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Using Structuration Theory to Analyse Relationship Value Creation
Abstract
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the creation and assessment of value in the bigsindsmisiness context, but the research is spaiGéhie
relationship processes carried out at a fine lefrgranularity by the individual boundary personwéio work
in the relationship. There is not a clear pictfrevhat it is that the individual actors actually t integrate
resources of the partners or to engender trustcamitment. In particular, because it is not cleabuyer-
seller relationships how relational governancecstmes and norms develop and how the actors agtwalk
within and modify these structures to develop valbere is no framework for managers or for future
research. This paper briefly reviews the literatiar guidance on proceeding with relationship galu
research. Based on the IMP and other marketiegatiires, the paper illustrates with examples Haw t
concepts of Giddens’structuration theory can a@dahalysis of the processes by which value is edeat
relationships, especially by the individual actor.
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I ntroduction

In recent years both the marketing and accountitieatures have expressed the need for quantitative
assessment of marketing assets (e.g. Srivastaba £098). This concern has lead to intereshénmalue of
buyer-seller relationships and to an increasesearch into assessment of this value. In the bssito
consumer context, the sophistication of the custdifieéime value technique, which projects customer
revenues and costs, has rapidly increased. |bubi@ess to business context, the focus on resedoch
relationship value has more deeply investigatedtia@acteristics of relationships that aid valusvjgion by
one relationship partner to the other.

But, in both the business to consumer and bustodsssiness contexts, research is sparse into the
relationship processes, at a fine level of graiylasy which value is created. This sparsenesssgarch is
apparent both with respect to the processes byhwialue is transferred from one partner to the radinel
also with respect to the processes by which valay e created within the relationship itself. Biparseness
is also particularly noticeable with respect to ¢heation of value through intangible resourcesctviare
noted by Barney (1991) as being particularly imgotrt Morgan and Hunt (1999) note that the intarmgibl
resources which come through a relationship aretles that give the greatest sustainable compeetitiv
advantage. There is also little in the literatunebasiness to business relationship value thasdeitth the
level of the individual boundary personnel. Mokthe research reported to date is at the leviefirm and
of relationships between firms, so the importamhlan element of value transfer and of value creation
largely missing from it. This paper suggests goraach to filling these gaps in the knowledge eftitansfer
and creation of intangible resources by boundarggmnel in business to business buyer-seller osistiips.

Research to date in the business to business tdrasxdentified some of the drivers of relatiopsialue,
such as profitability of the business done in #lationship, the innovation capabilities of theatinship
partner and the access that the relationship peewial the partner’s networks. It has also idexgtiaind
measured a number of facilitating constructs, sasscbommitment and trust. But there is not a ghécure
from this research of what it is that the actorsether these are firms as a whole or individuahllauy
personnel, actually do in order to convert valueais into outcomes or to engender trust and comenit as
facilitators of value transfer and of value creatsmd delivery.

In relationships, expectations become instituticsedl and the exchanges that take place in episa@edime
build up contact patterns and role relationshijsthin these governance structures, value-addirgiations
are made by the parties in the relationship to shiclys as products exchanged, social relationships$
logistical arrangements. But it is not clear fayér-seller relationships how relational governastcectures
and norms develop and how the actors actually wattkin and modify these structures to develop value
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As a contribution to the advancement of the re$eafthese issues, this paper briefly reviews itieedture,
principally in the marketing, management, innovaimd information technology discipline areas, for
guidance on proceeding with relationship valueaede Based on the IMP and other marketing liteeat
and on the concepts of Giddens’structuration theey paper presents and illustrates a framewodldtthe
analysis of the processes by which value is pravtieough relationships, and the processes by watre
is created in relationships. This framework wélfhto guide future research into value processésisiness
to business relationships.

Structuration theory (1976, 1979,1981, 1984) imbyneans the only framework for investigation ttet be
used for investigating relationship processes,itisctriticised on the basis of, for example,agnplexity
and of its difficulty in application and operatidisation. But it has many useful attributes and been used
for some time by IT researchers. It has more ticbren adopted by innovation researchers anaimnes
marketing researchers. It appears to be a uggfwbach to enable the advancement of research into
relationship value and it goes beyond the largekitjvist and covariance-based analysis that haas dene
to date in the field of relationship value.

Structuration theory allows for research at alelevof granularity and at all levels of strate@tructuration
provides a lens through which researchers can smalyservations and build explanations of how actor
interact with firm and relationship structures t@@mplish value creation on the basis of the agtlinks and
resource ties between relationship partners. nithedp to elucidate the relationship between stinecand
agency, and thus to describe how it is that indigid work within organisational structures, whildhe same
time changing them and being changed by them. @dper suggests, with examples, how some of the
specific processes that take place in a buyerrgellationship can be described and explainedrmgef the
structuration framework and it suggests some eogigpproaches to research of these processas]imgl
longitudinal studies.

Studying value

The need to study the value of marketing assetbdms repeatedly noted in the literature, botteimegal as
noted above (e.g. Srivastava et al., 1998) andfggaly for relationships (Lindgreen and Wynste)05).
Since the early calls for research, some intergsgaearch has been done on relationship valdeein t
business-to-business context, which is the corfieesthis paper. Ulaga and co-authors (e.g. Ulagh a
Eggert, 2005) have published studies of value fiteerperspective of the customer while Walter and co
authors (e.g. Walter et al., 2001) and Baxter anduthors (e.g. Baxter and Matear, 2004) have estiuidli
from the perspective of the seller.

However, there are several levels at which anabfsiglue, its meaning, its facilitating construsteh as
commitment and trust, and its assessment in tefiperéormance can be undertaken. These include the
industry, firm, relationship, and individual actaesvels. The analysis in the relationship valtudges noted
in the previous paragraph is effectively at thesledf the relationship, rather than at the levdividual
human actors. For example, Baxter and Matear (2i@@fude a set of human dimensions of relationship
value, but because their unit of analysis is thetimship, the measures of these dimensions aglbr
statements of the attributes of boundary personattler than an attempt to analyse what these meesdo
to facilitate the transmission of value throughd &me creation of value in, relationships. Ulagd Bggert
(2005) and Walter et al. (2001) develop sets ofets of relationship value which are also at thati@nship
level rather than at the level of individual bourydgersonnel.

In the business-to-business context, with its égkels of emphasis on personal selling and on aostact
by other boundary personnel, understanding of e iw which individuals create value is of parantoun
importance. The IMP-related research has alwagsidered what actors do as central to elucidahegiay
in which relationships work. Early publicationstb&é IMP concepts (Hakansson, 1982, Hakansson and
Snehota, 1995) provided, and later IMP literaturghier explained, constructs that are relevanatoes
creation by resource combination, such as: intenaicepisodes; atmosphere; actors (at the levidleofirm
and at the level of the individual); activity linkesource ties. The recent discussion of theviserdominant
logic” (S-DL) of marketing (Vargo and Lusch, 2004argo and Lusch, 2008) has further pin-pointed this
issue. One of Vargo and Lusch’s (2008) foundatipnemises (FP9) states: “All social and econorgiois
are resource integrators”.
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Creation of value and the resultant performancearués requires the combination of resources toigeov
new resources and hence new value, as very cleairijed out by many of the theoretical framewotes t
are used to analyse and describe relationshipls,agithe resource based view of the firm (Barn@91l}land
competence theory (Sanchez et al., 1996), and mositly by the S-DL of marketing (Vargo and Lusch,
2008). This value creation can be through at lvasipossible paths in relationships. One of theghs is
the transfer of resources from buyer to sellerioe versa through the relationship and the comiminaif
these resources with its existing resources imgbipient partner to create new resources. Tlyjsires a
“conduit” view of the relationship (Ambler and Stgl, 2000). The other mechanism is through the
combination of resources jointly by the two pargn@sside the relationship to create new resourd¢eshw
requires more of an “entity” view of the relationsh Both mechanisms require the facilitation cfaerce
integration by individual actors.

Whether integration of information resources resintvalue by way of minor adaptations, such asiging
the day on which deliveries take place, or majapirations such as multi-million-dollar new product
developments, researchers and managers needeattgstanding of ways to analyse the processes that
occur at a finer level granularity than is currgmtiailable from research to date. This understenid
needed in order to be able to analyse relationsidipe further and to optimise the realization ddtienship
value by relationship partners. It is these lolegel processes that, in aggregation, provide #igevand
performance outcomes at the higher firm and relah levels at which analysis has taken placeate,dut
there is little about them in the marketing literat By “lower level processes”, this paper meawosgsses
that occur at the individual human level. Thisdiei¢ regarded as critical for the advancemenelattionship
knowledge (Ballantyne and Varey, 2006, Varey, 2002)

A number of theoretical frameworks are applied lmathceptually and empirically to the analysis cioudrce
combination and value creation across buyer-sedlationships. Some examples are discussed asvioll
The concept of resource combination is of coursedmental to the IMP frameworks, as noted abovessé@
concepts have been used for conceptual develogmento empirical tests of relationship construetsl of
models of relationship value (Blankenburg Holmlgt1099, Walter and Ritter, 2003). The resourasenl
view of the firm has been used for development wicalel of relationship value by Baxter and Mat@f04).
Transaction cost economics have been used in 8tégaxplain value (Dyer, 1998).

But the conceptual frameworks noted above do rende lend themselves well to addressing two issues
One issue is the investigation of relationshiphatlevel of individual human actors, in particutlae
boundary personnel in a relationship or those wiberact with them. The other issue is the neea ound
framework for more inductive and more interpretiveestigations at this level. The need is, theftor a
suitable framework that will provide the foundatimn such investigations.

Structuration theory (Giddens, 1984, Giddens, 19r8Yyides a lens through which to analyse obsemati
and build explanations of how actors interact Wiittn and relationship structures. Structuratioedity can
be applied at multiple levels of the organisatiam,at differing levels of granularity, so it apgpe to provide a
useful structure to analyse how actors accompldhevcreation on the basis of the activity linkd assource
ties between relationship partners, at a lowerl lna; has been done to date in relationship rekebut with
recognition of where these lower level interactihwith relationship and firm structure at higHevels.
Although it is well recognised that structuratiteedry is not in itself a research or methodologagroach,
it can be used as a guide to analysis when applrigus such approaches, for example with visugdping
to help recognise interaction patterns over tinezgebon and Pinsonneault, 2005). Structuratiorbbas
applied extensively to IT issues (e.g. Orlikowdld96, Olesen and Myers, 1999), and is applieddionelogy
innovation (e.g. Jones et al., 2000). Bachmanfi3p0nakes a case that, with respect to trustfample,
structuration theory can “provide a major inputtie analysis of the social dynamics and environatent
influences that determine the nature and qualigcoihomic transactions occurring in interorganare!
settings”.

Structuration is already applied to marketing issmethe literature. For example, it is used tarity the
relationship between organisational structuresiagididual brand supporting behaviour” (Vallastedade
Chernatony, 2006 ) in corporate brand managenieig.used conceptually with illustrative casesliscuss
the structure of franchise networks (Sydow, 1998) ia the analysis of networked after-sales servic
(Zackariasson and Wilson, 2004). The structuratmmcepts have also been introduced into the INda@
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literature. For example, structuration is suggestmnceptually as a way to interpret communicatiaribe
interaction processes that take place in busiraganships, using an IMP framework (Olkkonenlet a

2000). But these publications do not apply stmattan theory to analyse what really goes on atdfiel of
granularity of the individual human actor, and h@sources are integrated at this level.

The paper will now discuss how structuration thaaight be applied at this level for an understagdif
issues such as the following: what it is that imdli)al actors do in the processes that transfer letye
between one another; what they do to combine kmaiwledge with the knowledge of others across
relationships; and how they do these things withénnorms of the relationship or how they changseh
norms? Some key specific questions are: How igilogviedge that various actors possess integratéamn
new knowledge and how is this knowledge integratitd other resources, thereby developing new prtsduc
or processes? How do individual human actorsaeterith one another in situations specific to besaller
relationships to create facilitating conditiongefationship atmosphere (Hakansson, 1982) such as
commitment and trust?

Structuration theory asan analytical framework

Structuration theory was developed by the socistofynthony Giddens (1984) and can be used to exfiai
interplay between human actors and institutions.dikcussed earlier structuration theory also hasbility
to be used at different levels of granularity. Egample structuration theory can be used at thernzd level,
the organisation level, the social group and tliévidual level. It is very useful at each levelexplain what
is happening.

Structuration theory can be used to explain howdmacttors and organisations interact as sociaisyst
exhibit “structural properties that are produced eeproduced through interaction of human actors
(Orlikowski and Robey, 1991, p 147). The procdsstraicturation occurs as a result of interactiamban
actors and organisations using the modalitiesratsiration which are interpretative schemes, nessuand
norms (these concepts will be explained below)er@ivne the use of structuration theory has chanigettie
beginning it was used “in toto” (Karsten & Jone@02), however, over time pieces of the theory Haen
used in conjunction with other theories. Giddeinsself has sanctioned this use of pieces of hisrihether
than all of it.

Structuration theory consistently uses the conaefpisimans, organisations and the interaction batvwiem
as the duality structure. The duality of structuses the modalities interpretative schemes, regewand
norms. The process of structuration occurs asutref the interaction of human and organisatiorelation
to the three modalities (interpretative, schemesgurces and norms). The interaction between tualties
occurs simultaneously and is shown through theyarsahow interpretative schemes, resources or norms
affect a situation. So the theory enables thekimgadown of a process into its modalities to ekptae
power, political studies and as discussed in thgepthe development of value.

Structuration theory is a theory in which the laterk of Orlikowski (2000) on practice lens putg thuman
actions into the foreground and enables use towitlr the human action when examining the recurren
practices based on how they view technology. H@westructuration theory can be used to look at all
interactions between humans and organisations.

All of the applications of structuration theory (derin, 2007; Karsten & Jones, 2003) have used¢néral
concept of duality of structure. Duality lookshaiman actors and their relations with institutioftsdoes this
via modalities of structuration which are interptete schemes, resources and norms per figure 1.
Interpretative schemes are the stocks of knowledgall hold such as knowledge on what is right, twha
symbols on a price tag mean. Resources are eititleorative or allocative. Authorative resourcesthe
ability to order a human actor to do somethinglogdtive resources are the ability to allocate @& actor a
resource such as money, or land. Norms are retjwiags of behaving, for example at a professicaal/ers
meeting.

An example of structuration theory in use is seethé purchase of goods in a shop, which appliesttbory
at the level of the individual. If, for examplegyfind an item of clothing you would like to buattached to
the item of clothing is a tag with symbols inscdlmn it. We use our interpretative schemes to kti@awthis
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tag exists and that symbols on that tag equatetere. We also use our interpretative scheméstslate
this price into the notes and coins in our pockeir{ey) which are resources that we use to buytdrswith.
Using norms of behaviour for how to purchase itemesknow that if we take the item to the counted hand
over our notes and coins (resources) the shop-kealp&rand us back the item we have purchasedbag
The norms of behaviour legitimate this behavidle know that the shop-keeper won't run out the hubaxk
with our money, keep our money without giving us goods or require us to arm wrestle them for thedg.
The norms of behaviour, with respect to how thamsaction should work, are institutionalised in us.

However, if enough people started taking goodsauitipaying, the norms of behaviour regarding this
transaction may change. We also know that in westeciety the price inscribed on that tag is theepwe
need to pay and that we do not haggle over the piit other cultures, haggling over the price meyhe
norms of behaviour. Therefore, in a simple tratisacthe modalities of interpretive schemes (ia th
interpretation of the price and translation intor@g), the use of resources (the ability to buy ¢hgsods) and
the norms of a purchase transaction (which legttssiavhat is and isn’t acceptable behaviour) enabl®
demonstrate the use of structuration theory inyaiva a purchase transaction. These modalities of
structuration are shown separately for analytippses only.

Institutional
Realm Structure of Structure of Structure of
Signification Domination Legitimation
I
Modalities of Interpretative R N
Structuration Schemes esources orms
| l "R RN l N
Realm of
Human
Action

Figure 1. Theinteraction of human action and institutional properties as mediated by the three modalities of structuration (adapted
from Orlikowski and Robey, 1991, p 148)

Another example to which structuration theory carapplied for analysis would be a phone call froseléer
to a buyer in which the seller asks the buyer ifmgs are suitable for delivery on Thursdays iadtef
afternoons. Analysing this phone call in termshef structuration model we would look at the noohs
behaviour relating to deliveries. This use of mit®n deliveries has been re-enforced over tintee ré-
enforcement has caused afternoons to become thwregrm of delivery for this business. This namay
have been set up inadvertently originally in thedtyaps the individual to which the goods were being
received originally had to drop their child offsathool and preferred the afternoon delivery. Havev
through constant re-enforcement this has becomstamelard norm.

The phone call challenges the current norm anth@lineanings that are associated with it. Theogeds
to consider their interpretative schemes to sewifnings are okay for delivery. The buyer alsodsde

6



Abstract preview

consider the resources required to implement thasge. The trucks and goods (all the resourcksaat to
be organised for a morning delivery. The partiey mlso need to exert some allocative power torertbis
happens or using their interpretive schemes of mgand norms of behaviour discuss this with theqe
who can action this. This is perhaps the persah tlve authority to action this change and who khbe
advised of this change — to engage human or comgediesystem resources. Once this is organised, or
perhaps before it is organised depending on thertsuynderstanding of how easy this is to orgaimshe
current business, the buyer can say “yes, thaté&s tio the seller. Morning deliveries may now ocfaurthis
customer. If morning deliveries are now listedstsdard for this customer, and occur repeateatynorm
of morning deliveries will be reinforced and remabe old norm of afternoon deliveries.

This is an example that is at a very low leveliarmlarity. However, though it may on its own beiél,
many practices at a low level of granularity carabhalysed over time to be able to build up a pectfrthe
relationship between the buyer and the sellers Bhilding of the relationship patterns establislfas
example, the commitment to, trust of, and satigfaawith the partner, which can all be facilitatofsvalue
creation and financial performance over the lomgteln this way longitudinal studies of relatiofsh
patterns can contribute to the picture of the i@baship between the buyer and the seller. Strutituraheory
is a good way to analyse these patterns at difféegal of granularity and build a process viewahtionship
establishment and maintenance between the buyesedled However, structuration theory is only
explanatory - it is not predictive.

The other interesting facet of structuration thaerthat the structures that the human actor rezefin their
interactions are not solid structures. A humaora&inforces structure but structure is an abspeaperty.
Giddens defines structure as an "abstract propehigh human actors create and interpret thougtwirlg
their actions to be constrained by these sharddsatisns of social structure” (Orlikowski & Robey991, p
147). Therefore, human actors allow their actimnise constrained by an abstract thing — structiites
concept is very important and the fact that hunmaaoee often reinforce structure rather than chanthieg
status quo. So structural properties are reintbwt& ongoing interactions of human actors. Gidslémeory
uses an explanation of how structuration theoryagmp the way in which "man actively shapes thelavbe
lives in at the same time as it shapes him" (Gidd&882, p 21).

The concept of man shaping the world at the same tie is being shaped can be illustrated in apgplyin
structuration theory to information technologyfommation technology was an area that Giddens did n
mention however, was used in the information tetdgyoby Orlikowski & Robey (1991). For a computer
system it is designed by a human actor and theralbthe rules that the human actors that dekigsystem are
incorporated into the computer system. Therefahegn another human actor uses the computer sysegnate
being shaped by the interpretative schemes andsritbiahthe developer of the computer of the connsyttem
has incorporated into the system. In that wayhtivrean actor who uses the system is being shape lsystem.
However, the human actor who is using the systearkimwledgeable human actor who chooses whethmator
they wish to follow the rules in the system. Thugilculated misuse or refusal to use the systemshow they
are capable of shaping the use of the computezrayistresponse to being shaped by computer syskain.is
relevant to the buyer seller relationship in thathgninteractions may occur between the relationshipes,
mediated by a CRM (customer relationship managememain order entry system. These interactionsatsanbe
analysed using structuration theory by tracingelesnputerised systems back to the norms and ietatipe
schemes that are encapsulated within their ustari@ghe and Varey (2006) note that value-in-usgesited
through marketing interaction and they describedtprime value-creating activities. These areicglahip
development, communicative interaction, and knogéeenewal. Applying structuration concepts to the
seller’'s perspective of relationship developmentha level of the individual acts of agency, résid Figure
2.

Figure 2 shows the institutional context, includihg environmental, organisational and agent caomnibex
affect the relationships at the top of the diagrarhe institutional context includes all the enwintental
factors such as customers, competitors and thé&abiatechnology. The organisational context idekithe
corporate strategies and culture within the busind$ie agent context includes the factors relatrthe
policies and practices governing how the agent siorkhe business. Within this environment thect
(buyers and sellers) interact in basically threstspaf their lifecycle. As stated above they wealed prime
value-creating activities. Figure 2 has also Haehken down in to the three parts of the relatigmsihe
first oval shows the intention to form the relagbip which will happen first. This occurs withimet
institutional context (which includes the enviromtad, organisational and agent context).
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Institutional context

Environmental context Organisational context Agent context
-Customers -corporate strategies -role of agent in firm
-Competitors -structure and culture -structure and operations
-Available technology -policies and practices

]

/

Intention to form
a relationship

Reactions or
consequences of
relationship

Building a
relationship

-Recognise problems -trust

-Change policies and practices -satisfaction

-Change structure and operations -commitment to relationship
-Change role vis-a’-vis clients -financial performance

Process of forming and building relationships

Figure 2: Processes of forming and building relationship with their institutional context

The building of the relationship which will occuitex the relationship is formed is the second ovalthis
part of the relationship there are many things Wwitian happen. Examples of these are given belew\al
such as: problems that are recognised; policiepeartices which the organisation may change. & heay
be changes in structure and operations. Also inld®e organisation may change. The result obfahese
changes and how the buyer and seller react to iheetailed in the third oval. The third oval telato the
reactions and consequences of the relationshipasttust, satisfaction, commitment and financial
performance. However, the reactions may be pes#iich as an enhancement of trust for example, or
negative as a denigration of trust.

As described above this process of building thatieiship takes place in an institutional contéxsit includes
all the environmental factors such as customerapetitors and the available technology. The omggtiunal
context includes the corporate strategies and reultithin the business. The agent context inclubdes
factors relating to the policies and practices goivg how the agent works in the business.

The process of structuration occurs as a resulsioig the three modalities - interpretative schemessurces
and norms in relation to the interaction of humang organisations. This interaction between theeth
modalities occurs simultaneously and is only sepdrat the analytical level for the purposes ofyais.
Therefore Figure 2 does not explicitly show theiiptetative schemes, resources and norms. If sie toi
analyse a process within forming and building atiehship as outlined in Figure 2 such as the ‘ghdn
structure and operations’ we would analyticallyd@ how the humans and organisations interactddthe
interpretive schemes, the resources and norms¢oss how the change in structure and operations ca
about. This ‘change in structure and operatior®ilel add to building the relationship either negglti or
positively. Through the interplay of these modedit(the process of structuration) human actonodee, or
less frequently, change the existing norms of biglay In various parts of the process of formimgl a
building relationships different comments will bede by the buyer and seller. Analysing these
conversations using structuration theory will befubkin building a process view of the relationshifn
example of comments that could be made by therseltbe different parts of the process is giveable 1
below. Using the concepts of interpretative schiemerms and resources a sequence of commentsfrom
supplier regarding a relationship can be analysethdw how trust and commitment are formed and how
performance outcomes result.

| Process | Comments from suppliersregarding relationship. |
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Intention to form a We expect our relationship with this supplied totooue for a long time.

relationship

Building a relationship The design of our maintereaperation is based heavily on technical suppon the
supplier.

This supplier has dedicated a great deal of tinakedfort to learning about our way of
doing business.

Compared to alternative repair shops, this suppffers more technical support servicgs.
When it comes to things that are important to wscwauld count on this supplier’
support.

We can count on this supplier to consider how teaisions and actions affect us in the
further.

This supplier understands the sense of urgencyaeedvery day.

Reactions or consequencesThe renewal of our relation with this supplier igwally automatic. (The reverse being;
of relationship we are unlikely we will still be doing business lwiupplier over the next few years).
The supplier's employees act as if they value asstéomer.

The supplier's employees could be relied upon e giccurate information in the even
of a problem.

The supplier's employees treat us with respect.

Table 1: Building a process view of thereationship

Conclusion

This paper discusses the issue that, in busindassiness contexts more research is required at the
relationship level to show how resources are d@elpincluding facilitating conditions such as coitnment
and trust are built up in relationships to resultalue and long-term performance. Structuratimoty is one
theory that may provide a way of analysing theraxtgons in a relationship at the low level of grimity to
provide insight into the process of value creati@tructuration has been introduced as a theoryrenchain
concept used, the duality of structure, illustrdktesbreak-down of an interaction in a buyer sefdationship
and its analysis into components. Future resezanlapply structuration theory to the longitudistaidy of
interactions between a buyer and a seller. Byit@pit how the relationship is formed at a low lexfe
granularity and by analysing the ongoing actiors sponses this provides a very viable path fiuréu
research.
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