a large 
extent. Finally, evaluating the external validity means evaluating the generalizability of the 
findings over other contexts than the research (Graziano & Raulin, 2010, p. 163). A 
representative sample of the target population is needed in order to generalise the findings 
onto the whole population (Saunders et al., 2009, p. 367). As discussed above, we 
conducted a convenience sampling but we were able to access a large proportion of our 
population. Therefore, we argue that our sample can be representative of our target 
population, which was the body builders that the company we are writing on commission 
for sell to in England, Sweden, Norway, Denmark, Germany, Poland, Belgium and the 
Netherlands, and thus we consider our external validity to be high. On the other hand, the 
external validity of our research on other settings than the target population is limited. 
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However, that was not the purpose of this research and thus we consider that we measured 
what we intended to.   

8.4 Replication 
Similar to reliability, replication is another criterion that should be considered when 
evaluating a research, which means to what extent a research can be replicated by other 
researchers (Bryman & Bell, 2007, p. 41). Replication can sometimes be done for different 
reasons, for example a researcher might want to replicate studies in order to re-evaluate 
findings (Bryman & Bell, 2007, p. 41), or the process might fit in well in another research 
context. If researchers do not disclose enough about the research process, it is not possible 
to replicate the research, which can also raise doubtful questions about the findings 
(Graziano & Raulin, 2010, p. 40; Bryman & Bell, 2007, p. 41). We wanted our research to 
be as transparent as possible, so someone else could perform the procedure again and 
therefore we have described our research process as closely as possible. We have stated 
what methods that were been used and why those specific methods were chosen. 
Furthermore, the sampling technique, the construction of the survey and how we accessed 
the target population are also thoroughly explained. Thus, we argue that our research can be 
replicated to a large extent, if not even identically. 

In conclusion, we argue that this research was reliable, where there was stability of the 
measures, high internal reliability and low inter-observer consistency. Also, the results were 
regarded as valid, where face validity and external validity were high and there was internal 
validity to a large extent. Furthermore, the study can be replicated, which further 
strengthens the evaluation of this research. We argue that the results were representative for 
the target population, however it might be difficult to generalise the findings to all body 
builders in Europe or all types of buyers in the B2B goods setting. 
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9. CRITICISM 
In this chapter we will be critical to both the literature used and the practical data 
collection. For the sake of future replication, researchers should take this chapter into 
account when evaluating the results and recommendations of this research. It is important 
to acknowledge aspects that could have affected the research, which then also can be 
improved in future studies. 

9.1 Literature 
We first want to bring up and be critical to the fact that we have used some secondary 
references. As discussed earlier, by using secondary references instead of going back to the 
original source there is a risk that we change the original meaning of the information we 
have used (Johansson-Lindfors, 1993, pp. 117-118). Therefore, we have tried to minimize 
this situation by decreasing the number of secondary references.  

In order to avoid getting inaccurate information or changing the original meaning we have 
as much as possible used more than one source when discussing the theoretical framework. 
We have also tried to use several different types of sources, for example course literature, 
books and scientific articles to vary the sources in our literature review. To be certain that 
for example the scientific articles have been suitable for our thesis we both looked at what 
purpose they are written for and by whom. Several of the authors are professors at well-
known universities, who have conducted research with the purpose to advance knowledge 
and add a new perspective of how, when and where to apply theories. It is important to 
evaluate and be critical to when using secondary sources, since the findings might be in 
another area of research and hence not always applicable (Saunders et al., 2009, pp. 256; 
270). 

We have also used some Swedish books, which might make it difficult to assess the content 
of the original sources for someone that cannot read Swedish. We argue that if it is difficult 
to understand the original information and the references that we have used, it might make 
the thesis less reliable and more difficult to replicate. To minimize this issue we have tried 
to use as many sources as possible that can be found in English as this thesis is written in 
English. We did not use any quotes in Swedish and translated all materials to English prior 
to including it to our thesis. Furthermore, some of the theories and scientific articles that we 
have used are also quite old. Therefore, we have used studies that go back to the 1960’s, 
because consistently wanted to refer to the original source of the model/theory. We also 
wanted to present the classical literature used in this field of research on buyer value in 
B2B settings. In addition, we have used more recent studies, which also discussed the 
original theories/models. Therefore, we argue that such studies need be used even though 
they were conducted a long time ago.  

9.2 Practical method 
First of all, there might be some language barriers between us and the respondents, since 
we tend to use an academic language and concepts from theories, which the respondents 
might misinterpret or have difficulties understanding (Shiu et al., 2009, pp. 399-400). We 
have addressed this language barrier by using as simple English language as possible in the 
survey. Experts outside the academic community such as the sales managers at the 
company we are writing on commission for also examined the survey to reduce 
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misunderstandings in the language. Second, since we are investigating body builders from 
six different countries, the survey was translated into six different languages. We argue that 
the translations might have affected the meaning and interpretation of the questions, which 
could cause errors in the answers that the respondents gave us. In order to minimize this 
error, we used native speakers in every language for the translations and a manager in every 
country from the company also reviewed the survey to make sure the industry terms were 
translated correctly. Third, our communication in English with the different managers at the 
company might have had an effect on the end result, because almost none of us have 
English as our native language. Communication in English regarding the correct buyer 
information might have lead to misunderstandings and hence affected the information given 
to us and the result. These examples show how language barriers can occur in a situation 
like this. Shiu et al. (2009, p. 677) state that language barriers can become problematic in 
research projects. However, we received the needed information and support for conducting 
our study. 

When collecting the data, our aim has also been to have the purchasing manager, who often 
has the ultimate responsibility when choosing coupling supplier, to answer the survey. 
However, we cannot be entirely sure that it was actually the purchasing manager at every 
body builder company that answered the survey. If another person than the purchasing 
manager answered the survey, for example the CEO, it is possible that errors would occur 
(Bryman & Bell, 2007, p. 243). Nevertheless, we have informed the respondents in our 
introduction letter that we intended in receiving the responses from the purchasing 
managers. We have also asked the respondents to forward the email to such a person in 
cases where they would be ineligible to answer. 
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10. LIMITATIONS AND FUTURE RESEARCH 
In this chapter, we will describe the limitations of our study and also present some ideas 
that can be used in order to foster future research on buyer value in the B2B goods settings. 
 
As any research, this study is subject to some limitations. However, they do provide 
opportunities and ideas for future research. First, we limited the survey to the buyers of the 
company we are writing on commission for, which means that we only focused on one 
company and one specific industry. This choice makes it hard to generalise these findings 
on the whole body builder market and also generally on buyers in the B2B setting. 
Therefore, future research should examine the proposed conceptual framework and the 
specific effects between the selected constructs across a broad range of industries in order 
to gather more general results. Second, the buyers surveyed were located in England, 
Sweden, Norway, Denmark, the Netherlands, Poland, Belgium and Germany, and thus this 
study is subject to a geographical limitation as well. There is a risk that cultural differences 
exist between different countries and continents on what attributes are perceived as 
beneficial and how they are related to satisfaction and loyalty. Our study was only 
performed in Europe and we therefore recommend a cross-cultural analysis of these 
constructs and their impact in a B2B goods setting. Third, another limitation was that this 
study focused on the buyers’ perspective. The views on what beneficial attributes are and 
how they affect satisfaction and two dimensions of loyalty might be different between 
buyers’ and suppliers’ points of view. Therefore, we find that it would be interesting to 
conduct a multi-perspective analysis in order to examine possible similarities and 
differences between the buyer’s and supplier’s views and to compare results between them. 
This approach could facilitate a broader viewpoint of the topic of buyer value and create 
opportunities for suppliers to reduce possible gaps between the buyers’ and suppliers’ 
views on what buyers value in B2B goods settings. Fourth, we did not test the reciprocal 
effect of loyalty towards satisfaction, which also presents another opportunity for future 
research. We did not find support in our conceptual model when it comes to the effects of 
satisfaction on behavioral loyalty, since satisfaction was excluded from the final model. 
Therefore it would be interesting to see if behavioral loyalty has an effect on satisfaction 
instead. Finally, as the constructs of beneficial attributes, satisfaction, behavioral loyalty 
and attitudinal loyalty have not been examined together in previous research, we have 
presented an initial model that can be applied in B2B goods settings. However, we 
recommend that it should be tested in additional studies to confirm our findings. Therefore, 
this study provides future research with the opportunity to replicate and validate our 
conceptual model. 
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APPENDIX 1 - Questionnaire 
 

Introduction letter survey 

Dear European vehicle- and body builder, 

We are two Swedish students studying at Umeå School of Business at Umeå University. 
We are writing our degree thesis in cooperation with company X, where we study the 
relations between beneficial attributes, satisfaction and loyalty in the business-to-business 
setting. This survey has been sent out to your company, and around 600 other vehicle- and 
body builders in Northern Europe. Our questions are easily answered if you are the one in 
charge of purchasing, if you are not, please forward our survey to this person. Your 
participation in this study is of course voluntarily, however it is important for the quality of 
our degree thesis and research that everyone participates and answers the survey. The 
results from this study will also help coupling suppliers to improve the value that they 
provide to you as a vehicle- and body builder, which in the end will be beneficial for your 
company. Your company will remain anonymous throughout the whole process. We hope 
you will participate and answer our survey. 

Thank you in advance for your participation! 

If you have any questions, please do not hesitate to contact us. 

Sincerely, 

Jenni Hagman and Elisabet Sjöberg 

 

Jenni Hagman 

0725434600 

jeha0038@student.umu.se  

Elisabet Sjöberg 

0725434500 

elsj0010@student.umu.se 
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Q1. How important do you consider the following attributes when choosing a coupling 
supplier? (1=not at all important, 6=extremely important) 
 

- Price         1 – 2 – 3 – 4 – 5 – 6 
- Product quality       1 – 2 – 3 – 4 – 5 – 6 

- Delivery quality       1 – 2 – 3 – 4 – 5 – 6  
- Service support       1 – 2 – 3 – 4 – 5 – 6 

- Personal interaction       1 – 2 – 3 – 4 – 5 – 6 
- Supplier know-how       1 – 2 – 3 – 4 – 5 – 6 

- Supplier reputation       1 – 2 – 3 – 4 – 5 – 6 
- Innovativeness of a supplier      1 – 2 – 3 – 4 – 5 – 6 

- Geographical distance to a supplier     1 – 2 – 3 – 4 – 5 – 6 
  

Q2. Are there any other attributes, not mentioned above, that you consider important 
when choosing a coupling supplier? Please write below. 
 

………………………………………………………………………………………………

………………………………………………………………………………………………

………………………………………………………………………………………………

……………………………………………………………………………………………... 

Think about your main coupling supplier when answering the following questions. 

Q3. How do you think your current coupling performs on the following attributes?  
(1=Poorly, 6=Excellent) 
 

- Price         1 – 2 – 3 – 4 – 5 – 6 
- Product quality       1 – 2 – 3 – 4 – 5 – 6 

- Delivery quality       1 – 2 – 3 – 4 – 5 – 6 
- Service support       1 – 2 – 3 – 4 – 5 – 6 

- Personal interaction       1 – 2 – 3 – 4 – 5 – 6 
- Supplier know-how       1 – 2 – 3 – 4 – 5 – 6 

- Supplier reputation       1 – 2 – 3 – 4 – 5 – 6 
- Innovativeness of a supplier      1 – 2 – 3 – 4 – 5 – 6 

- Geographical distance to the supplier    1 – 2 – 3 – 4 – 5 – 6  
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Q4. Product quality:                
(1=Strongly disagree, 6=Strongly agree) 
- Our coupling supplier provides us with good product quality. 1 – 2 – 3 – 4 – 5 – 6 
- Our coupling supplier meets our quality standards.   1 – 2 – 3 – 4 – 5 – 6 
 - Our coupling supplier’s products are reliable.   1 – 2 – 3 – 4 – 5 – 6 
 - Our coupling supplier provides us with consistent product quality over time.  
         1 – 2 – 3 – 4 – 5 – 6  
Q5. Service support:                  
(1=Strongly disagree, 6= Strongly agree) 
- Our coupling supplier provides us with good services.  1 – 2 – 3 – 4 – 5 – 6 
- Our coupling supplier is available when we need information. 1 – 2 – 3 – 4 – 5 – 6 
- Our coupling supplier provides us with appropriate information. 1 – 2 – 3 – 4 – 5 – 6 
 
Q6. Delivery:                     
(1=Strongly disagree, 6=Strongly agree)                        
- Our coupling supplier performs well in meeting delivery due dates.  1 – 2 – 3 – 4 – 5 – 6 
 - We have limited delivery errors with our coupling supplier.     1 – 2 – 3 – 4 – 5 – 6 
 - Deliveries from our coupling supplier are accurate (no missing or wrong parts)                                        

    1 – 2 – 3 – 4 – 5 – 6 
Q7. Supplier know-how:                
(1=Strongly disagree, 6=Strongly agree) 
- Our coupling supplier provides us good access to his know-how    1 – 2 – 3 – 4 – 5 – 6 
- Our coupling supplier knows how to improve our existing products 1 – 2 – 3 – 4 – 5 – 6 
- Our coupling supplier performs well at presenting us with new products   
            1 – 2 – 3 – 4 – 5 – 6 
- Our coupling supplier knows how to assist us in new product development 
            1 – 2 – 3 – 4 – 5 – 6 
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Q8. Personal interaction: 
(1=Strongly disagree, 6=Strongly agree) 
 
- It is easy to work with our coupling supplier   1 – 2 – 3 – 4 – 5 – 6 
- We have a good working relationship with our coupling supplier   1 – 2 – 3 – 4 – 5 – 6 
- We can address problems easily with our coupling supplier  1 – 2 – 3 – 4 – 5 – 6 
- Our coupling supplier gives us a feeling of being treated as an important buyer  
          1 – 2 – 3 – 4 – 5 – 6 
Q9. Price:                  
(1=Strongly disagree, 6= Strongly agree) 
- Our coupling supplier has fair prices given the product quality 1 – 2 – 3 – 4 – 5 – 6 
- Overall, the price of our coupling supplier’s products is good 1 – 2 – 3 – 4 – 5 – 6 
- In general, we are satisfied with the prices we pay for couplings. 1 – 2 – 3 – 4 – 5 – 6 
 
Q10. Satisfaction: 
(1=Strongly disagree, 6= Strongly agree) 
 
- In general, we consider ourselves to be satisfied with the products offered by our coupling 
supplier        1 – 2 – 3 – 4 – 5 – 6 
 
- Overall, we are very satisfied with the relationship with our coupling supplier  
         1 – 2 – 3 – 4 – 5 – 6 
- We are completely happy with our current coupling supplier 1 – 2 – 3 – 4 – 5 – 6 
 
Q11. Loyalty:                               
(1=Strongly disagree, 6=Strongly agree)                    
 - We say positive things about our coupling supplier to other people   
         1 – 2 – 3 – 4 – 5 – 6 
- We recommend our coupling supplier to someone who seeks our advice   
         1 – 2 – 3 – 4 – 5 – 6 
- We encourage other body builders to do business with our coupling supplier  
         1 – 2 – 3 – 4 – 5 – 6 
- We consider our coupling supplier as our first choice to buy couplings   
         1 – 2 – 3 – 4 – 5 – 6 
- We plan to do more business with our coupling supplier in the next few years  
         1 – 2 – 3 – 4 – 5 – 6 
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Q12. Our production lies in: 

 England 

 Sweden 

 Norway 

 Denmark 

 Germany 

 The Netherlands 

 Other 

 

Q13. Number of employees: 

 Less than 10 employees 

 10-49  

 50-249 

 More than 250 

  

Thank you for your participation! 
Jenni Hagman and Elisabet Sjöberg 
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APPENDIX 2 – SPSS output 
 

DEMOGRAPHICS 

Table 1 - Frequency table place of production 

 

  Frequency Percent Valid Percent Cumulative Percent 

Valid 

England 3 4.7 4.7 4.7 

Sweden 19 29.7 29.7 34.4 

Norway 12 18.8 18.8 53.1 

Denmark 7 10.9 10.9 64.1 

Germany 13 20.3 20.3 84.4 

The Netherlands 3 4.7 4.7 89.1 

Other 7 10.9 10.9 100.0 

Total 64 100.0 100.0  
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Table 2 – Frequency table number of employees 

 

 Frequency Percent Valid Percent Cumulative Percent 

Valid 

Less than 10 12 18,8 18,8 18,8 

10-49 31 48,4 48,4 67,2 

50-250 16 25,0 25,0 92,2 

More than 250 5 7,8 7,8 100,0 

Total 64 100,0 100,0  

 

  



Hagman & Sjöberg, 2012 

8 
 

Table 3 – Frequency table Crosstabulation 

 

 

Count 

 Number of employees: Total 

Less than 10 10-49 50-250 More than 250 

Our production lies in: 

England 0 2 0 1 3 

Sweden 3 10 6 0 19 

Norway 0 2 6 4 12 

Denmark 3 3 1 0 7 

Germany 5 8 0 0 13 

The 

Netherlan

ds 

0 2 1 0 3 

Other 1 4 2 0 7 

Total 12 31 16 5 64 
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CRONBACH’S ALPHA 

 

Price 

Table 4 – Reliability and item statistics for price 

 

 

Item-Total Statistics 

 
Scale Mean if 

Item Deleted 

Scale Variance if 

Item Deleted 

Corrected Item-

Total Correlation 

Cronbach's 

Alpha if Item 

Deleted 

Our coupling supplier has fair 

prices given the product 

quality 

8,28 4,491 ,808 ,889 

Overall, the price of our 

coupling supplier’s products 

are good 

8,59 4,023 ,888 ,821 

In general, we are satisfied 

with the prices we pay for 

couplings 

8,69 4,758 ,785 ,907 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Reliability Statistics 

Cronbach's 

Alpha 

N of Items 

,913 3 
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Product quality 

 

Table 5 – Reliability and item statistics for product quality 

 

 

Item-Total Statistics 

 
Scale Mean if 

Item Deleted 

Scale Variance if 

Item Deleted 

Corrected Item-

Total Correlation 

Cronbach's 

Alpha if Item 

Deleted 

Our coupling supplier 

provides us with good product 

quality 

14,77 5,706 ,650 ,827 

Our coupling supplier meets 

our quality standards 
14,83 5,002 ,715 ,800 

Our coupling supplier’s 

products are reliable 
14,88 5,032 ,718 ,798 

Our coupling supplier 

provides us with consistent 

product quality over time 

14,97 5,396 ,683 ,813 

 

 

  

 

Reliability Statistics 

Cronbach'

s Alpha 

N of Items 

,851 4 
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Delivery quality 

 

Table 6 – Reliability and item statistics for delivery quality 

 

 

 

  

Reliability Statistics 

Cronbach's 

Alpha 

N of Items 

,851 3 

Item-Total Statistics 

 Scale Mean if 

Item Deleted 

Scale Variance 

if Item Deleted 

Corrected Item-

Total 

Correlation 

Cronbach's 

Alpha if Item 

Deleted 

Our coupling supplier 

performs well in meeting 

delivery due dates 

10,02 4,016 ,588 ,933 

We have limited delivery 

errors with our coupling 

supplier 

9,11 3,877 ,797 ,721 

Deliveries from our coupling 

supplier is accurate (no 

missing or wrong parts) 

9,13 4,048 ,806 ,720 
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Supplier know-how 

Table 7 – Reliability and item statistics for supplier know-how 

 

 

 

Reliability Statistics 

Cronbach's Alpha N of Items 

,925 4 

Item-Total Statistics 

 Scale Mean if 

Item Deleted 

Scale Variance if 

Item Deleted 

Corrected Item-

Total Correlation 

Cronbach's 

Alpha if Item 

Deleted 

Our coupling supplier 

provides us good access to 

his know-how 

13,33 12,668 ,749 ,931 

Our coupling supplier knows 

how to improve our existing 

products 

13,72 10,205 ,868 ,888 

Our coupling supplier 

performs well at presenting 

us with new products 

13,77 10,182 ,827 ,904 

Our coupling supplier knows 

how to assist us in new 

product development 

13,66 10,229 ,889 ,881 
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Service support 

Table 8 – Reliability and item statistics for service support 

 

 

 

  

Reliability Statistics 

Cronbach's Alpha N of Items 

,862 3 

 

Item-Total Statistics 

 Scale Mean if 

Item Deleted 

Scale Variance if 

Item Deleted 

Corrected Item-

Total Correlation 

Cronbach's 

Alpha if Item 

Deleted 

Our coupling supplier 

provides us with good 

services 

9,36 4,170 ,741 ,805 

Our coupling supplier is 

available when we need 

information 

9,34 4,070 ,743 ,801 

Our coupling supplier 

provides us with appropriate 

information 

9,64 3,821 ,733 ,813 
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Personal interaction 

Table 9 – Reliability and item statistics for personal interaction 

 

 

 

  

Reliability Statistics 

Cronbach's Alpha N of Items 

,928 4 

Item-Total Statistics 

 Scale Mean if 

Item Deleted 

Scale Variance if 

Item Deleted 

Corrected Item-

Total Correlation 

Cronbach's 

Alpha if Item 

Deleted 

It is easy to work with our 

coupling supplier 
13,52 12,317 ,795 ,918 

We have a good working 

relationship with our coupling 

supplier 

13,61 11,353 ,857 ,897 

We can address problems 

easily with our coupling 

supplier 

13,58 11,295 ,843 ,902 

Our coupling supplier gives 

us a feeling of being treated 

as an important buyer 

13,86 10,599 ,840 ,905 
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Satisfaction 

Table 10 – Reliability and item statistics for satisfaction 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Reliability Statistics 

Cronbach's Alpha N of Items 

,887 3 

Item-Total Statistics 

 Scale Mean if 

Item Deleted 

Scale Variance if 

Item Deleted 

Corrected Item-

Total Correlation 

Cronbach's 

Alpha if Item 

Deleted 

In general, we consider 

ourselves to be satisfied with 

the products offered by our 

coupling supplier 

9,38 4,619 ,638 ,959 

Overall, we are very satisfied 

with the relationship with our 

coupling supplier 

8,92 4,041 ,893 ,741 

We are completely happy 

with our current coupling 

supplier 

8,89 3,940 ,823 ,799 
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Behavioral loyalty 

Table 11 – Reliability and item statistics for behavioral loyalty 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Reliability Statistics 

Cronbach's Alpha N of Items 

.864 2 

 

Item-Total Statistics 

 Mean Std. Deviation N 

We consider our coupling supplier as our 

first choice to buy couplings 4.03 1.098 64 

We plan to do more business with our 

coupling supplier in the next few years 3.73 1.185 64 
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Attitudinal loyalty 

Table 12 – Reliability and item statistics attitudinal loyalty 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Reliability Statistics 

Cronbach's Alpha N of Items 

.859 3 

 

Item-Total Statistics 

 Mean Std. Deviation N 

We say positive things about our coupling 

supplier to other people 4.61 1.217 64 

We recommend our coupling supplier to 

someone who seeks our advice 4.59 1.178 64 

We encourage other body builders to do 

business with our coupling supplier 4.00 1.260 64 
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DESCRIPTIVE STATISTICS 

Average distribution of answers of each construct 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Figure 1 – Price 

 

 

Figure 2 – Delivery quality 
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Figure 3 – Product quality 

 

 

Figure 4 – Supplier know-how 
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Figure 5 – Service support 

 

 

Figure 6 – Personal interaction 
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Figure 7 – Satisfaction 

 

 

Figure 8 – Behavioral loyalty 
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Figure 9 – Attitudinal loyalty 
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REGRESSION ANALYSES 

Regression 1 

 Table 13 – Model summary 

 

Model R R Square Adjusted R Square Std. Error of the Estimate 

1 ,781a ,610 ,603 ,628 

2 ,844b ,712 ,703 ,543 

3 ,857c ,735 ,722 ,526 

a. Predictors: (Constant), Price 

b. Predictors: (Constant), Price, Product quality 

c. Predictors: (Constant), Price, Product quality, Delivery quality 
 

Table 14 – ANOVA 

 

Model Sum of Squares df Mean Square F Sig. 

1 

Regression 38,163 1 38,163 96,805 ,000b 

Residual 24,442 62 ,394   

Total 62,604 63    

2 

Regression 44,595 2 22,298 75,527 ,000c 

Residual 18,009 61 ,295   
Total 62,604 63    

3 

Regression 46,029 3 15,343 55,538 ,000d 

Residual 16,576 60 ,276   

Total 62,604 63    

a. Dependent Variable: Satisfaction 

b. Predictors: (Constant), Price 

c. Predictors: (Constant), Price, Product quality 

d. Predictors: (Constant), Price, Product quality, Delivery quality 
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Table 15 – Excluded variables 

 

Model Beta In t Sig. Partial 

Correlation 

Collinearity Statistics 

Toleranc

e 

VIF Minimum 

Tolerance 

1 

Product quality ,391b 4,668 ,000 ,513 ,672 1,488 ,672 

Service support ,359b 3,885 ,000 ,445 ,601 1,663 ,601 

Delivery quality ,354b 4,657 ,000 ,512 ,816 1,225 ,816 

Suppliers know-

how 
,353b 3,338 ,001 ,393 ,485 2,064 ,485 

Personal 

interaction 
,341b 3,679 ,000 ,426 ,610 1,640 ,610 

2 

Service support ,139c 1,132 ,262 ,145 ,312 3,207 ,312 

Delivery quality ,216c 2,278 ,026 ,282 ,489 2,043 ,403 

Suppliers know-

how 
,227c 2,251 ,028 ,279 ,434 2,306 ,434 

Personal 

interaction 
,194c 2,015 ,048 ,252 ,483 2,070 ,483 

3 

Service support ,048d ,378 ,707 ,049 ,272 3,675 ,272 

Suppliers know-

how 
,164d 1,529 ,132 ,195 ,373 2,680 ,373 

Personal 

interaction 
,114d 1,039 ,303 ,134 ,364 2,749 ,364 

a. Dependent Variable: Satisfaction 

b. Predictors in the Model: (Constant), Price 

c. Predictors in the Model: (Constant), Price, Product quality 

d. Predictors in the Model: (Constant), Price, Product quality, Delivery quality 
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Table 16 – Collinearity diagnostics 

 

Model Dimension Eigenvalue Condition 

Index 

Variance Proportions 

(Constant) Price Product 

quality 

Delivery 

quality 

1 
1 1,972 1,000 ,01 ,01   

2 ,028 8,460 ,99 ,99   

2 

1 2,962 1,000 ,00 ,00 ,00  
2 ,029 10,180 ,27 ,78 ,02  
3 ,009 17,686 ,73 ,21 ,98  

3 

1 3,943 1,000 ,00 ,00 ,00 ,00 

2 ,030 11,378 ,09 ,87 ,01 ,07 

3 ,020 14,047 ,57 ,00 ,00 ,46 

4 ,006 24,713 ,34 ,12 ,99 ,46 

a. Dependent Variable: Satisfaction 
 

 

 

Regression 2 

Table 17 – Model summary 

 

Model R R Square Adjusted R Square Std. Error of the Estimate 

1 ,666a ,444 ,435 ,806 

2 ,736b ,541 ,526 ,738 

a. Predictors: (Constant), Product quality 

b. Predictors: (Constant), Product quality, Price 
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Table 18 – ANOVA 

 

Model Sum of Squares df Mean Square F Sig. 

1 

Regression 32,134 1 32,134 49,514 ,000b 

Residual 40,237 62 ,649   

Total 72,371 63    

2 

Regression 39,161 2 19,580 35,965 ,000c 

Residual 33,210 61 ,544   

Total 72,371 63    

a. Dependent Variable: Behavioural loyalty 

b. Predictors: (Constant), Product quality 

c. Predictors: (Constant), Product quality, Price 
 

Table 19 – Excluded variables 

 

Model Beta In t Sig. Partial 

Correlation 

Collinearity Statistics 

Toleranc

e 

VIF Minimum 

Tolerance 

1 

Service support ,261b 1,666 ,101 ,209 ,356 2,812 ,356 

Delivery quality ,175b 1,298 ,199 ,164 ,490 2,041 ,490 

Suppliers know-

how 
,289b 2,555 ,013 ,311 ,644 1,552 ,644 

Personal 

interaction 
,253b 2,088 ,041 ,258 ,578 1,729 ,578 

Price ,380b 3,593 ,001 ,418 ,672 1,488 ,672 

2 

Service support ,088c ,565 ,574 ,073 ,312 3,207 ,312 

Delivery quality ,160c 1,295 ,200 ,165 ,489 2,043 ,403 

Suppliers know-

how 
,099c ,750 ,456 ,096 ,434 2,306 ,434 

Personal 

interaction 
,104c ,833 ,408 ,107 ,483 2,070 ,483 

a. Dependent Variable: Behavioural loyalty 

b. Predictors in the Model: (Constant), Product quality 

c. Predictors in the Model: (Constant), Product quality, Price 
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Table 20 – Collinearity diagnostics 

 

Model Dimension Eigenvalue Condition Index Variance Proportions 

(Constant) Product quality Price 

1 
1 1,989 1,000 ,01 ,01  

2 ,011 13,426 ,99 ,99  

2 

1 2,962 1,000 ,00 ,00 ,00 

2 ,029 10,180 ,27 ,02 ,78 

3 ,009 17,686 ,73 ,98 ,21 

a. Dependent Variable: Behavioural loyalty 
 

 

Regression 3 

Table 21 – Model summary 

 

Model R R Square Adjusted R Square Std. Error of the Estimate 

1 ,737a ,543 ,535 ,733 

2 ,762b ,580 ,566 ,709 

a. Predictors: (Constant), Suppliers know-how 

b. Predictors: (Constant), Suppliers know-how, Product quality 
 

Table 22 – ANOVA 

 

Model Sum of Squares df Mean Square F Sig. 

1 

Regression 39,576 1 39,576 73,566 ,000b 

Residual 33,353 62 ,538   

Total 72,929 63    

2 

Regression 42,291 2 21,145 42,100 ,000c 

Residual 30,638 61 ,502   

Total 72,929 63    

a. Dependent Variable: Attitudinal loyalty 

b. Predictors: (Constant), Suppliers know-how 

c. Predictors: (Constant), Suppliers know-how, Product quality 
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Table 23 – Excluded variables 

 

Model Beta In t Sig. Partial 

Correlation 

Collinearity Statistics 

Toleranc

e 

VIF Minimum 

Tolerance 

1 

Product quality ,240b 2,325 ,023 ,285 ,644 1,552 ,644 

Service support ,243b 2,075 ,042 ,257 ,513 1,951 ,513 

Delivery quality ,228b 2,164 ,034 ,267 ,629 1,589 ,629 

Personal 

interaction 
,193b 1,191 ,238 ,151 ,278 3,594 ,278 

Price ,163b 1,332 ,188 ,168 ,485 2,064 ,485 

2 

Service support ,112c ,712 ,479 ,092 ,281 3,560 ,281 

Delivery quality ,134c 1,073 ,288 ,137 ,438 2,283 ,438 

Personal 

interaction 
,079c ,469 ,641 ,060 ,247 4,056 ,247 

Price ,098c ,793 ,431 ,102 ,452 2,212 ,434 

a. Dependent Variable: Attitudinal loyalty 

b. Predictors in the Model: (Constant), Suppliers know-how 

c. Predictors in the Model: (Constant), Suppliers know-how, Product quality 
 

Table 24 – Collinearity diagnostics 

 

Model Dimension Eigenvalue Condition Index Variance Proportions 

(Constant) Suppliers know-

how 

Product quality 

1 
1 1,973 1,000 ,01 ,01  

2 ,027 8,565 ,99 ,99  

2 

1 2,963 1,000 ,00 ,00 ,00 

2 ,028 10,356 ,30 ,74 ,01 

3 ,009 17,978 ,70 ,25 ,98 

a. Dependent Variable: Attitudinal loyalty 
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Regression 4 

Table 25 – ANOVA 

 

Model Sum of Squares df Mean Square F Sig. 

1 

Regression 29,973 1 29,973 43,830 ,000b 

Residual 42,398 62 ,684   

Total 72,371 63    

a. Dependent Variable: Behavioural loyalty 

b. Predictors: (Constant), Satisfaction 
 

Table 26 – Coefficients 

 

Model Unstandardized 

Coefficients 

Standardized 

Coefficients 

t Sig. Collinearity 

Statistics 

B Std. Error Beta Tolerance VIF 

1 

(Constant) ,748 ,485  1,542 ,128   

Satisfactio

n 
,692 ,105 ,644 6,620 ,000 1,000 1,000 

a. Dependent Variable: Behavioural loyalty 
 

Table 27 – Collinearity diagnostics 

 

Model Dimension Eigenvalue Condition Index Variance Proportions 

(Constant) Satisfaction 

1 
1 1,977 1,000 ,01 ,01 

2 ,023 9,271 ,99 ,99 

a. Dependent Variable: Behavioural loyalty 
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Regression 5 

Table 28 – ANOVA 

 

Model Sum of Squares df Mean Square F Sig. 

1 

Regression 36,510 1 36,510 62,157 ,000b 

Residual 36,418 62 ,587   

Total 72,929 63    

a. Dependent Variable: Attitudinal loyalty 

b. Predictors: (Constant), Satisfaction 
Table 29 – Coefficients 

 

Model Unstandardized 

Coefficients 

Standardized 

Coefficients 

t Sig. Collinearity 

Statistics 

B Std. Error Beta Tolerance VIF 

1 

(Constant) ,941 ,449  2,094 ,040   

Satisfactio

n 
,764 ,097 ,708 7,884 ,000 1,000 1,000 

a. Dependent Variable: Attitudinal loyalty 
 

Table 30 – Collinearity diagnostics 

 

Model Dimension Eigenvalue Condition Index Variance Proportions 

(Constant) Satisfaction 

1 
1 1,977 1,000 ,01 ,01 

2 ,023 9,271 ,99 ,99 

a. Dependent Variable: Attitudinal loyalty 
Regression 6 

Table 31 – Model summary 

 

Model R R Square Adjusted R Square Std. Error of the Estimate 

1 ,666a ,444 ,435 ,806 

2 ,736b ,541 ,526 ,738 

a. Predictors: (Constant), Product quality 

b. Predictors: (Constant), Product quality, Price 
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Table 32 – ANOVA 

 

Model Sum of Squares df Mean Square F Sig. 

1 

Regression 32,134 1 32,134 49,514 ,000b 

Residual 40,237 62 ,649   

Total 72,371 63    

2 

Regression 39,161 2 19,580 35,965 ,000c 

Residual 33,210 61 ,544   

Total 72,371 63    

a. Dependent Variable: Behavioural loyalty 

b. Predictors: (Constant), Product quality 

c. Predictors: (Constant), Product quality, Price 
 

Table 33 – Excluded variables 

 

Model Beta In t Sig. 
Partial 

Correlation 

Collinearity Statistics 

Tolerance VIF 
Minimum 

Tolerance 

1 

Satisfaction ,344b 2,681 ,009 ,325 ,496 2,016 ,496 

Service support ,261b 1,666 ,101 ,209 ,356 2,812 ,356 

Delivery quality ,175b 1,298 ,199 ,164 ,490 2,041 ,490 

Suppliers know-

how 
,289b 2,555 ,013 ,311 ,644 1,552 ,644 

Personal 

interaction 
,253b 2,088 ,041 ,258 ,578 1,729 ,578 

Price ,380b 3,593 ,001 ,418 ,672 1,488 ,672 

2 

Satisfaction ,098c ,604 ,548 ,078 ,288 3,476 ,288 

Service support ,088c ,565 ,574 ,073 ,312 3,207 ,312 

Delivery quality ,160c 1,295 ,200 ,165 ,489 2,043 ,403 

Suppliers know-

how 
,099c ,750 ,456 ,096 ,434 2,306 ,434 

Personal 

interaction 
,104c ,833 ,408 ,107 ,483 2,070 ,483 

a. Dependent Variable: Behavioural loyalty 

b. Predictors in the Model: (Constant), Product quality 

c. Predictors in the Model: (Constant), Product quality, Price 
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Table 34 – Collinearity diagnostics 

 

Model Dimension Eigenvalue Condition Index Variance Proportions 

(Constant) Product quality Price 

1 
1 1,989 1,000 ,01 ,01  

2 ,011 13,426 ,99 ,99  

2 

1 2,962 1,000 ,00 ,00 ,00 

2 ,029 10,180 ,27 ,02 ,78 

3 ,009 17,686 ,73 ,98 ,21 

a. Dependent Variable: Behavioural loyalty 
 

 

Regression 7 

Table 35 – Model summary 

´ 

Model R R Square Adjusted R Square Std. Error of the Estimate 

1 ,737a ,543 ,535 ,733 

2 ,777b ,604 ,591 ,688 

a. Predictors: (Constant), Suppliers know-how 

b. Predictors: (Constant), Suppliers know-how, Satisfaction 
 

Table 36 – ANOVA 

 

Model Sum of Squares df Mean Square F Sig. 

1 

Regression 39,576 1 39,576 73,566 ,000b 

Residual 33,353 62 ,538   

Total 72,929 63    

2 

Regression 44,040 2 22,020 46,495 ,000c 

Residual 28,889 61 ,474   

Total 72,929 63    

a. Dependent Variable: Attitudinal loyalty 

b. Predictors: (Constant), Suppliers know-how 

c. Predictors: (Constant), Suppliers know-how, Satisfaction 
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Table 37 – Excluded variables 

Excluded Variablesa 

Model Beta In t Sig. Partial 

Correlation 

Collinearity Statistics 

Tolerance VIF Minimum 

Tolerance 

1 

Product quality ,240b 2,325 ,023 ,285 ,644 1,552 ,644 

Satisfaction ,363b 3,070 ,003 ,366 ,465 2,151 ,465 

Service support ,243b 2,075 ,042 ,257 ,513 1,951 ,513 

Delivery quality ,228b 2,164 ,034 ,267 ,629 1,589 ,629 

Personal 

interaction 
,193b 1,191 ,238 ,151 ,278 3,594 ,278 

Price ,163b 1,332 ,188 ,168 ,485 2,064 ,485 

2 

Product quality ,115c ,992 ,325 ,127 ,483 2,069 ,349 

Service support ,122c ,995 ,324 ,127 ,428 2,335 ,388 

Delivery quality ,140c 1,308 ,196 ,167 ,561 1,783 ,414 

Personal 

interaction 
,101c ,642 ,523 ,083 ,266 3,755 ,240 

Price -,040c -,286 ,776 -,037 ,344 2,907 ,330 

a. Dependent Variable: Attitudinal loyalty 

b. Predictors in the Model: (Constant), Suppliers know-how 

c. Predictors in the Model: (Constant), Suppliers know-how, Satisfaction 
 

Table 38 – Collinearity diagnostics 

 

Model Dimension Eigenvalue Condition Index Variance Proportions 

(Constant) Suppliers know-

how 

Satisfaction 

1 
1 1,973 1,000 ,01 ,01  

2 ,027 8,565 ,99 ,99  

2 

1 2,958 1,000 ,00 ,00 ,00 

2 ,029 10,077 ,95 ,21 ,07 

3 ,013 15,071 ,04 ,78 ,93 

a. Dependent Variable: Attitudinal loyalty 
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