Industrial Marketing Management 125 (2025) 226-238

ELSEVIER

Contents lists available at ScienceDirect
Industrial Marketing Management

journal homepage: www.elsevier.com/locate/indmarman

INDUSTRIAL
MABKRETING
MANAGEMENT

t.)

Check for

Supplier experience as antecedent to supplier satisfaction - An explorative @&

study of SMEs

a,*

Anni Rajala

2 University of Vaasa, P.O Box 700, FIN-65101 Vaasa, Finland
b Seingjoki University of Applied Sciences, P.O. Box 412, FIN-60101 Seindjoki, Finland

, Tuire Hautala-Kankaanpia ?, Sanna Joensuu-Salo "

ARTICLE INFO ABSTRACT

Keywords:

Supplier experience

Buyer-supplier relationships

Social exchange theory

Small and medium-sized enterprises

Suppliers play a crucial role in maintaining and increasing their customer companies’ market competitiveness.
Prior research recognizes the importance of supplier satisfaction to a strong and effective supply chain; however,
research reflecting the supplier experience is scarce. That is surprising because customer-related research rec-
ognizes the interrelatedness and independence of customer experience and satisfaction. This study introduces the
concept of supplier experience and explores the factors contributing to it in small and medium-sized enterprises.

Further, by building on social exchange theory, the study introduces the process that shapes supplier experience.
The findings demonstrate that supplier experience is formed when a supplier compares its expectations to the
costs and benefits of a customer relationship and to alternative relationships. The comparison is made based on
the reactions and responses to the interaction and stimuli of a supplier regarding communication, relational
practices, the use of power, and the use of digital technology in a customer relationship and comparing these
elements to the benefits of the relationship. The findings of the study offer directions for further research and
discussions on the supplier experience.

1. Introduction

The competition in markets has shifted from a company level toward
a supply-chain level. Accordingly, companies should strive to develop
supplier relationships (Hudnurkar & Ambekar, 2019). Supply chains are
a crucial part of a firm’s operations and the relationships within them
are critical to firm performance (Prajogo et al., 2024), central to stra-
tegic decision-making (Gu, 2024), and a source of vital external exper-
tise (Ma & Ozer, 2024). Prior research established that companies that
collaborate with suppliers can improve their performance (Gu, 2024;
Pulles et al., 2016). Further, supplier satisfaction is found to be an
important factor in a strong and effective supply chain (Benton &
Maloni, 2005). Hudnurkar and Ambekar (2019) recommend that buyer
firms view suppliers as collaborators and strive to enhance their satis-
faction. Accordingly, suppliers should be viewed as central elements of
building and maintaining competitive advantage (Vos et al., 2016), and
strategically important suppliers should be treated as partners rather
than as outsiders (Ganguly & Roy, 2021).

Prior research has investigated supplier satisfaction, which depends
on a supplier feeling that a buyer’s incentives and supplier’s

* Corresponding author.

contributions within the buyer—supplier relationship are essentially fair
(Benton & Maloni, 2005; Essig & Amann, 2009; Hudnurkar & Ambekar,
2019). Hence, supplier satisfaction relates to feelings of fairness and
equity, which might be affected by how suppliers experience the
buyer—supplier relationship. Marketing research indicates that satisfac-
tion and experience are two distinct but connected concepts (Klaus &
Phil Maklan, 2013; Srivastava & Kaul, 2014). Researchers often employ
the customer satisfaction concept to investigate the confirmation/dis-
confirmation paradigm within consumer choice models (Thakur, 2019).
While customer experience encompasses numerous touchpoints
throughout the exchange journey (Srivastava & Kaul, 2014), including
cognitive, affective, social, and physical responses (Klaus & Phil Maklan,
2013; Verhoef et al., 2009).

There is no universally recognized definition of supplier experience.
We propose that while supplier satisfaction is triggered by supplier
needs and expectations being met (usually associated with suppliers
feeling they have been fairly treated), supplier experience encompasses
the entirety of interactions and perceptions throughout the suppli-
er-buyer relationship, thus extending beyond satisfaction alone.
Accordingly, while supplier satisfaction and supplier experience are
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related, they are distinct facets that contribute uniquely to the overall
dynamic of the supplier-buyer interaction. Hence, we define supplier
experience as reactions and responses emerging from interaction and
collaboration occurring within the supply chain that significantly in-
fluence supplier satisfaction. In addition, we draw on social exchange
theory (SET) and view supplier experience as a reciprocal process
involving interactions that generate obligations and expectations,
including comparisons with alternatives. This, in turn, affects the feel-
ings of fairness and equity constituting supplier satisfaction. Using SET
suits investigating an evolving topic as exploratory research requires
qualitative, open-ended data to reveal insights and support theory
building (Makri & Neely, 2021). There is a lack of research on supplier
experience that could enhance our understanding of it as a concept.
Therefore, this study explores supplier experience and its development
from the perspective of small and medium-sized enterprise (SME) sup-
pliers. Our research question is: “What factors contribute to the forma-
tion of supplier experience in the buyer-supplier relationship?”

It is important to understand the factors shaping supplier experience,
particularly because recent events that disrupted supply chains high-
lighted the benefits of maintaining good supplier relationships (Basu
et al., 2023; Jaaskeldinen et al., 2023). Prior research has shown that
collaborating with suppliers does not directly produce competitive
advantage. Competitors might collaborate with the same suppliers
(Hunt & Davis, 2008) and suppliers allocate resources differently among
customers based on their satisfaction and experience of the relationship
(Vos et al., 2016). A recent study by Prajogo et al. (2024) focusing on
SMEs showed that a buyer’s unfair and socially irresponsible practices
adversely affect a supplier’s willingness to continue the relationship
with a buyer. However, why suppliers treat customers differently re-
mains understudied (Jaaskelainen et al., 2023). Our research clarifies
this phenomenon and offers several contributions. First, our exploratory
research illuminates the formation of supplier experience and identifies
the factors associated with its development. Second, we propose a
theoretical model encapsulating supplier experience based on the pre-
mises of SET and findings derived from empirical data. Third, we outline
means to foster supplier experience to enhance competitive value
chains. Fourth, we focus on SME suppliers, an under-researched
perspective despite numerous SMEs being integral to supply chains.

2. Theoretical background
2.1. Social exchange, supplier satisfaction, and preferred customer theory

The paper draws on social exchange theory (SET), which views social
exchange as a reciprocal process involving interactions that generate
obligations (e.g., Cropanzano & Mitchell, 2005; Das & Teng, 2002). This
article treats buyer—supplier relationships as social exchange processes,
recognizing that interorganizational relationships are embedded within
broader social networks (e.g., Andersson et al., 2002; Dyer & Singh,
1998). According to SET, the balance of costs and benefits determines
the continuation of a relationship, meaning, for example, that when the
cost of a relationship outweighs its benefits, the relationship is likely to
be terminated (e.g., Blau, 1964). Furthermore, SET posits that the net
outcome of an exchange relationship is compared with that from alter-
native relationships to guide decisions on continuing it (Wallenburg &
Handfield, 2022). Prior research also views buyer—supplier relationships
as social exchange processes and demonstrates that suppliers’ expecta-
tions of buyers affect their willingness to assign preferred customer
status (Schiele et al., 2012). Buyer firms often seek preferred customer
status to obtain critical resources and capabilities that confer a
competitive advantage (Schiele et al., 2012).

Preferred customer status can bring price, availability, and services
concessions, and boost resource allocation to a buyer firm (Piechota
et al., 2021; Schiele et al., 2012). It should be a goal of a well-developed
buyer—supplier relationship (Q. Yang et al., 2023). In line with SET,
suppliers analyze their relationships with buyers by comparing their
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outcomes to expectations and alternative relationships. This assessment
drives decisions about whether to assign preferred or regular customer
status, and about the continuance of a relationship (Schiele et al., 2012).
The comparison of outcomes, expectations, and alternatives are central
elements of preferred customer theory (e.g., Schiele, 2022). Supplier
satisfaction reflects a buyer firm’s ability to meet a supplier’s expecta-
tions (Schiele et al., 2012; Vos et al., 2016), can help predict supplier
performance (Janssens et al., 2023; Weller et al., 2021), and is thus an
important influence on a firm attaining preferred customer status (Nollet
et al., 2012; Piechota et al., 2021; Schiele et al., 2012; Vos et al., 2016).

Although, supplier satisfaction is an important antecedent of
achieving preferred customer status, it is not a necessary condition
(Piechota et al., 2021; Schiele, 2022). Customer companies benefit if
they are awarded a preferred customer status, as prior research has
demonstrated that preferred customers receive privileges (Schiele,
2022). For example, Bemelmans et al. (2015) found that preferred
customers are the first to be offered innovative goods or services and
expedited delivery terms, even if not exclusively preferred. Patrucco
et al. (2019) found that preferred customers’ are prioritized when in-
novations are launched and cost reductions are feasible. Consequently,
achieving preferred customer status may produce a competitive
advantage, as it enables better access to supplier resources than
competing companies can achieve (Pulles et al., 2016). While prior
studies have examined the antecedents of preferred customer status, a
supplier experience perspective is rare.

2.2. The customer and supplier experience

Marketing scholars have examined the customer experience and its
effects on business-to-business (B2B) relationships (e.g., Cepeda-Carrion
etal., 2023; Zolkiewski et al., 2017). However, despite the importance of
suppliers to creating competitive advantage (Vos et al., 2016), the
concept of supplier experience remains unexplored. Customer experi-
ence has been described as “holistic in nature involving the customer’s
cognitive, affective, emotional, social and physical responses to any
direct or indirect contact with a service provider, brand or product
across multiple touchpoints during the entire customer journey”
(McColl-Kennedy et al., 2015, p. 431). Customer experience is particu-
larly complex in B2B contexts because multiple actors interact in
different phases (Cepeda-Carrion et al., 2023). Customer experience is
shaped by responses and reactions to stimuli during interactions with
the seller (Becker & Jaakkola, 2020), and is built through touchpoints
creating memorable experiences that can prompt repurchase decisions
or recommendations (Cepeda-Carrion et al., 2023; Puccinelli et al.,
2009). Further, customer experience encompasses both cognitive,
rational elements and subjective, affective elements (Cepeda-Carrion
et al., 2023). Becker and Jaakkola (2020) asserted that satisfaction or
perceived quality should not be viewed as components of customer
experience, but as outcomes, suggesting customer experience is an
antecedent of satisfaction (Cepeda-Carrion et al., 2023).

Similarly, we propose that the supplier experience should be viewed
as an antecedent of supplier satisfaction and attaining preferred
customer status. Research on customer experience indicates that key
components include the nature of a relationship, touchpoint control,
function, hierarchy level, and stage of the customer journey (Witell
et al., 2020). Additionally, Keiningham et al. (2020) emphasized that
customer experience is multidimensional and encompasses cognitive,
physical, sensory, emotional, and social elements. These elements are
crucial in planning and managing the customer experience, as they can
also be sources of competitive differentiation (Keiningham et al., 2020).

However, customer relationships differ markedly from supplier re-
lationships, such as power dynamics (Lacoste & Johnsen, 2015), thus the
formation of supplier experience may not mirror the process resulting in
customer experience. But it can be assumed that supplier experience is
as multidimensional as customer experience in terms of what people
think, how they interact, what they experience, how they feel and how
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they share those feelings (Keiningham et al., 2020). Therefore, the
supplier experience would be formed mainly through touchpoints with
customers. Similarly, Roy and Bhatia (2019) argued that in B2B settings,
the service experience of a customer is shaped through interactions
between a service provider and the customer. Additionally, Cepeda-
Carrion et al. (2023) emphasize the role of the moments of truth or
touchpoints in shaping customer experience; they argue that suppliers
must offer flexible and skilled staff and quality service to generate the
moments of truth through which customer experience is formed.
Accordingly, we propose that supplier experience mirrors customer
experience in being formed through touchpoints with buyers, and
encompassing both cognitive and affective elements; however, we seek
to specify its constituent factors in the context of SME suppliers involved
in B2B relationships.

3. Methodology

The current study is exploratory, and therefore adopts a qualitative
case study approach. The case study approach provides an in-depth
understanding of the elements that form the supplier experience (see
e.g., Eisenhardt, 1989; Halinen & Tornroos, 2005). Further, the case
study approach is a suitable method because the supplier experience
concept remains understudied and it allows for exploring a “phenome-
non within its real-life context when the boundaries between phenom-
enon and context are not clearly evident” (Yin, 1989, p. 23). In addition,
the case study approach is recommended in situations where little is
known about the phenomenon in question and when existing theory
seems inadequate (Eisenhardt, 1989) and for exploratory purposes
(Rashid et al., 2019).

The current study focuses on SMEs operating in the manufacturing
industry. The SMEs were required to have a turnover of less than EUR 50
million. We chose SMEs because they are most likely operating as sup-
pliers to industrial companies. In addition, SMEs provide an interesting
perspective through which to explore the supplier experience, given that
their customers include companies ranging from SMEs to large multi-
national enterprises. That improves the likelihood of capturing issues
related to the power dynamics of interorganizational relationships. In
many buyer-supplier relationships, the supplier will often be in a
vulnerable exchange position owing to the buyer firm being far larger
(Glavee-Geo et al., 2022). Further, Owalla et al. (2022) argue that it is
important to focus research on SMEs for several reasons: 1) SMEs are
vital to national economies, 2) there is a productivity gap between SMEs
and larger firms, and 3) SMEs, for example, a lag in terms of the digital
transition and face more structural barriers. Therefore, in this study,
SME:s are treated as cases.

In total, 22 companies were contacted, of which nine declined to
participate. Further, one of the companies contacted proved unsuitable
for the study based on their manufacturing profile, which focused more
on B2C products than B2B ones. All the selected companies produced
B2B products, and their turnovers were below EUR 50 million. The study
is thus informed by data from 12 manufacturing SMEs from Finland. The
data were collected through interviews; the first part of the interview
was open, and the second part was themed, with interviewees asked to
consider relationships under different themes. The interviews were
guided by the SET principles, meaning that in the first part, the in-
terviewees were asked to consider and reflect on both good and bad
customer relationships or experiences, which created an arrangement of
comparisons with alternatives. This type of open interview frame also
enables an exploratory approach as interviewees can raise issues that
they feel are meaningful. In the second part, the interviewees were also
asked to reflect on their experiences with customers in light of themes
around business transactions and pricing, the social aspects of a rela-
tionship, relationship structures, and future prospects.

The interviewees were selected based on their position in the com-
pany, meaning the interviewees mostly held managerial positions such
as CEO and Operations Manager. We anticipated these senior managers
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would have a broad knowledge of their firms’ interorganizational ac-
tivities with customers. The interviews were conducted face-to-face at
the case companies’ premises. Two interviewers were present for the
first interview, while in the remainder of the cases, one person con-
ducted the interview. There were either one or two interviewees present.
The length of the interviews varied from 29 to 54 min, and the average
length was 39 min. All the interviews were recorded and transcribed. In
addition to background information, it is important to mention that
suppliers had several different interaction points with customers, of
which the three most common were top management, purchasers, and
people from the manufacturing unit, depending on the customer’s
organizational structure and size. The summary of the interviews is
presented in Table 1.

The transcribed interviews were reviewed several times before data
processing to ensure that the data were fully understood. The data were
analyzed by employing the Gioia method (Gioia et al., 2012; Magnani &
Gioia, 2023) in which the data analysis moves from informant-centered
codes (1st order codes) toward theory-centered themes (2nd order
themes) and, finally, to aggregate dimensions. First, two researchers
independently coded the data, then discussed their analysis before
agreeing the final data structure. The process increased the trustwor-
thiness of the data analysis and ensured that the interpretations were
similar based on the data and not biased by an individual researcher’s
perspective. Coding was done using NVivo 14 software. The coding
process involved coding the supplier experience-related issues from the
interview transcripts after excerpts were analyzed to identify a common
nominator between excerpts representing first-order codes. Next, the
first-order codes were coded into second-order themes based on the
common nominators found between the first-order codes. Finally, the
second-order themes were coded into aggregated dimensions based on
the relationship structure they represented. The final data structure is
presented in Fig. 1.

4. Findings

The data analysis revealed four influential components of the sup-
plier experience: communication, relational practices, the use of power,
and the use of digital technology.

4.1. Communication

The empirical data revealed that communication-related factors
affecting the supplier experience can be grouped under three themes:
openness, continuation, and wording and tone. The suppliers considered
that open communication is a positive element in customer relation-
ships. A customer’s willingness to openly communicate and give feed-
back on a supplier’s quotations to the supplier can enhance the supplier
experience. Openness in communication was considered to foster un-
derstanding among the parties to the relationship. Further, openness
related to future forecasts was seen as an influential factor regarding the
supplier experience.

Openness is extremely important in a customer relationship. It also gen-
erates those other operational activities, their functionality or non-
functionality. Openness makes a big difference if we start from the top
level. Through openness, both parties are able to listen and understood
each other’s principles. (S2).

They don’t hold back information at all. They tell you exactly as it is.
That’s great. You get the feeling that you want to be there with them, that
we can do well in the markets. Then there are others that don’t tell you.
(87).

Our data revealed that suppliers perceived the communication was
more detached with some of the larger companies. Suppliers did not
necessarily have direct contact with the representative of a customer
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Table 1
Summary of the interviews.
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ID Industry Position(s) Turnover Employees Interview length (minutes) Transcribed pages
S1 Machinery and equipment manufacturing CEO + Operations Manager 11-19ME 50-100 54 26
S2 Mechanical engineering workshop Operations Manager 5-10 ME 20-49 30 9
S3 Machinery and equipment manufacturing CEO > 5ME 10-19 44 17
S4 Plastic industry CEO + COO 5-10 ME 20-49 31 12
S5 Mechanical engineering workshop CEO 5-10 ME 20-49 30 13
S6 Machinery and equipment manufacturing CEO 5-10 ME 20-49 47 16
S7 Mechanical engineering workshop CEO 5-10 ME 20-49 43 19
S8 Mechanical engineering workshop CEO 5-10 ME 20-49 37 17
S9 Machinery and equipment manufacturing CEO 20-50 50-100 49 20
S10 Mechanical engineering workshop CEO > 5ME 20-49 37 13
S11 Mechanical engineering workshop CEO >5ME >10 33 17
S12 Plastic industry CEO > 5ME >10 29 12

organization and were not even necessarily sure who their contact
person was. Such a situation would complicate interactions with the
customer. In this kind of case, customer companies were usually larger
units, whereas, with smaller firms, the connection was more straight-
forward and, therefore, efficient. Further, detached communication was
perceived as avoidance by the suppliers.

Usually, the bigger one has a bigger organization, and it is a bit more
distant compared to a smaller firm, where the interaction is very direct
with the so-called ordering entity and the performing entity, meaning that
there are no intermediate organizations. That’s how it works. (S5).

You have to find a consensus and establish direct communication and
direct answers. No beating around the bush and then bringing up the
matter two weeks later, saying this is how it should be. Instead, things
should be discussed directly. (S4).

Continuity of communication was highlighted in the empirical data.
Continuous communication was appreciated as it supported interorga-
nizational operations, as regular communication and timely information
help suppliers, for example, in planning the production in a way that the
customer gets critical parts or components in time if there are some
delays regarding the whole supply. Further, continuous communication
was perceived as a building block for a trusting and long-lasting
relationship.

Daily, or at least weekly, interaction with such a customer is usually part
of a good relationship, because then both parties always know where
things stand. (S11).

Our best customer relationships are such that the information flow is
continuous, and there is ongoing dialogue all the time (S6).

However, the fragmentation of interaction creates various challenges
for suppliers as they may not receive all the information needed from the
customer. For example, when an interaction is fragmented, suppliers
may not get information about why customers have chosen some other
supplier instead of them. Further, changes in customer relations and
staffing, which also relate to suppliers, may remain unclear.

And then, when I mention, for example, that there was a change in
personnel, it caused this kind of challenge in the old customer relationship.
(83).

In a faceless situation, then you don’t always know why you’re not a
supplier; you don’t get that feedback directly. Could it be something like,
for example, in our case, that the designer prefers a particular brand, or is
it a price, or is there something else behind it? (S5).

Moreover, the data analysis shows that the wording and tone that
customer representatives adopt in communications with suppliers is
important to the supplier experience. Naturally, a negative tone
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adversely affects the supplier experience, while a relational tone helps
create a positive supplier experience. Further, suppliers consciously
select the style and wording they use when interacting with customers in
order to maintain the relationship. Straightforward communication
involving feeling free to make suggestions would be appropriate with
some customers but for others, a more cautious approach would be
appropriate.

When it comes to big global companies, the reception is not necessarily
what it should be. It is taken more as, to put it bluntly, sarcasm. ‘Don’t
come here to advise us.’ (S2).

Yes, yes, because, as I said, if we go to the wrong person to say something
like this, they’ll take offense, like a football-sized pea up their nose, and it
affects the customer relationship. You can’t just go and say anything.
(59).

The analysis revealed that interorganizational communication is an
important factor in the supplier experience. Suppliers interpret and react
to interactions and communication occurring in an interorganizational
relationship. The reactions and interpretations are then compared to the
benefits of the relationships for the supplier company and from alter-
native relationships. If the outcome is negative, the relationship may be
terminated.

After every call, you always must consider with the more difficult ones,
whether this will continue or not (S7).

Communication in buyer-supplier relationships influences the sup-
plier experience in several ways. Table 2 combines the results of the
communication dimension, divides the results into positive and negative
experiences, and offers some recommendations. In summary, we can
conclude that timely, dialogical, and appropriately toned communica-
tion fosters positive supplier experiences, whereas detached communi-
cation, lack of dialogue, fragmented communication, and an
authoritarian communication style create negative experiences.

4.2. Relational practices

Analysis revealed that relational practices, such as cooperation,
commitment, and trust, are important aspects of the supplier experience.
Cooperation-related practices can have either a positive or negative ef-
fect on the supplier experience. The cooperation reflects shared goals
and a common understanding of the business relationship and its ob-
jectives. Suppliers are the experts on their products, and the data anal-
ysis shows that some customers use this expertise more than others.

Still, there’s a bit of a situation where a suggestion for improvement is
thrown out, and a year goes by, and nothing has happened. (S2).
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First-order concepts Second-order themes Aggregated dimensions

Forecasting the future

Detached communication

Dialogue

Fragmentation of interaction

Timely information

Regular communication

Authoritarian communication

Unreceptive interaction

Customer’s own expertise

Common understanding

Learning with and from each other

(un)clear responsibilities

Partnership

Preferred customers

Fairness

Personal relationships

Demanding compliance

Contractual safeguarding

Forced development

Rewarding development

Retrieving and sending information

Transparency

Digital meetings

Decreasing the real discussions

Helping a customer to be more effective

Additional manual work

Process automation

Driver of development

Coercive power

Non-coercive power
Information sharing

Digital collaboration

Digital effectiveness paradox

Relational practices

The use of power

The use of digital
technology

Fig. 1. Data structure.

But then, when we work on such a project for the customer, and there’s a
good end result, it often happens that we brainstorm solutions together.
Often, the solution can be really challenging, and we brainstorm it
together, throwing ideas back and forth, and then we come to a conclusion
(83).

The suppliers also emphasize that the customer’s own expertise on
operations, products, and procurement affects the relationship and,
further, the supplier experience. Additionally, clear responsibilities are
an important factor affecting the supplier experience. The analysis
revealed that the supplier’s experience is affected by unclear re-
sponsibilities and a reluctance to take responsibility, which occur within
big companies.

We also have some customers who are a bit confused themselves, not
knowing what theyre ordering and when they 're ordering. (S6).

In my opinion, it’s a good example of when you question everything, you
don’t take responsibility for anything in any way, but then if you say,
‘This is good, let’s go this way,’ then you take responsibility for that
matter. A challenging customer is someone who lacks expertise and
knowledge and questions everything about the matter. They don’t really
trust the supplier but instead, keep asking why things are done a certain
way despite assurances that certain steps have been taken. (S3).

Commitment reflects a supplier’s commitment to always serve

preferred customers first. In addition, a customer’s commitment to
cooperate with suppliers was considered an essential element in forming
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Table 2
Summary of the findings of communication.
Communication Positive experience Negative experience Recommendation
Information sharing and openness in regard .
. e P & Uncertainty about the future
Forecasting the to future forecasts
future - .
- Buyer not sharing information
Supports an ability to react when needed
No direct contact between o . .
R Establishing practices that support constant dialogue
buyer and supplier I . .
between buyer and supplier in core relationships.
Direct communication .
Detached Uncertainty about contact . 5
. Information sharing and openness create the
communication . persons . . .
Openness Clear roles in regard to contact persons foundation for effective operations and well-
. functioning relationship
Not receiving answers to
uestions . .
. . q Clear roles in regard to contact persons in
Creates understanding among parties and of o .
N . L organizational boundaries
each other’s businesses principles
. Lack of dialogue in regard to
Dialogue 8 8
Creates trust core customers
Enables reacting to problems as they arise
Information shortfall
Fragmentation of Lack of knowledge about the
interaction customer’s situation
Supports situational awareness during the
project, and the ability to anticipate customer Developing a routine for regular information sharing
needs between buyers and suppliers in collaborative
relationships
Timely information Helps in planning and executing operations
Regular Increase the availability of up to date Analyzing the need for information sharing
Continuation communication information depending on product complexity
Authoritarian . . L Negative tone and perceived Creating clear rules and policies about appropriate
L Relational tone in communication . . C o . . .
Wording and communication unfair bossing communication practices with suppliers
. Buyer’s negative attitudes
tone Unreceptive . . .
. . toward development Arranging meetings focusing on development and
interaction

suggestions offering an opportunity to share insights

the supplier experience, as it shows mutual commitment and consid-
ering the relationship to be a partnership. Moreover, a lack of commit-
ment also manifests in the supplier experience.

We did prioritize taking care of those old, good customer relationships.
There were many new inquiries, but primarily, we took care of the old
ones. (S5).

If the customer has provided us with material that is not accurate, then it’s
not our problem. (S2).

Suppliers emphasized that trust is an important factor in creating the
supplier experience. Trust is present in many different situations. For
example, cooperation and communication in customer-supplier re-
lationships may be ad-hoc and cemented verbally. Actions might be
agreed upon face-to-face but not always systematically written down
and officially sanctioned. That can affect how a supplier is treated by the
customer company, for example, in regard to delivery progress and
partial deliveries of a shipment. The suppliers highlighted that it is
important to be able to trust the customer; if something is agreed upon,
for example, flexibility around delivery dates, it should not negatively
influence the supplier performance figures monitored by the customer
company.

It’s kind of a company-specific thing, but I would see that the similarity is
always in the trust aspect. That’s always the first thing to earn when
working together. So, if there are any problems, we call at the point when
we know them rather than waiting to see if it affects the supply. Instead,
we immediately communicate that there’s such and such a situation; for
example, our machine broke down, and we won’t be able to get it done
now. So, we try to inform each other in a timely manner if there are any
delays or anything like that, which we can’t influence ourselves. (S10).

231

When dealing with challenging projects, I think the most important thing is
to always be honest about how things are going. For example, if you have
a project that’s three weeks behind schedule, it’s not worth telling the
customer that we’re completely on schedule. (S3).

Further, trust is seen as a central element of relational practices
related to the long-term relationships between suppliers and customers
with a win-win orientation. In a long-term supplier-customer relation-
ship, trust may be built through personal relationships with certain
people.

Everything starts with trust, from the immediate feeling of whether both
parties are equally invested. One is the customer, the other is the supplier,
and both understood that they need each other...Trust is the be-all and
end-all of everything. (S7).

And then we talk about personal chemistry and how things have been
made to work. Then, at the worst end, the chemistry doesn’t work at all,
but usually, these relationships aren’t terribly long-lasting... The impor-
tance of personal relationships is significant, and we aim to have a
reasonable amount of face-to-face contact. (S2).

Table 3 summarizes the findings on relational practices. The exis-
tence of relational practices such as cooperation, commitment, and trust
make the supplier experience positive. However, factors such as a cus-
tomer’s limited operational experience, or of procurement and the
products create challenges for suppliers and, therefore, also trigger
negative experiences. Similarly, if customers do not deliver on promises
or act unfairly, the experience becomes soured.

4.3. The use of power

The analysis revealed that the use of coercive and non-coercive
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Table 3

Summary of the findings of relational practices.
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Relational practices

Positive experience

Negative experience

Recommendation

Customer’s own
experience (operational,
buying, products)

Common understanding

Cooperation Learning with and from

each other

(Un)clear
responsibilities

Partnership

Commitment

Preferred customers

Fairness

Trust

Possibilities and willingness to
develop better solutions together

Seamless collaboration
Sharing knowledge and
developing operations and
products together

Clear responsibilities and
willingness to take responsibility

Willingness to be flexible

The suppliers’ willingness to go
the extra mile for the customer
Serving old, good customers first
and allocating the best resources
to them

An atmosphere enabling honest
communication and open
discussion of challenges that
emerge

Lack of customer’s own experience
(operational, buying, products) leads to
uncertainty and insufficient information
about the products ordered
Development suggestions are discarded

Customer’s way or no way

Customer’s unwillingness to take
responsibility

Customer representative’s lack of power to

make decisions

Indifference

With less-preferred customers, in a tight
situation, other customers will be
prioritized in a tight situation

Being unable to trust verbal agreements

Ad-hoc verbal agreements turning into
negative effects such as sanctions or a
decrease in suppliers delivery reliability

The buyer’s insufficient expertise affects the entire
supply chain’s performance. Clear roles,
responsibilities, and the expertise of a buyer
supports better operations and creates better
supplier experience

Interaction and communication between buyer and
supplier supports understanding between parties.

Instead of competing on price, building a long-term
partnership with core customers supports
commitment and enhances the opportunity to
achieve preferred customer status and treatment

Trust arises from long-term collaboration, personal
relationships and a sense of fairness. A confidential

Win-win orientation
Long-term relationships with
. . well-known persons
Personal relationships P

Trusting a certain person

figures

atmosphere and fair treatment of suppliers increases
the feeling of trust, which enhances the supplier
experience

The facelessness of a relationships

power shapes the supplier experience. Typically, in buyer-supplier re-
lationships, buyers have the power as they are the paying customer. This
setting was also evident in the data. Although the presence of power
dynamics was recognized, the use of coercive power affected the sup-
plier experience. Suppliers felt it unfair and negative if customer rep-
resentatives leveraged their position as buyers to demand obedience
from the suppliers. The use of coercive power was interpreted as an
indication of distrust in the supplier’s competence.

‘We haven’t ordered these, but they need to be here by tomorrow. And we
just have to get those.’ It sends shivers down your spine from irritation. It’s
part of life, and we live with it, but especially from the procurement side,
that’s where directions can be given (S2).

Further, suppliers recognized that the distribution of power within a
large customer firm affected the supplier experience. If customer rep-
resentatives are not authorized to make decisions, it reveals someone on
the customer side is avoiding responsibility.

Yeah, that responsibility should be given, and rights should be given to sort
of a lower level, to the level that actually makes those decisions, give them
the rights there, and maybe not control them so much. (S5).

Suppliers protect themselves against the coercive power of customers
through contracts, meaning that suppliers want to make sure that
everything agreed in a customer relationship is written in a contract.
Further, suppliers felt safe following the contract in unclear situations.

We have everything specified very well, but then it’s very important that
when the challenging customer arrives, you can show them in black and
white, ‘this is how we’ve agreed, and this is what we do.’ (S3).

The use of coercive power seems to affect the supplier experience
negatively. Exploiting a stronger position and demanding compliance
was interpreted as treating suppliers badly, which could lead to the
termination of a relationship. Simultaneously, applying non-coercive
power was interpreted as a positive development and as positively
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affecting the supplier experience, such that doing so supported the
continuation of the buyer—supplier relationship.

We don’t have to work for every customer. If we really don’t like some-
thing or if we’re treated poorly, we don’t have to do it. Absolutely not.
(S7).

So, we often operate with much larger companies than we are ourselves.
So sometimes it feels like the big company somehow uses its position to-
ward us. There are good experiences there, of course, and then there are
some not-so-good experiences. (S8).

Further, the use of power may also produce positive outcomes from
the suppliers’ perspective, as non-coercive power seems to guide and
support suppliers in developing their own operations so that, eventually,
the supplier is satisfied. These changes can be somewhat forced; how-
ever, suppliers also agree that certain changes for the operations might
have remained unmade if the customer had not demanded them.

If you say that the customer develops you, well, ... the customer has
indeed developed us considerably and taken us forward in many aspects.
(83).

Table 4. summarizes the findings on the use of power. From the
suppliers’ perspective, the use of power can drive positive and negative
experiences. Contracts create security in a relationship, and positive
pressure from customers drives suppliers to develop and progress.
However, coercive power is perceived as distrust and an abuse of power,
which eventually may lead to the ending of the relationship.

4.4. The use of digital technology

Digital technology plays a significant role in shaping the supplier
experience. The usage of digital technologies is illustrated through three
dimensions in the empirical data: information sharing, digital collabo-
ration, and digital effectiveness paradox. The influence of digital
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Table 4
Summary of the findings of the use of power.
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The use of power Positive experience

Negative experience

Recommendation

Customers using their positions and

Demanding
. compliance
Coercive P
power
Written contracts are followed, and
Contractual L. R
. minimal flexibility is offered
safeguarding K
without a contract
Pressure from the customer to
Forced develop
Non- development
coercive Necessary changes
ower . Developing and progressin
P Rewarding P g prog &
together with a customer toward
development

larger projects

Interpreting the use of coercive power as
distrust for supplier’s competency

The possibility to shift responsibility to
suppliers for the buyer’s mistakes if it is
not in the contract

demanding a supplier to obey

The use of coercive power may lead to ending the
relationship. Act fairly and justify the requirements.

The use of non-coercive power may benefit the relationship
and further development of the relationship, collaboration
and a supplier’s operations

technology on the supplier experience varied from positive to negative.

Information sharing through digital systems is part of the everyday
operations of buyer—supplier relationships. Information on orders was
shared through different digital platforms and portals, and suppliers
reported having to use multiple portals and platforms to send and
retrieve data depending on customer preference. However, the use of
digital technologies has enabled access to the customer’s digital systems,
which is seen mostly as positive, as suppliers then have access to the data
in real time, and the information needed is available. However, the lack
or shortage of relevant information gained through digital platforms was
reported to cause more manual work, as suppliers then need to ask for
the missing information from the customer. If the situation becomes
embedded, the use of digital technologies can become a negative
experience for the supplier. The data analysis shows that the use of
digital technology is mostly seen to increase both the transparency and
the accuracy of data. In addition, the invitation to customers’ digital
systems may also signal trust and importance for a supplier, which ap-
pears to improve the supplier experience.

If you're a significant player, then you're involved in it. They don’t
necessarily include all suppliers in that system. (S6).

It goes there [digital platform], and it leaves a trace there when the order
is done; it is one of the rare good sides of digital platforms in that it leaves
a trace. (S5).

The respondents reported that digital collaboration made working
more efficient, as virtual meetings are not as time-consuming as visiting
the customer facilities in person. However, the suppliers reported that
the adoption of virtual meetings has reduced the number of real dis-
cussions and personal communication, which may drive errors arising
from sub-optimal communication.

Nowadays, all meetings are on Teams. It’s terribly easy, and we can
quickly gather people together, and they can be in different places, and the
work can be done...But then again, on the other hand, maybe there’s still
a bit of getting used to it, so sometimes it feels like it’s a bit too easy to
practically steal each other’s time and arrange those Teams meetings.
(58).

The data analysis revealed the existence of a digital effectiveness
paradox, which means that using digital technologies may not always
lead to more efficient working. Some suppliers reported struggling with
the customers’ demands to utilize various digital systems, such as digital
portals and platforms. From the suppliers’ perspective, these types of
digital systems may increase the amount of manual work, as the digital
systems are planned from the customer’s perspective and not always
integrated with the suppliers’. The outcome can be manually adding and
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moving information between multiple systems. However, some sup-
pliers reported that digital technology has helped automate processes
and decreased the amount of manual work. Further, some of the
relationship-specific information reporting seems to have been moved to
the customers’ digital systems and become the responsibility of the
supplier rather than the customer. Some suppliers concluded that the
customer companies are making the suppliers do their job as they have
to input information directly to the customer’s systems.

It’s [using digital tools] as useless as work as can be. .... digitalization has
been sought, meaning this kind of automation, but in reality, we’ve gone
backward. There’s an enormous workload; people here are just typing
away at something. (S9).

But now that we have a varying number of clients and each of the big ones
has its own portal, it just adds to our workload. We have to manage this
portal, that portal, another portal, and yet another portal. It becomes a
jungle of different applications and digitalization. No one can perfectly
manage all of them. (S4).

In addition, digital technology within customer relationships has
been a driver of development in supplier companies. The data analysis
revealed that some suppliers’ digital technology will make them more
competitive in the future. It is possible that their technological devel-
opment would not have occurred without pressure from customers,
which may prove to be a positive supplier experience.

Table 5 summarizes the findings on the use of digital technology in
buyer—supplier relationships. Suppliers acknowledged the increased
availability of information, data, and transparency was a positive.
However, in many cases, the use of digital technology in buyer-supplier
relationships was considered more negative than positive due to the
increased level of manual work, system incompatibility, missing infor-
mation, lack of discussion, and unnecessary meetings. The presence of
digital technology highlighted the benefits for the customers from whose
perspective the solutions were implemented and the drawbacks for the
suppliers who were forced to adopt their customers’ choices.

5. Discussion
5.1. Theoretical implications

Building on prior research and the exploratory study, we argue that
the supplier experience is based on responses and reactions to commu-
nication with customers, relational practices, the use of power, and the
use of digital technology in a relationship (Fig. 2).

Forming successful relationships necessitates considerable interac-
tion between parties (Gadde & Snehota, 2019). Communication is an
essential element in relationships, and procurement staff represent a
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Table 5
Summary of the findings of the use of digital technology.
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The use of digital technology Positive experience

Negative experience

Recommendation

Information is available in the
customers’ system

Retrieving and

- . Granted access to customers’
sending information

Missing information must be
requested

Information must be retrieved
manually

Exclusion from digital platforms

Make sure that all needed information is shared and
accurate.

Shortage of information

Incerased number of meetings

Unnecessary meetings and poor
time management

Lack of personal interaction may
lead to a lack of information

Lack of information discussions and
exchange of information

Manually updating information on
systems that was previously a
customer task

Organize digital meetings when needed, but plan the
agenda carefully and to deliver efficiency. Secure the
information interaction with the supplier in core
relationships to enable information information sharing
and discussions that could lead to innovations, more
effective ways of operation, or even increased
competitiveness

Incompatibility of digital systems
leads to manual transfer of
information to suppliers’ own

systems

An increasing number of digital
systems and platforms as each
customer has its own

systems
Information .
sharin Decreases the volume of e-mail
8 A record is kept of the issues that
are agreed upon - traceability
Transparenc, .
P ¥ Access to real-time data
Accuracy of data
. . Easy and location-independent
Digital meetings
way to collaborate
Digital
collaboration
Decreasing the real
discussions
Helping the
customer to be more  Serving customers well
effective
Additional manual
work
Digital Decrease the amount of manual
effectiveness work
paradox

Automated processes and
. automatic remainders and
Process automation e
notifications about needed

activities

Integrations of systems helps

reporting and monitoring

Adoption of digital tools enhances
Driver of the competitiveness of a supplier
development

Possibilities to be more efficient

Consider the compatibility of different digital systems,
and when a new system is needed, carefully check if it can
be integrated into existing systems to avoid an increase in
the number of systems.

Lack of process automation creates
frustration

customer company and, thus, use the tone of their company when they
interact with suppliers (Vesalainen et al., 2020). In addition, commu-
nication is seen as a facilitator of buyer-supplier relationships (Han
et al., 2022), and it has been acknowledged as one of the most effective
strategies in relationship building (Murphy & Sashi, 2018). Prior studies
on communication in B2B relationships have found that communication
includes frequency, content, and feedback elements (Murphy & Sashi,
2018). Our empirical findings show that concerning the supplier expe-
rience, the communication elements can be distinguished in terms of
openness, continuation, wording, and tone. These may be compared to
Murphy and Sashi’s (2018) frequency and continuation, which refer to
the number of contacts and participants and the sources of communi-
cation. Frequent information sharing supports fulfilling functions, eases
planning, and improves process flow (Bodendorf et al., 2023). According
to Murphy and Sashi (2018, p. 3), the content of the communication
refers to “the content of a message what is said or communicated.” That
is a broader definition than our finding of openness, as the content may
include the attempts to use power directly or indirectly. In contrast,
openness refers to the amount of information shared among relationship
parties. In addition, Murphy and Sashi (2018) emphasize that feedback
refers to two-way communication and can take different forms, ranging
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from responding to a previous message to changes in attitudes and be-
haviors. The findings of the current study emphasize the tone used in
communication, which relates to ideas of symmetrical communica-
tion—characterized by collaboration, understanding, responsiveness,
and the creation of long-term and mutually beneficial relationships
(Grunig et al., 2002; Lee, 2022). Compared to prior research on
communication in B2B relationships, our findings reveal the more
nuanced elements of symmetrical communication that contribute to the
supplier experience. The findings also indicate that elements related to
communication can be distinguished from other elements, such as those
associated with the use of power.

The use of power was identified as one of the influential components
in the supplier experience, which is natural as power is frequently a
feature of buyer-supplier relationships (Han et al., 2022) when it is
applied to influence the behavior and attitudes of other relationship
parties (Zhang et al., 2020). The use of power in buyer-supplier re-
lationships is often dependent on the size of the companies. Therefore, if
the supplier is notably smaller than the customer, the customer may
have greater power over the suppliers. The situation may be reversed
when the supplier is larger than the customer. Typically, power in
buyer—supplier relationships has been categorized as either coercive or
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Communication

The use of
digital
technology

Supplier
experience

The use of
power

Relational
practices

Fig. 2. Proposed model of the components of the supplier experience.

non-coercive (see e.g., Benton & Maloni, 2005). Coercive power refers to
citing contract terms and conditions and using the customer position to
make demands; actions that may well be accompanied by a threat to
activate penalty clauses. In contrast, non-coercive power aims to affect
behaviors by emphasizing the potential positive outcomes of compliance
(Hausman & Johnston, 2010). Prior research has found that using co-
ercive power may negatively affect the relationship (Han et al., 2022;
Zhang et al., 2020; Zimmermann et al., 2024). Our findings align with
that research, as the empirical data demonstrates that applying coercive
power negatively affects the supplier experience. Firms’ operating rules
and procedures differ (Wang et al., 2024). Our study shows that some
suppliers rely on contractual safeguarding to manage coercive power.
Further, the findings show that non-coercive power could be a positive
driver of development that would not have been achieved without
pressure from customers. Customer demands and suggestions helped
suppliers develop their operations and were thus considered beneficial.

Further, our findings demonstrate that relational practices are an
influential factor in forming the supplier experience. This study defines
relational practices as “being the function of trust, cooperation, and
commitment to enhance relational ties among supply chain members to
achieve overall supply chain goals and performance” (Chowdhury et al.,
2019, p. 661). The existence of relational practices in the buyer—supplier
relationship has been found to reduce the problems related to demand
and supply disruptions (Chowdhury & Quaddus, 2015). Trust is seen as a
key element in cooperative business relationships: It is defined as “a
willingness to rely on an exchange partner in whom one has confidence”
(Huang & Wilkinson, 2013, p. 455). Trust changes and develops in a
business relationship through interaction and operations over time
(Huang & Wilkinson, 2013). Our findings emphasize the importance of
trust in buyer—supplier relationships and also in forming the supplier
experience. Commitment is closely related to trust, as prior research has
shown that trust promotes the creation of commitment in buyer-sup-
plier relationships (Kwon & Suh, 2005). Commitment refers to “an ex-
change partner believing that an ongoing relationship with another is
worth the effort required to ensure the continuation of the relationship”
(Morgan & Hunt, 1994). Our findings show that commitment is related
to long-term relationships that are considered partnerships. Cooperation
is defined as a process in which companies and individuals come
together, interact, and form psychological connections to achieve
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mutual benefits (Wieland & Wallenburg, 2013). The empirical data
demonstrate that cooperation happens in buyer-supplier relationships
but may be related to both positive and negative supplier experiences in
regard to how well the cooperation is perceived to work.

Further, increasing digitalization has changed the practices of man-
aging supplier relationships, and digital technology has become an
important component of supplier relationships (Yu et al., 2018). This
development is also evident in our findings, as applying digital tech-
nology was identified as a constituent of the supplier experience. Our
findings show that digital tools are decreasing face-to-face communi-
cation as meetings shift to digital platforms. That shift has changed how
buyer—supplier relationships are managed, which aligns with prior
research (Obal & Lancioni, 2013). Further, our findings demonstrate
that this shift is instrumental to the formation of the supplier experience.
Digitalization also plays a role in making relationships more effective, as
meetings can be handled with digital tools. In addition, the use of many
different digital tools and platforms can also produce additional manual
work for supplier companies, demonstrating the effectiveness paradox
of digitalization in buyer-supplier relationships.

In summary, our findings show that the supplier experience is a
multidimensional phenomenon that includes four components:
communication, the use of power, relational practices, and the use of
digital technology. These four components sit within a customer-
—supplier relationship, and the process driving the actual supplier
experience is an ongoing one. Building on SET, we propose that the
formation of the supplier experience can be represented by a circular
process where a supplier compares its expectations to the costs and
benefits of a customer relationship and to the alternative relationships;
the model is presented in Fig. 3. The comparison is made based on the
reactions and responses to the interaction and stimuli of a supplier
regarding communication, relational practices, the use of power, and the
use of digital technology in a customer relationship and comparing those
elements to the benefits derived from the relationship. Accordingly, the
supplier experience can be both positive and negative and contribute to
maintaining or terminating the relationship. If the customer is important
to the supplier’s business, the relationship may continue even if the
supplier feels poorly treated. In that case, the monetary benefits
outweigh the costs and the poor treatment. Given that the supplier
experience process is ongoing, the expectations, costs, and benefits can
vary over time. In conclusion, the supplier experience is formed through
the combination and interrelatedness of expectations, costs, and benefits
and also the interactions within a relationship.

The current study makes several contributions to business-to-

Supplier

Relationship
termination

Supplier experience Expectations

Communication
Relational practices
Use of power
Use of technology

Comparing the costs and benefits

Comparison level of alternatives

Customer

Fig. 3. The proposed model of the supplier experience.
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business research. First, we introduce the concept of the supplier expe-
rience and explore the mechanism and components through which
supplier experience is formed. Prior research has acknowledged the
importance of suppliers and customer companies needing to pay atten-
tion to supplier relationship management to secure access to supplier
resources and maintain the relationship (Piechota et al., 2021). In
addition, supplier satisfaction may be affected by trust and commitment
(Piechota et al., 2021). Our study shows that these are influential
components of the supplier experience. Prior marketing research has
shown that customer experience is an antecedent of customer satisfac-
tion (Cepeda-Carrion et al., 2023); therefore, it may be that the trust and
commitment components of the supplier experience are antecedents of
supplier satisfaction. Supplier satisfaction is related to the supplier
experience, as it relates to how the expectations of a relationship are met
or exceeded (Schiele et al., 2012). The supplier experience is influenced
by numerous points of contact and interactions with a customer that fuel
the comparison of expectations and alternative relationships. Second,
the study contributes to the research field by introducing the supplier
experience model, which demonstrates the mechanism through which
the supplier experience is formed based on social exchange theory and
the empirical results.

Relationships are central to firms’ operations and competitiveness
(Cristofaro et al., 2024). Therefore, suppliers have an important role as
links in supply chains creating competitive advantages for customer
companies (Z. Yang et al., 2017). However, the relationship between
supplier and buyer must benefit both parties. Prior research shows that
buyers should recognize and react to suppliers’ intentions to build strong
relationships (Schmelzle & Mukandwal, 2023). That recognition mani-
fests in constant interaction and communication between firms that
build the foundations for understanding both parties’ goals. Further, the
relationship’s quality drives both buyer and supplier performance
(Maleki et al., 2023), meaning it is important to understand how the
supplier experience is formed from the supplier perspective. Therefore,
this study offers important insights for buyer firms to improve their
relationship with suppliers.

5.2. Managerial implications

Suppliers play a crucial role in creating a competitive advantage.
Therefore, firms should pay close attention to the supplier experience
and the factors contributing to its formation. The more positive the
experience, the more willing suppliers will be to cooperate to secure
mutual benefits and to award preferred customer status. Our research
shows that the supplier experience is reflected through four dimensions:
communication, relational practices, the use of power, and the use of
digital technology. The supplier experience is formed along different
customer touchpoints, including cognitive and affectual elements.
Hence, to develop an excellent supplier experience, a firm should focus
on all four dimensions identified in this research and consider the mo-
ments of truth in the relationship.

First, communication should be open, transparent, timely, and use
the correct tone. Developing the communication skills of each customer-
facing employee is important and can be achieved through training and
encouraging frequent reflection. Regular updates and meetings are
important to discuss ongoing projects, expectations, and any potential
issues. Clear roles and contact persons should be agreed on. Using digital
technology to aid communication (e.g., collaboration platforms) can
enhance openness and transparency, facilitating prompt information
sharing. However, face-to-face meetings are important in building trust
and closer relationships. Clear rules and policies about polite commu-
nication practices could be provided.

Second, cooperation should be enhanced through mutual learning in
diverse situations, with clear responsibilities and communicated
commitment and trust. Personal relationships should also be fostered
through regular meetings and informal communication. Joint training
programs could be organized to help both parties understand each
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other’s processes and challenges. Developing skills supports operational
efficiency and nurtures the supplier experience. It would be beneficial to
establish common goals and performance metrics and jointly review
them regularly to ensure alignment and mutual understanding.

Third, the use of power should be acknowledged; non-coercive
methods are more effective than demanding compliance. These
methods rely on trust and mutual respect rather than duress. Estab-
lishing trust by being transparent, reliable, and consistent is important.
It is important to demonstrate respect for suppliers’ expertise and con-
tributions by listening to their concerns and ideas. Sharing success
stories relating to partnerships and best practices could motivate sup-
pliers. Support and resources could be offered to improve suppliers’
performance (e.g., training and technical assistance).

Fourth, digital technology can foster transparency, effectiveness, and
automation. However, customers must understand the challenges its use
can create for suppliers, even if supporting digitalization among its
suppliers is not an objective. Further, it is important to ensure that
digital meetings do not replace real discussions, which are essential for
building personal relationships. The effective use of digital technology
requires skilled employees, resources for investment in new technology,
and a digital strategy. When implementing new digital technologies in
buyer-supplier relationships, assessing and maintaining system
compatibility is crucial. Additionally, the transfer of tasks from buyer to
supplier, facilitated by digitalization, should be approached with
caution.

Finally, since the supplier experience is shaped by touchpoints and
moments of truth with the customer, it is wise to analyze these aspects in
every relationship. Such analysis can reveal weaknesses in the four el-
ements described above and spur remedial action that improves the
supplier experience.

5.3. Limitations and future research

This research has some limitations. The study is exploratory and
proposes a new model of the supplier experience. The data were
collected from a single country, which may have influenced the results.
For instance, cultural contexts vary significantly, potentially affecting
communication patterns and relationship expectations. Future research
could investigate the supplier experience in different countries and
contexts. Furthermore, our data were collected from SME suppliers that
differ from large companies in terms of their resources, expertise,
business operations, and perspectives. Hence, more research focusing on
large suppliers’ experience and comparing differences related to expe-
rience would be welcome. Additionally, the model presented here
should be tested with quantitative data.

Our research did not focus on the relationship between the supplier
experience and supplier satisfaction. Based on prior research on
customer experience and customer satisfaction (Klaus & Phil Maklan,
2013; Srivastava & Kaul, 2014), we suggest that the supplier experience
is a precursor of supplier satisfaction. Future research could delve
deeper into that relationship.

Moreover, it would be interesting to determine whether relationship
termination is a direct outcome of the supplier experience or if it is
mediated through supplier satisfaction. A large-scale quantitative study
across multiple countries would be necessary to explore that concept.

CRediT authorship contribution statement

Anni Rajala: Writing — review & editing, Writing — original draft,
Visualization, Supervision, Resources, Project administration, Method-
ology, Formal analysis, Conceptualization. Tuire Hautala-
Kankaanpaa: Writing — review & editing, Writing — original draft,
Investigation, Formal analysis. Sanna Joensuu-Salo: Writing — review
& editing, Writing — original draft.



A. Rajala et al.

Declaration of competing interest
None.
Acknowledgement

This study was funded by European Regional Development Fund
(Grant number: EURA 2021/400251/09 02 01 01/2022/EPL).

Data availability
The authors do not have permission to share data.

References

Andersson, U., Forsgren, M. S., & Holm, U. (2002). The strategic impact of external
networks: Subsidiary performance and competence development in the
multinational corporation. Strategic Management Journal, 23(11), 979-996. https://
doi.org/10.1002/smj.267

Basu, S., Malik, A., Munjal, S., & Venkataramanan, S. V. (2023). Investigating
governance of tolerable and intolerable dark sides in B2B dyads in post pandemic
emerging markets. Industrial Marketing Management, 115, 11-26. https://doi.org/
10.1016/j.indmarman.2023.08.016

Becker, L., & Jaakkola, E. (2020). Customer experience: Fundamental premises and
implications for research. Journal of the Academy of Marketing Science, 48(4),
630-648. https://doi.org/10.1007/s11747-019-00718-x

Bemelmans, J., Voordijk, H., Vos, B., & Dewulf, G. (2015). Antecedents and benefits of
obtaining preferred customer status: Experiences from the Dutch construction
industry. International Journal of Operations & Production Management, 35(2),
178-200. https://doi.org/10.1108/1JOPM-07-2012-0263

Benton, W., & Maloni, M. (2005). The influence of power driven buyer/seller
relationships on supply chain satisfaction. Journal of Operations Management, 23(1),
1-22.

Blau, P. M. (1964). Exchange and power in social life. Wiley.

Bodendorf, F., Dentler, S., & Franke, J. (2023). Digitally enabled supply chain integration
through business and process analytics. Industrial Marketing Management, 114,
14-31. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.indmarman.2023.07.005

Cepeda-Carridn, 1., Alarcon-Rubio, D., Correa-Rodriguez, C., & Cepeda-Carrion, G.
(2023). Managing customer experience dimensions in B2B express delivery services
for better customer satisfaction: A PLS-SEM illustration. International Journal of
Physical Distribution and Logistics Management, 53(7/8), 886-912. https://doi.org/
10.1108/1JPDLM-04-2022-0127

Chowdhury, M. M. H., Quaddus, M., & Agarwal, R. (2019). Supply chain resilience for
performance: Role of relational practices and network complexities. Supply Chain
Management, 24(5), 659-676. https://doi.org/10.1108/SCM-09-2018-0332

Chowdhury, M. M. H., & Quaddus, M. A. (2015). A multiple objective optimization based
QFD approach for efficient resilient strategies to mitigate supply chain
vulnerabilities: The case of garment industry of Bangladesh. Omega, 57, 5-21.
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.0mega.2015.05.016

Cristofaro, M., Abatecola, G., & Kask, J. (2024). Business network paradoxes: A literature
review and co-evolutionary perspective. Industrial Marketing Management, 120,
115-131. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.indmarman.2024.05.011

Cropanzano, R., & Mitchell, M. S. (2005). Social exchange theory: An interdisciplinary
review. Journal of Management, 31(6), 874-900. https://doi.org/10.1177/
0149206305279602

Das, T. K., & Teng, B. S. (2002). Alliance constellations: A social exchange perspective.
Academy of Management Review, 27(3), 445-456. https://doi.org/10.2307/4134389

Dyer, J., & Singh, H. (1998). The relational view: Cooperative strategy and sources of
interorganizational competitive advantage. Academy of Management Review, 23(4),
660-679.

Eisenhardt, K. (1989). Building theories from case study research. Academy of
Management Review, 14(4), 532-550.

Essig, M., & Amann, M. (2009). Supplier satisfaction: Conceptual basics and explorative
findings. Journal of Purchasing and Supply Management, 15(2), 103-113. https://doi.
org/10.1016/j.pursup.2009.01.001

Gadde, L.-E., & Snehota, I. (2019). What does it take to make the most of supplier
relationships? Industrial Marketing Management, 83, 185-193.

Ganguly, K. K., & Roy, S. (2021). Supplier Satisfaction in Buyer—Supplier Relationships:
Assessment from Supplier Perspective. Journal of Business-to-Business Marketing, 28
(3), 247-264.

Gioia, D. A., Corley, K. G., & Hamilton, A. L. (2012). Seeking qualitative rigor in
inductive research: Notes on the Gioia methodology. Organizational Research
Methods, 16(1), 15-31. https://doi.org/10.1177/1094428112452151

Glavee-Geo, R., Engelseth, P., & Buvik, A. (2022). Power Imbalance and the Dark Side of
the Captive Agri-food Supplier-Buyer Relationship. Journal of Business Ethics, 178(3),
609-628. https://doi.org/10.1007/s10551-021-04791-7

Grunig, L. A., Grunig, J. E., & Dozier, D. M. (2002). Excellent public relations and effective
organizations: A study of communication management in three countries. Lawrence
Erlbaum Associates.

Gu, J. (2024). Do more friends make your way smooth? Supply chain relationships,
moral disengagement, and innovation performance. Industrial Marketing
Management, 120, 49-61.

Industrial Marketing Management 125 (2025) 226-238

Halinen, A., & Tornroos, J.-A. (2005). Using case methods in the study of contemporary
business networks. Journal of Business Research, 58(9), 1285-1297. https://doi.org/
10.1016/j.jbusres.2004.02.001

Han, Z., Handfield, R. B., Huo, B., & Tian, Y. (2022). Effects of power use in
buyer-supplier relationships: The moderating role of communication. Industrial
Marketing Management, 102, 45-57. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.
indmarman.2022.01.001

Hausman, A., & Johnston, W. J. (2010). The impact of coercive and non-coercive forms
of influence on trust, commitment, and compliance in supply chains. Industrial
Marketing Management, 39(3), 519-526. https://doi.org/10.1016/].
indmarman.2009.05.007

Huang, Y., & Wilkinson, I. F. (2013). The dynamics and evolution of trust in business
relationships. Industrial Marketing Management, 42(3), 455-465. https://doi.org/
10.1016/j.indmarman.2013.02.016

Hudnurkar, M., & Ambekar, S. S. (2019). Framework for measurement of supplier
satisfaction. International Journal of Productivity and Performance Management, 68(8),
1475-1492. https://doi.org/10.1108/1JPPM-09-2018-0336

Hunt, S. D., & Davis, D. F. (2008). Grounding supply chain Management in Resource-
Advantage Theory*. Journal of Supply Chain Management, 44(1), 10-21. https://doi.
org/10.1111/j.1745-493X.2008.00042.x

Jaaskelainen, A., Korhonen, T., & Amiri, S. (2023). Social capital as a facilitator of
successful buyer-supplier performance management. Journal of Purchasing and Supply
Management, 29(2), Article 100804. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.pursup.2022.100804

Janssens, K., Gelderman, C. J., & Petersen, J. (2023). Critical incidents and supplier
satisfaction—Investigating tipping points in a seller’s market. Journal of Business &
Industrial Marketing, 38(13), 154-165. https://doi.org/10.1108/JBIM-07-2022-0296

Keiningham, T., Aksoy, L., Bruce, H. L., Cadet, F., Clennell, N., Hodgkinson, I. R., &
Kearney, T. (2020). Customer experience driven business model innovation. Journal
of Business Research, 116, 431-440. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jbusres.2019.08.003

Klaus, P., & Phil Maklan, S. (2013). Towards a better measure of customer experience.
International Journal of Market Research, 55(2), 227-246. https://doi.org/10.2501/
IJMR-2013-021

Kwon, L. G., & Suh, T. (2005). Trust, commitment and relationships in supply chain
management: A path analysis. Supply Chain Management: An International Journal, 10
(1), 26-33. https://doi.org/10.1108/13598540510578351

Lacoste, S., & Johnsen, R. E. (2015). Supplier-customer relationships: A case study of
power dynamics. Journal of Purchasing and Supply Management, 21(4), 229-240.
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.pursup.2014.12.006

Lee, Y. (2022). Dynamics of symmetrical communication within organizations: The
impacts of channel usage of CEO, managers, and peers. International Journal of
Business Communication, 59(1), 3-21. https://doi.org/10.1177/2329488418803661

Ma, J., & Ozer, M. (2024). Innovation outsourcing versus joint innovation in
collaboration with suppliers: A strategic relational-institutional perspective.
Industrial Marketing Management, 120, 78-89. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.
indmarman.2024.05.007

Magnani, G., & Gioia, D. (2023). Using the Gioia methodology in international business
and entrepreneurship research. International Business Review, 32(2), Article 102097.
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ibusrev.2022.102097

Makri, C., & Neely, A. (2021). Grounded theory: A guide for exploratory studies in
management research. International Journal of Qualitative Methods, 20. https://doi.
org/10.1177/16094069211013654, 160940692110136.

Maleki, H., Aghazadeh, H., Mahdiraji, H. A., Vrontis, D., & Mohammadi, E. (2023).
Disentangling sustainability and resiliency factors in buyer-supplier relationships: A
state-of-the-art review. Journal of Business Research, 164, Article 114037. https://doi.
org/10.1016/j.jbusres.2023.114037

McColl-Kennedy, J. R., Gustafsson, A., Jaakkola, E., Klaus, P., Radnor, Z. J., Perks, H., &
Friman, M. (2015). Fresh perspectives on customer experience. Journal of Services
Marketing, 29(6/7), 430-435. https://doi.org/10.1108/JSM-01-2015-0054

Morgan, R. M., & Hunt, S. D. (1994). The commitment-trust theory of relationship
marketing. Journal of Marketing, 58, 20-38.

Murphy, M., & Sashi, C. M. (2018). Communication, interactivity, and satisfaction in B2B
relationships. Industrial Marketing Management, 68, 1-12. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.
indmarman.2017.08.020

Nollet, J., Rebolledo, C., & Popel, V. (2012). Becoming a preferred customer one step at a
time. Industrial Marketing Management, 41(8), 1186-1193. https://doi.org/10.1016/
j.indmarman.2012.10.003

Obal, M., & Lancioni, R. A. (2013). Maximizing buyer-supplier relationships in the digital
era: Concept and research agenda. Industrial Marketing Management, 42(6), 851-854.
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.indmarman.2013.06.002

Owalla, B., Gherhes, C., Vorley, T., & Brooks, C. (2022). Mapping SME productivity
research: A systematic review of empirical evidence and future research agenda.
Small Business Economics, 58(3), 1285-1307. https://doi.org/10.1007/s11187-021-
00450-3

Patrucco, A. S., Luzzini, D., Moretto, A., & Ronchi, S. (2019). Attraction in
buyer—supplier relationships: Improving supply network performance through
purchasing recognition and proficient collaboration initiatives. Business Process
Management Journal, 25(2), 347-367. https://doi.org/10.1108/BPMJ-06-2017-0137

Piechota, S., Glas, A. H., & Essig, M. (2021). Questioning the relevance of supplier
satisfaction for preferred customer treatment: Antecedent effects of comparative
alternatives and multi-dimensionality. Journal of Purchasing and Supply Management,
27(1), Article 100672. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.pursup.2021.100672

Prajogo, D., Cooper, B., Donohue, R., & Nair, A. (2024). The effect of Customers’
unethical practices on Suppliers’ intention to continue their relationships. Journal of
Business Ethics. https://doi.org/10.1007/510551-024-05742-8

Puccinelli, N. M., Goodstein, R. C., Grewal, D., Price, R., Raghubir, P., & Stewart, D.
(2009). Customer experience Management in Retailing: Understanding the buying


https://doi.org/10.1002/smj.267
https://doi.org/10.1002/smj.267
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.indmarman.2023.08.016
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.indmarman.2023.08.016
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11747-019-00718-x
https://doi.org/10.1108/IJOPM-07-2012-0263
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0019-8501(25)00010-0/rf0025
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0019-8501(25)00010-0/rf0025
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0019-8501(25)00010-0/rf0025
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0019-8501(25)00010-0/rf0030
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.indmarman.2023.07.005
https://doi.org/10.1108/IJPDLM-04-2022-0127
https://doi.org/10.1108/IJPDLM-04-2022-0127
https://doi.org/10.1108/SCM-09-2018-0332
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.omega.2015.05.016
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.indmarman.2024.05.011
https://doi.org/10.1177/0149206305279602
https://doi.org/10.1177/0149206305279602
https://doi.org/10.2307/4134389
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0019-8501(25)00010-0/rf0070
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0019-8501(25)00010-0/rf0070
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0019-8501(25)00010-0/rf0070
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0019-8501(25)00010-0/rf0075
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0019-8501(25)00010-0/rf0075
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.pursup.2009.01.001
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.pursup.2009.01.001
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0019-8501(25)00010-0/rf0085
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0019-8501(25)00010-0/rf0085
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0019-8501(25)00010-0/rf0090
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0019-8501(25)00010-0/rf0090
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0019-8501(25)00010-0/rf0090
https://doi.org/10.1177/1094428112452151
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10551-021-04791-7
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0019-8501(25)00010-0/rf0105
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0019-8501(25)00010-0/rf0105
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0019-8501(25)00010-0/rf0105
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0019-8501(25)00010-0/rf0110
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0019-8501(25)00010-0/rf0110
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0019-8501(25)00010-0/rf0110
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jbusres.2004.02.001
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jbusres.2004.02.001
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.indmarman.2022.01.001
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.indmarman.2022.01.001
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.indmarman.2009.05.007
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.indmarman.2009.05.007
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.indmarman.2013.02.016
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.indmarman.2013.02.016
https://doi.org/10.1108/IJPPM-09-2018-0336
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1745-493X.2008.00042.x
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1745-493X.2008.00042.x
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.pursup.2022.100804
https://doi.org/10.1108/JBIM-07-2022-0296
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jbusres.2019.08.003
https://doi.org/10.2501/IJMR-2013-021
https://doi.org/10.2501/IJMR-2013-021
https://doi.org/10.1108/13598540510578351
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.pursup.2014.12.006
https://doi.org/10.1177/2329488418803661
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.indmarman.2024.05.007
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.indmarman.2024.05.007
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ibusrev.2022.102097
https://doi.org/10.1177/16094069211013654
https://doi.org/10.1177/16094069211013654
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jbusres.2023.114037
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jbusres.2023.114037
https://doi.org/10.1108/JSM-01-2015-0054
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0019-8501(25)00010-0/rf0210
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0019-8501(25)00010-0/rf0210
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.indmarman.2017.08.020
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.indmarman.2017.08.020
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.indmarman.2012.10.003
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.indmarman.2012.10.003
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.indmarman.2013.06.002
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11187-021-00450-3
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11187-021-00450-3
https://doi.org/10.1108/BPMJ-06-2017-0137
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.pursup.2021.100672
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10551-024-05742-8

A. Rajala et al.

process. Journal of Retailing, 85(1), 15-30. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.
jretai.2008.11.003

Pulles, N. J., Schiele, H., Veldman, J., & Hiittinger, L. (2016). The impact of customer
attractiveness and supplier satisfaction on becoming a preferred customer. Industrial
Marketing Management, 54, 129-140. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.
indmarman.2015.06.004

Rashid, Y., Rashid, A., Warraich, M. A., Sabir, S. S., & Waseem, A. (2019). Case study
method: A step-by-step guide for business researchers. International Journal of
Qualitative Methods, 18, 1-13. https://doi.org/10.1177/1609406919862424

Roy, S. S. S., & Bhatia, S. (2019). Service quality versus service experience: An empirical
examination of the consequential effects in B2B services. Industrial Marketing
Management, 82, 52-69. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.indmarman.2019.02.017

Schiele, H. (2022). Preferred customer theory: Benefiting from preferential treatment
from suppliers through measures on buyer attractiveness and supplier satisfaction. In
Handbook of theories for purchasing, supply chain and management research (pp.
515-530). Edward Elgar Publishing.

Schiele, H., Calvi, R., & Gibbert, M. (2012). Customer attractiveness, supplier satisfaction
and preferred customer status: Introduction, definitions and an overarching
framework. Industrial Marketing Management, 41(8), 1178-1185. https://doi.org/
10.1016/j.indmarman.2012.10.002

Schmelzle, U., & Mukandwal, P. S. (2023). The impact of supply chain relationship
configurations on supplier performance: Investigating buyer—supplier relations in
the aerospace industry. The International Journal of Logistics Management, 34(5),
1301-1321. https://doi.org/10.1108/1JLM-12-2020-0465

Srivastava, M., & Kaul, D. (2014). Social interaction, convenience and customer
satisfaction: The mediating effect of customer experience. Journal of Retailing and
Consumer Services, 21(6), 1028-1037. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.
jretconser.2014.04.007

Thakur, R. (2019). The moderating role of customer engagement experiences in customer
satisfaction-loyalty relationship. European Journal of Marketing, 53(7), 1278-1310.
https://doi.org/10.1108/EJM-11-2017-0895

Verhoef, P. C., Lemon, K. N., Parasuraman, A., Roggeveen, A., Tsiros, M., &
Schlesinger, L. A. (2009). Customer experience creation: Determinants, dynamics
and management strategies. Journal of Retailing, 85(1), 31-41. https://doi.org/
10.1016/j.jretai.2008.11.001

Vesalainen, J., Rajala, A., & Wincent, J. (2020). Purchasers as boundary spanners:
Mapping purchasing agents’ persuasive orientations. Industrial Marketing
Management, 84(October 2018), 224-236. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.
indmarman.2019.07.007

Vos, F. G. S., Schiele, H., & Hiittinger, L. (2016). Supplier satisfaction: Explanation and
out-of-sample prediction. Journal of Business Research, 69(10), 4613-4623. https://
doi.org/10.1016/j.jbusres.2016.04.013

238

Industrial Marketing Management 125 (2025) 226-238

Wallenburg, C. M., & Handfield, R. (2022). Social exchange theory. In Handbook of
theories for purchasing, supply chain aadn management research (pp. 267-282). Edward
Elgar Publishing.

Wang, Y., Liang, H., Sun, S., & Xue, Y. (2024). How distance influences contractual
governance in buyer-seller relationships. Industrial Marketing Management, 116,
1-11. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.indmarman.2023.09.004

Weller, S. B. M., Pulles, N. J., & Zunk, B. M. (2021). The micro-processes of supplier
satisfaction: A longitudinal multiple case study. Journal of Purchasing and Supply
Management, 27(4), Article 100711. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.pursup.2021.100711

Wieland, A., & Wallenburg, C. M. (2013). The influence of relational competencies on
supply chain resilience: A relational view. International Journal of Physical Distribution
and Logistics Management, 43(4), 300-320. https://doi.org/10.1108/1JPDLM-08-
2012-0243

Witell, L., Kowalkowski, C., Perks, H., Raddats, C., Schwabe, M., Benedettini, O., &
Burton, J. (2020). Characterizing customer experience management in business
markets. Journal of Business Research, 116, 420-430. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.
jbusres.2019.08.050

Yang, Q., Li, S., Cui, H., & Qiao, J. (2023). How does supplier relationship management
affect supplier innovation contribution? Interorganizational learning and social
exchange theory integrated perspectives. Industrial Marketing Management, 114,
165-180. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.indmarman.2023.08.003

Yang, Z., Zhang, H., & Xie, E. (2017). Performance feedback and supplier selection: A
perspective from the behavioral theory of the firm. Industrial Marketing Management,
63, 105-115. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.indmarman.2016.12.003

Yin, R. K. (1989). Case study research: Design and methods. Sage Publications.

Yu, W., Chavez, R., Jacobs, M. A., & Feng, M. (2018). Data-driven supply chain
capabilities and performance: A resource-based view. Transportation Research Part E:
Logistics and Transportation Review, 114, 371-385. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.
tre.2017.04.002

Zhang, Q., Pan, J., Xu, D., & Feng, T. (2020). Balancing coercive and non-coercive
powers to enhance green supplier integration: Do relationship commitment and
closeness matter? Supply Chain Management: An International Journal, 25(6),
637-653. https://doi.org/10.1108/SCM-03-2019-0140

Zimmermann, R., Soares, A., & Roca, J. B. (2024). The moderator effect of balance of
power on the relationships between the adoption of digital technologies in supply
chain management processes and innovation performance in SMEs. Industrial
Marketing Management, 118, 44-55. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.
indmarman.2024.02.004

Zolkiewski, J., Story, V., Burton, J., Chan, P., Gomes, A., Hunter-Jones, P., ...
Robinson, W. (2017). Strategic B2B customer experience management: The
importance of outcomes-based measures. Journal of Services Marketing, 31(2),
172-184. https://doi.org/10.1108/JSM-10-2016-0350


https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jretai.2008.11.003
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jretai.2008.11.003
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.indmarman.2015.06.004
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.indmarman.2015.06.004
https://doi.org/10.1177/1609406919862424
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.indmarman.2019.02.017
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0019-8501(25)00010-0/rf0275
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0019-8501(25)00010-0/rf0275
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0019-8501(25)00010-0/rf0275
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0019-8501(25)00010-0/rf0275
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.indmarman.2012.10.002
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.indmarman.2012.10.002
https://doi.org/10.1108/IJLM-12-2020-0465
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jretconser.2014.04.007
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jretconser.2014.04.007
https://doi.org/10.1108/EJM-11-2017-0895
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jretai.2008.11.001
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jretai.2008.11.001
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.indmarman.2019.07.007
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.indmarman.2019.07.007
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jbusres.2016.04.013
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jbusres.2016.04.013
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0019-8501(25)00010-0/rf0320
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0019-8501(25)00010-0/rf0320
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0019-8501(25)00010-0/rf0320
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.indmarman.2023.09.004
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.pursup.2021.100711
https://doi.org/10.1108/IJPDLM-08-2012-0243
https://doi.org/10.1108/IJPDLM-08-2012-0243
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jbusres.2019.08.050
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jbusres.2019.08.050
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.indmarman.2023.08.003
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.indmarman.2016.12.003
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0019-8501(25)00010-0/rf0355
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.tre.2017.04.002
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.tre.2017.04.002
https://doi.org/10.1108/SCM-03-2019-0140
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.indmarman.2024.02.004
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.indmarman.2024.02.004
https://doi.org/10.1108/JSM-10-2016-0350

	Supplier experience as antecedent to supplier satisfaction - An explorative study of SMEs
	1 Introduction
	2 Theoretical background
	2.1 Social exchange, supplier satisfaction, and preferred customer theory
	2.2 The customer and supplier experience

	3 Methodology
	4 Findings
	4.1 Communication
	4.2 Relational practices
	4.3 The use of power
	4.4 The use of digital technology

	5 Discussion
	5.1 Theoretical implications
	5.2 Managerial implications
	5.3 Limitations and future research

	CRediT authorship contribution statement
	Declaration of competing interest
	Acknowledgement
	Data availability
	References


