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Abstract

Purpose –This study examines what is the significance of the features of inter-organizational relationships in
consecutive phases of the relationship life cycle.
Design/methodology/approach – Qu antitative, large-scale surveying was run on 786 software developers
operating in Poland. The research hypothesis regarding the systematic increase of relational features
(i.e. commitment, communication, (lack of) conflict, cooperation, intensity, investments, longevity,
multidimensionality of bonds, trust, and velocity) across the particular relationship life cycle phase le
(i.e. initial, development, maintenance, dormant/end, and reactivation) was verified using ANOVA and post-
hoc tests.
Findings –The results show that themajority of considered features of inter-organizational relationships non-
significantly but progressively strengthen from the initial phase, through the development phase, to the
maintenance phase, then significantly weaken in the dormant/end phase and strengthen again in the
reactivation phase. Interestingly, velocity–as the only examined feature–significantly increases in dormant/
end and then decreases if the relationship is reactivated.
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Originality/value – Prior studies were focusing on single feature, this one offers a holistic view considering
ten relational facets. Moreover, this is one of the few research studies exploring the changes of relational
features adopting the life cycle perspective.

Keywords IOR, Relationship development, Relationship evolution, Relational attributes

Paper type Research paper

Introduction
Modern organizations are more prone to gain from a relational advantage (Dyer and Singh,
1998) based on cooperation (Baraldi and Ratajczak-Mrozek, 2019) and/or coopetition
(Jakobsen, 2020; Ricciardi et al., 2022) being recently seen as essential, “to thrive and generate
desired outcomes” in relationships (Czakon et al., 2020, p. 6). Indeed, the turn into intensive
exploitation of inter-organizational relationships (IOR) - through which cooperation/
coopetition is utilized - “can be one of the fundamental changes in the modern business
management” (Ardakani et al., 2018, p. 852).

Inter-organizational relationships are dynamic (Ford, 1980; Hansen et al., 2013) and their
dynamics still is one of the most important areas in management studies (Yaqub, 2017;
Ardakani et al., 2018). The dynamic view on IOR can be thought of in two ways.

First, the changes of IOR life cycle phases through which IOR develop over time (Kusari
et al., 2013; Hastings et al., 2016). Second, the changes in IOR features over time (Lee and
Johnsen, 2012; Ryan et al., 2012; Lunardo et al., 2018).

The recognition of changes in both IOR development path and IOR features seems to be
important as those evolutions influence relational outcomes (Palmatier et al., 2013).

IOR are characterized by specific features (Jap and Anderson, 2007; Ming-Huei and Wen-
Chiung, 2011; Gelei and Dobos, 2014). The consideration of relational attributes is claimed as
relevant due to their role for cooperating partners. Some of the relationship attributes
(e.g. commitment, cooperation, trust) are seen as contributing to effective relational exchange
(Kusari et al., 2013). In the samevein, some of IOR features (i.e. trust, commitment, andproximity)
underlaying inter-organizational networks leverage organizational learning and thus, firm
performance as well (Klein et al., 2020). Moreover, as suggested by Holm et al. (1999) those
changes in the features of IOR impact the relationship performance - “the empirical and valid
findings show that through development of relationship (through increasing connectiveness,
commitment, dependence) the new value, namely the value of relationships is created” (Holm et al.,
1999, p. 479). Indeed, it has been shown that different features of IOR in different phases of
relation life-cycle can impact firm performance (Fynes et al., 2005; Esposito and Passaro, 2009).

In this regard, further exploration of IOR features is needed (Jap and Anderson, 2007;
Lussier and Hall, 2018; Fayezi and Ghaderi, 2022; Sachpazidu et al., 2022). In particular, it is
important to identify how IOR features’ significance changes as little research so far have
examined their dynamics by linking them to the phases of relationship development (Lee and
Johnsen, 2012). Next to the changes in IOR features, the literature points at the need for a better
understanding of the specificity of phases of IOR development (Holmlund, 2004; Jap and
Ganesan, 2000). Pragmatically, exploration of IOR features seems to be relevant as besides their
positive effects on firm performance (Fynes et al., 2005), some of them can be seen as essential
for cooperation establishment and its long-term maintenance (Zineldin, 2002).

So far only few features have been investigated in the context of the changes across the
phases of the IOR life cycle. For instance, Gelei and Dobos (2014) explored investments,
Kursari et al. (2013) investigated trust, whereas Lee and Johnsen (2012) recognized eight
attributes of relationships asymmetry. Interestingly not only the phases of IOR life cycle may
differentiate the levels of IOR features. For instance, the differences in relationship attributes
(e.g. trust, investments, relational norms, interdependence) may result from the type of
relationship as claimed by Lambe et al. (2000).
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Although IOR features are suggested to be changeable along the IOR development path
(Palmatier et al., 2013) a lot of features have not been empirically investigated from this
specific perspective. Thereby, in this paper, we explored the significance of changes of IOR
features in the subsequent phases of IOR life cycle. In our quantitative, large-sample study
(n5 786) we investigate ten IOR features (i.e. commitment, communication, (lack of) conflict,
cooperation, intensity, investments, longevity, multidimensionality of bonds, trust, and
velocity), their levels in five typical phases of IOR life cycle (i.e. initial, development,
maintenance, dormant/end, and reactivation), as well as the significance of changes in
features’ levels between the successive phases.

As a research context, we have chosen Polish software developers as operating in an
environment enabling the exploitation of dynamic relationships. The research focuses on
software developers as firms operating inside are characterized as highly technological
knowledge-based, and service-intensive (Coviello and Munro, 1997). The firms with such
technological souls face many transactional choices along various value chain stages
(Jacobides and Billinger, 2006) and have to immediately adjust to the hyper-competitive
challenges (Le Roy et al., 2022). All of the above makes software developers willing (or even
pushed) to exploit external relationships intensively (Coviello and Munro, 1997; Le Roy et al.,
2022). Indeed, a highly competitive industry (Pellegrin-Boucher et al., 2013; Klimas and
Czakon, 2022; Le Roy et al., 2022) with a high-efficiency level (Guzm�an et al., 2010), software
represents a fertile ground for the research focused on dynamics of relationship development.

Supportively to prior conceptual assumptions (Fynes et al., 2005; Ferreira et al., 2017) as
the main contribution our study provides evidence for changeable (e.g. fluctuating velocity;
parabolic investments; temporary linear longevity) and non-linear (e.g. shape of the inverted
“U” identified for investments or continuously fluctuations of velocity) configuration of IOR
features across the phases of the relationship life cycle. Our study shows that there is a quite
typical path for developing IOR in terms of the configuration of their features (8 out of 10
features gains in significance from initial, through development and maintenance phases,
then decrease in dormancy/end and increase again if IOR is reactivated – not applicable for
investments and velocity). In this view, we fit into the stream of configurational approaches in
the study of inter-organizational relationships (e.g. Ricciardi et al., 2022).

Theoretical background
Phases of IOR development
The foundation of our considerations is the life-cycle theory, one of the strong theories
explaining the process of organizational change and development from its initiation to its
termination (Van de Ven and Poole, 1995). By pointing to the sequences of events that unfold
in these changes, the life cycle becomes helpful in mapping the changes appearing on the
organization’s development path. In a broader context, it refers to the changes faced by
organizations, products, ventures, and also relationships (Ring and Van de Ven, 1994).

The relationship life-cycle (RLC) examines relationships changes over time (Jap and
Anderson, 2007; Palmatier et al., 2013; Yaqub, 2017). The phases of RLC are used to describe a
relationship’s evolution through differences in behaviors, orientations, and inter-organizational
processes (Dwyer et al., 1987).

RLC is acknowledged as a process (Ring and Van de Ven, 1994) but in the literature this
process of IOR development is explained using “states”, “stages” or “mixed” approaches
(Batonda and Perry, 2003). In general, while some authors suggest a sequential process of IOR
development (Dwyer et al., 1987; Holm et al., 1999; Fynes et al., 2005; Goldring, 2010; Mangus
and Ruvio, 2019), others claim their nonlinear and situational development (e.g. Palmatier
et al., 2013; Yaqub, 2017; Ferreira et al., 2017; Kam and Lai, 2018) suggesting even a cyclical
trajectory of relationship development (Ring and Van de Ven, 1994). Regardless of the
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approach, the development path is considered as differentiated in terms of the intensity of
IOR features (Jap and Ganesan, 2000; Jap and Anderson, 2007; Kusari et al., 2013; Palmatier
et al., 2013; Plewa et al., 2013; Gelei and Dobos, 2014; Kam and Lai, 2018).

In the literature, there is no commonly adopted model of the IOR life cycle. Nonetheless, as
shown in Table 1, most of the applied models are built on seminal studies (e.g. Ford, 1980;
Dwyer et al., 1987; Ring and Van de Ven, 1994) and can be summed up in a five-phase
approach covering the following phases (Klimas et al., in press): initial, development,
maintenance, dormant/end, and reactivation.

First, there is an initial phase. At this phase, mutual goals and objectives are determined
(Hastings et al., 2016). However, as Meng (2010) highlights, in the initial phase partners are
focused only on pursuing their objectives, thus trust and commitment are very low (Lau and
Goh, 2005). In the literature initial phase is also labelled as initiating (Duanmu and Fai, 2007),
matching (Ferreira et al., 2017), assessment (Davis and Love, 2011), exploratory (Lee and
Johnsen, 2012), or early development (Lau and Goh, 2005).

The next phase is relationship development (Batonda and Perry, 2003; Lee and Johnsen,
2012) or growth (Abosag and Lee, 2013). This phase refers to intensive cooperation,
communication, information sharing, mutual commitment and investments (Ferreira et al.,
2017). During this phase, the partners still focus on their objectives, but they understand that
a partial win is vital for all sides of cooperation (Meng, 2010).

After the development, there is the maintenance phase (Batonda and Perry, 2003). The
maintenance phase reflects a strong relationship (Abosag and Lee, 2013) with ongoing
adjustments and integrations resulting in increasing mutual commitment (Batonda and
Perry, 2003). For some scholars, this is the last phase of RLC (e.g. Plewa et al., 2013) reflecting

RLC
origin Ford (1980) Dwyer et al. (1987)

Ring and Van de Ven
(1994)

Field Marketing, B2B (institutional
buyer-seller)

Relational marketing, B2C
(buyer-seller)

Management, IOR (wide
scope of organizations)

Phases Pre-relationship stage Awareness Emergence
Early stage Exploration Evolution
Development stage Expansion Dissolution
Long term stage Commitment Renewal
Final/rupture stage Dissolution

Adoption Heffernan and Poole (2004),
Hastings et al. (2016)

Mangus and Ruvio (2019),
Restuccia and Legoux (2019) (lack
of awareness)

Batonda and Perry (2003),
Baptista (2013), Kam, Lai
(2018)
Panda and Dash (2016)
(only emergence and
evolution phases)

Theng Lau and Goh (2005),
Woo and Leelapanyalert (2014)
(lack of final phase)
Ming-Huei and Wen-Chiung
(2011) (lack of pre-relationship
and final stage)

Fynes et al., (2005) (lack of
dissolution)
Sweeney and Webb (2007),
Hansen et al., (2013), Akrout
(2014) (lack of awareness and
dissolution)
Plewa et al. (2013) (dissolution
changed into latent phase)

Goldring (2010), Abosag, Lee (2013), Mandj�ak et al. (2015)
Lee and Johnsen, 2012 (lack of pre-relationship stage/awareness and
final/dissolution phases); Ferreira et al. (2017) (lack of final/dissolution
phase)

Note(s): Italics: Some scholars consider a pre-relationship phase (e.g. Abosag and Lee, 2013; Plewa et al., 2013)
as an inherent RLC phase but in this phase IOR formally do not exist. Given the perspective of IOR features,
even though before IOR is established there can be exchanged some social (Hasting et al., 2016) or even
economic factors (Batonda and Perry, 2003), there is no commitment (Batonda and Perry, 2003) or
trustworthiness (Abosag and Lee, 2013) and relationship formally does not exist

Table 1.
Changes of IOR from

the perspective of their
life cycle

Changes of
relationship

features over
time
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stable cooperation (Lau and Goh, 2005) and providing partners with the highest co-created
value (Meng, 2010; Lee and Johnsen, 2012). Given the specificity of actors’ behaviours this
phase is labelled also as enduring (Davis and Love, 2011), stable (Lee and Johnsen, 2012),
maturity (Meng, 2010; Restuccia and Legoux, 2019), or long-term phase (Lau and Goh, 2005;
Abosag and Lee, 2013).

The next phase is a decline (Meng, 2010; Restuccia and Legoux, 2019), dissolution (Abosag
and Lee, 2013; Ring and Van de Ven, 1994) or in other words termination phase (Batonda and
Perry, 2003). In this phase the exchange between partners may be minimized or even ended
due to, e.g. contract termination (Batonda and Perry, 2003), change of key people who care
about the relationship (insufficient level of trust) (Polonsky et al., 2010), or appearance of
dissatisfaction with the relationship (Duanmu and Fai, 2007). Following Ford (1980), IOR can
be broken or regressed at any point of the development path, however, usually it happens
after the maturity phase (Dwyer et al., 1987) or as claimed by Plewa et al. (2013) it never
happens as the relationship goes into the dormancy phase. Therefore, depending on the
situation the fourth phase can take the form of dormancy or ending. Interestingly, the newer
models (e.g. Duanmu and Fai, 2007; Meng, 2010; Davis and Love, 2011; De Almeida Moraes
et al., 2017) do not assume the total ending of the relationships.

Before the final termination when cooperation truly breaks down, the relationship may
enter the reactivation phase (Batonda and Perry, 2003). The relationship re-born refers to the
renewal of its exploitation under the same or new contract, agreement, or project. It depends
on the relationship’s experience and history (Sivadas et al., 2012; Akrout, 2014; Mandj�ak et al.,
2015; Gaczek et al., 2018). Nonetheless, even though reactivation is typical for IOR which are
already in a dormancy phase, there is evidence that the relationship cycle may be renewed at
any stage of the RLC (Yaqub, 2017).

Features of IOR
Existing literature provides varied frameworks of IOR features (e.g. Dwyer et al., 1987; Young
and Wilkinson, 1998; Jap and Anderson, 2007; Johnsen and Ford, 2008; Polonsky et al., 2010;
Lee and Johnsen, 2012; Palmatier et al., 2013; Johnsen and Lacoste, 2016; Hastings et al., 2016;
Zaefarian et al., 2017). Nonetheless, so far most of the authors have focused only on two
attributes, trust and commitment (Dwyer et al., 1987; Palmatier et al., 2006; Standifer et al.,
2010; Wang, 2012; Zaefarian et al., 2017) while leaving other features behind even though the
holistic approach is needed (Johnsen and Ford, 2008).

In the literature, IOR features can be divided into two types - first- and second-order features
(Holm et al., 1999; Jap and Ganesan, 2000; Palmatier et al., 2013). The first-order ones are
understood as a higher-order constructs (e.g. Kumar et al., 1995; Henning-Thurau, 2000; Lang
and Colgate, 2003) reflecting a combination of multiple lower-order (i.e. second-order) features
(Dwyer et al., 1987; Crosby et al., 1990; Dorsch et al., 1998; Hennig-Thurau, 2001; Kumar et al.,
1995; Palmatier, 2008). At the same time, the second-order ones are acknowledged as directly
depending on the partner’s behaviours and actions undertaken under the relationship. This
paper focuses on the following second-order features: commitment, communication, (lack of)
conflict, cooperation, intensity, investments, longevity,multidimensionality of bonds, trust, and
velocity. The reasoning behind such focus is twofold.

First, so far the first-order features have attracted greater attention in empirical
investigations (e.g. quality–Athanasopoulou, 2009 Akrout, 2014; Varotto and Parente, 2016;
dynamics –Alajoutsij€arvi et al., 1999; Palmatier et al., 2013; Mathur and Kumar, 2013; Johnsen
and Ford, 2008; Lee and Johnsen, 2012; strength –Hausman, 2001;�Akerlund, 2005; Drogendijk
and Andersson, 2013) thus we the focus on the second-order ones as much more needed.

Second, in contrast to the first-order features, although the second-order ones are
frequently mentioned in the literature, they have not been analyzed in detail in terms of their
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changes across IOR life cycle (Holmlund, 2004; Johnsen and Ford, 2008; Gelei and Dobos,
2014; besides trust and investments–Jap and Anderson, 2007; Kusari et al., 2013).

The first feature – commitment–manifests in the active participation of IOR partners in
sustaining the relationship, who are willing to make short-term sacrifices to achieve shared
goals and long-term outcomes, with a commitment to maintain a valuable relationship
(Wilson, 1995; Jap and Ganesan, 2000; Wang, 2012; Zaefarian et al., 2017; Klein et al., 2020).
There are claims that commitment appears in the later phases of the IOR life cycle (Fynes
et al., 2005) but others assume it is necessary across the entire IOR development (Wang, 2012;
Palmatier et al., 2013). Commitment can change during the relationship (Baraldi and
Ratajczak-Mrozek, 2019), that is, it can increase or decrease (Havila andWilkinson, 2002) and
is usually growing over the evolution of the relationship (Hastings et al., 2016).

The next feature is communication, which in the context of IOR is the formal or informal
information exchange between partners (Harwood, 2006). It is shown as relevant for the
establishment and has high credibility in building and maintaining the relationship (Fynes
et al., 2005; Standifer et al., 2010). Communication within a relationship is determined by the
quality of communication, the form in which information is shared, the extent to which
partners are committed to the goals of the relationship, the existence of many different forms
of communication, both direct and indirect and involvement of relationship partners in
communication processes (Palmatier et al., 2006; Kam and Lai, 2018). Communication is
shown as critical for relationship formation (Harwood, 2006) and crucial in the search and
trial phase of IOR (Fynes et al., 2005).

Next, there is the lack of conflict, which in the case of coopetitive relationships (i.e. linking
cooperating competitors) takes rather the form of conflict (Jakobsen, 2020). The inter-
organizational relationships are established to reach shared goals, but it does not mean that not
shared goals are abandoned. In practice, the extent of overlaps of the actors’ – sometimes
competing – interests results in tensions between the partners (Fernandez et al., 2014). Those
tensions lead to conflicts (Rajala and Tidstr€om, 2021), considered as the differences between
partners’ perceptions of the relationship, targeted and shared goals, but also real or perceived
engagement in achieving them (Ratajczak-Mrozek et al., 2019). The conflictmay arise overminor
as well as major issues (Johnsen and Ford, 2008; Lee and Johnsen, 2012) and can be mitigated
through partners’ engagement in planning the relationship goals (Fynes et al., 2005).
Interestingly, conflict increases together with the commitment to the relationship (Meng,
2010). Usually, conflict(s) occurs as the collaboration partners come closer and the relationship
stabilizes in the development process (Johnsen and Lacoste, 2016). Especially, the conflict may
grow in long-lasting relationships, where disagreements and expectations of relationship
partners change over time. The emergence of conflict at this stage of the relationship most often
results in the postponement of rethinking the terms of the relationship, renegotiating agreements,
or signing new documents that resolve contentious issues (Ring and Van de Ven, 1994).

IOR are characterized also by cooperation, which consists of the joint partners’ efforts
aimed to achieve the common goals and obtain the expected results (Johnsen and Ford, 2008,
p. 473; Palmatier et al., 2006). Indeed, cooperation as a facet of IOR means real
implementations, actions, or behaviours of actors engaged in the relationship and focused
on the transposition of the shared goals into business reality. Operationally, cooperation is
understood as a level of those joint activities undertaken for achieving shared goals in terms
of their intensity, value, and extent of working together. It is indicated that cooperation under
a given IOR is changeable over time - “cooperation may evolve within a relationship over time”
(Johnsen and Ford, 2008, p. 473; Lee and Johnsen, 2012, p. 694). Interestingly, the cooperation
between partners may even occur in the dormancy phase, when the formal relationship is
latent but the cooperation between partners, especially personal engagement in it exists as
partners are willing to keep the relationship for future engagement (Plewa et al., 2013).
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Then, relationship intensity refers to the level, density, and frequency of contact of the
engaged individuals in the relationship but also the value of the resource flows between the
organizational actors (Rosson and Ford, 1982; Johnsen and Ford, 2008; Lee and Johnsen,
2012). Intensity seems to be linked with other IOR features as it manifests itself in the
commitment of the relationship partners’ employees, extensive communication, and
maintenance of collaborative efforts to develop the relationship (Denize and Young, 2007;
Abosag and Lee, 2013). Intensity evolves over time in the relationship (Holm et al., 1999).

The next considered feature there is investments, which refers to the partners’ (usually
idiosyncratic, relation-specific) investments of physical, financial, and time resources directed
at developing strong relations (Morgan and Hunt, 1994; Mathur and Kumar, 2013) considered
as successful in reaching the goals of the relationship (Holm et al., 1999; Jap and Anderson,
2007; Kusari et al., 2013; Kam and Lai, 2018). Relationship investments are particularly
important in the process of strengthening (Mathur and Kumar, 2013) and consolidating
relationships and affect the coordination of relationships (Jap and Ganesan, 2000).
Interestingly, under investments there are also covered the past flows, thus they are seen
not only as a present but rather as all of the investments accumulated under the IOR from its
early beginning (Gelei and Dobos, 2014).

Longevity, also labelled as temporality (Ming-Huei and Wen-Chiung, 2011) or duration
(Lussier and Hall, 2018), is understood as the preservation, persistence of relationships, which
to some extent reflects relationship stability (Wang, 2012). According to the relationship life
cycle, the longer relationship is, the more profit to the relationship it gives (Woo and
Leelapanyalert, 2014). Nonetheless, although time dependent length of the relationship
positively influences relationship effectiveness (Mathur and Kumar, 2013) if the relationship
is maintained too long it may result in the “locking in” effect (Yaqub, 2017).

Next, there is multidimensionality of bonds reflecting the very complex (Holmlund, 2004)
and multidimensional (Mangus and Ruvio, 2019) nature of IOR determined by the number of
different types of ties (bonds, interactions, exchanges) between partners. Those varied ties
that can occur between relationship partners are usually economic, technical, legal,
administrative, social, emotional, organizational, psychological, temporal, informational and
others (Arantola, 2002; Wang et al., 2016; Kam and Lai, 2018). The multidimensionality of
bonds can be seen as amanifestation of inter-organizational proximity (Klein et al., 2020). The
multidimensionality of bonds evolves between relationship partners as they become more
involved and committed to the relationship over time (Havila and Wilkinson, 2002).

Trust in a relationship refers to the partners’ sense of belief and confidence in the honesty
and intentions of the other partners in the relationship characterized by the relationship
partners’ perception of the partners’ intentions and willingness to accept the partners’
weaknesses and sincere belief in the success of the joint action (Jap and Anderson, 2007; Lee
and Johnsen, 2012; Abosag and Lee, 2013; Kam and Lai, 2018; Klein et al., 2020; Lewicka and
Zakrzewska-Bielawska, 2020). Trust changes over time (Baraldi and Ratajczak-Mrozek, 2019;
Kostis and N€asholm, 2020), hence it is especially important in the establishing phase, when
the relationship is starts but is not indispensable to develop a relationship (Gaczek et al., 2018).

Last but not least, velocity refers to the rate and directions of (planned and unplanned)
changes of the relationships in time (Fynes et al., 2005; Denize and Young, 2007; Palmatier et al.,
2013). Velocity allows to capture changes in the trajectory of the relationship, importantly it refers
not only to the changes per se (as it is in the case of relationship stability – Palmatier et al., 2013;
Forkmann et al., 2016) but also to their level anddirection– themagnitude of changes is important
–Harmeling et al. (2015). A high velocitymay result in a transition from one relationship phase to
another and also in a change of phase over time (Palmer, 2007; Harmeling et al., 2015) as
relationships trust sometimes fails and sometimes is regained (Zerbini and Castaldo, 2007).

Summing up, IOR exhibit a wide range of features. Those features change over time
(Palmatier et al., 2013; Gelei and Dobos, 2014; Hastings et al., 2016; Lunardo et al., 2018) and thus
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reach different levels in particular phases of IOR development (Lee and Johnsen, 2012; Kusari
et al., 2013; Plewa et al., 2013; Kam and Lai, 2018). Nonetheless, the existing literature is not
consistent regarding the trajectory of the changes of particular relational attributes – Table 2.

Methodological design
This study aims to examine what is the significance of the features of inter-organizational
relationships in consecutive phases of the relationship life cycle.

It should be added that the changes are considered in terms of the levels of significance of
particular features for IOR exploitation (e.g. Jap andAnderson, 2007; Johnsen and Ford, 2008).
Given that the hypothesis is: IOR features increase in the subsequent phases of IOR life cycle.

Given IOR are acknowledged as context-dependent (Kursari et al., 2013) our large-scale
surveying was run in one specific national and industry context, namely software developers
in Poland. The study was carried out in February 2020 and was based on mixed data
collection techniques (i.e. CATI, CAWI, and CATI). As the study focused on IOR, managers
responsible for establishment, development, maintenance, and termination of IOR were
targeted as key informants.

We selected the representative sample of 800 companies (sample frame ≈ 124,000
according to the Central Statistical Office) using a stratified – based on firm size criterion –
sampling technique. In the analytical process 786 valid questionnaires were used and 14
questionnaires were excluded due to the identified tendency bias.

Operationally the data collection was divided into three steps. First, as in prior studies on
IOR (e.g. Dwyer et al., 1987; Jap and Ganesan, 2000; Jap and Anderson, 2007; Kusari et al., 2013;
Mathur and Kumar, 2013; Palmatier et al., 2013) at the beginning of the survey we asked our
respondents to think about the most important IOR in their company’s experience and then
answer all of the further questions in the context of this particular inter-organizational
relationship.

IOR feature
Understated
changeability Linear changes Nonlinear changes

Commitment Ferreira et al. (2017) Lau and Goh (2005),
Hastings et al. (2016)

Havila and Wilkinson
(2002), Heffernan and
Poole (2004), Goldring
(2010)

Communication Ferreira et al. (2017) Fynes et al. (2005) Heffernan and Poole
(2004), Plewa et al. (2013)

Conflict (lack of) Ring and Van de Ven
(1994), Ratajczak-
Mrozek et al. (2019)

- not identified - - not identified -

Cooperation Ferreira et al. (2017) Fynes et al. (2005), Hastings
et al. (2016)

- not identified -

Intensity Holm et al. (1999) - not identified - - not identified -
Investments Ferreira et al. (2017) Hastings et al. (2016) Gelei and Dobos (2014)
Longevity Mathur and Kumar

(2013)
- not identified - - not identified -

Multidimensionality
of bonds

Arantola (2002), Havila
and Wilkinson (2002)

- not identified - - not identified -

Trust Lewicka and
Zakrzewska-Bielawska
(2020), Batonda and
Perry (2003)

Fynes et al. (2005), Lau and
Goh (2005), Abosag and
Lee (2013), Baraldi and
Ratajczak-Mrozek (2019)

Havila and Wilkinson
(2002), Heffernan and
Poole (2004), Kursari et al.
(2013), Plewa et al. (2013)

Velocity Denize and Young
(2007)

Palmatier et al. (2013),
Harmeling et al. (2015)

Yaqub (2017)

Table 2.
Changeability of IOR

features in the
literature

Changes of
relationship

features over
time
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Second, we asked the respondents to identify in what phase of the life cycle is currently the
chosen IOR. Particular phases of the IOR life cycle: Initial (I), Development (D),Maintenance (M),
Dormant/End (D/E), and Reactivation (R) were described following Klimas et al. (in press).

Third, using a 7-point Likert scale we asked our respondents to assess the chosen IOR in
terms of its particular features. The measurement of particular features was made using
indicators and scales already available in the literature: commitment (Jap and Ganesan, 2000;
Zaefarian et al., 2017) – 6 items, communication (Palmatier et al., 2006; Claycomb and
Frankwick, 2010; Zaefarian et al., 2017) – 5 items, (lack of) conflict (Sharma et al., 2015) – 5
items; cooperation (Lussier and Hall, 2018) – 6 items, intensity (Palmatier et al., 2006; Jap and
Anderson, 2007; Lee and Johnsen, 2012; Mathur and Kumar, 2013) – 5 items, investments (Jap
and Anderson, 2007; Claycomb and Frankwick, 2010; Kusari et al., 2013; Kam and Lai, 2018)
– 5 items, longevity (Lee and Dawes, 2005; Kam and Lai, 2018; Lussier and Hall, 2018) – 6
items, multidimensionality of bonds (Arantola, 2002) – 9 items, trust (Jap et al., 1999; Jap and
Anderson, 2007; Palmatier et al., 2013; Kam and Lai, 2018; Ndubisi and Nataraajan, 2018) – 6
items, and velocity (Denize and Young, 2007) – 7 items. All of the scales were positively
validated (i.e. α ∈<0.7; 0.9>; CR > 0.7; AVE > 0.5 or AVE > 0.4 with concurrent CR > 0.8) in
the chosen research context [1] (Klimas et al., 2022).

Data analysis was carried out in two stages. First, a one-way analysis of variance
ANOVA (Sahai and Ageel, 2000) was used to compare average features values across the
distinguished five life cycle phases (I, D, M, D/E, R).Conducting theANOVAwas preceded by
checking the assumption of equality of variance (homogeneity of variance) using Levene’s
test. When there was no basis for rejecting the hypothesis of equality of variances, classical
ANOVA was used, while when inequality of variances was found, Welch’s ANOVA (robust
test of equality of means) was applied. However, as the ANOVA result does not identify
which pairs of means are statistically different, the post hoc tests were performed as well.

Second, to compare the average level of IOR features in relation to responses concerning
the chronological phases of the cycle and to directly test our research hypothesis, the t-test for
equality of means was applied for independent samples for each variable separately. Due to
the formulation of the research hypothesis defining the direction of the examined changes
(higher values of IOR features in the later phase of the life cycle) a one-sided test (1-tailed) was
applied. The hypothesis of equality of average values μt 5 μt þ 1 was tested against the
alternative hypothesis formulated in the form of inequality: μt < μt þ 1. The comparisons
weremade between chronologically consecutive phases, namely I–D,D-M,M-D/E, andD/E-R.
The testing process was preceded by checking the assumption of homogeneity of using
Levene’s test. Depending on the result, the conclusion was based on the version of t test
appropriate for the assumption of equal variances or applied in the case of no assumption of
equal variances.

Data was analyzed using Statistic ver. 13.

Results
Results of Levene’s test shows that three relationship features are characterized by
heterogeneity of variance (p < 0.05): Conflict, Communication, Longevity. Therefore, Welch’s
ANOVAwas used for these features. For the remaining variables, classical ANOVAwas used
to analyze the potential differences. The results of the one-way analysis of variance are
presented in Table 3.

In our study only for the Investments, there were no differences in the mean level across
life cycle phases (p5 0.102). In other words, the remaining nine IOR features show significant
differences in their level across different phases of RLC. As shown in Figure 1, in general, the
considered features systematically increase in the first three phases (i.e. I, D,M), then decrease
in the D/E phase, and finally increase again if the relationship is reactivated.

JOCM
35,6

854



Post hoc tests were used to determine which phases were affected by the differences. The
results are shown in Table 4. ANOVA analysis confirms the significance of the value
differences and post-hoc tests indicate the relationship phases are varied in terms of the levels
of IOR features.

Interestingly, the significant differences were not identified for all of the IOR features
between all of the subsequent phases of RLC. First, Velocity is the only feature with a
significant difference between the D and M phases. Second, Commitment, Communication,
and Longevity are those features with a significant difference between D/E and R phases. All
in all, multiple comparisons show that the majority of significant differences are between two
pairs of phases namely D-D/E and M-D/E phases.

The process of testing of research hypothesis assuming that the higher values of IOR
features are reached in the later phase of the life cycle was preceded by verification of
variance equality. Inequality of variance (p < 0.05) was found when comparing the following
IOR features: (1) Velocity between M and D phases; (2) Communication, (lack of) Conflict,
Longevity, and Trust between D/E and M phases; (3) Communication, Cooperation, and
Longevity between R and D/E phases. For the rest, Levene’s test indicates that there is no
basis for rejecting the hypothesis of equality of variance. The results of the comparisons
between phases of RLC for IOR features are presented in Table 5.

Our analysis shows that all differences in means for I-D phases are positive. Statistically
significant differences in the one-sided test (p < 0.05) were found for the features: (lack of)
Conflict, Investments. It can be concluded that the average level of these features in D (later)
phase is significantly higher than in I (earlier) phase. For the remaining features no
statistically significant differences were found.

Differences of means for phases D-M are positive except for Investment and Velocity.
Statistically significant differences in the one-sided test (p < 0.05) allowing to check
whether in theM (later) phase the mean scores are higher than in the D (earlier) phase were
obtained for IOR Longevity. It can be concluded that its average level in the M phase is
significantly higher than in the D phase. Whereas, for Velocity it can be concluded that
values in D phase are significantly higher than in M phase (i.e. Velocity decreases starting
from M phase). For the other characteristics, no statistically significant differences were
found, which means that the phase of the life cycle does not affect the levels of IOR
features.

Differences in means for M-D/E phases are negative except for Velocity. Indeed, as
statistically significant differences in a one-sided test (p<0.05) were obtained for the Velocity,
it can be concluded that its average level in D/E phase is significantly higher than inM phase.
No significant difference was found for the Investments. The remaining results (i.e. for the
remaining 9 IOR features) lead to the conclusion that there are statistically significant

IOR feature F Statistic p-value

Commitment 9.244 0.000
Communication 6.556 0.000
Conflict (lack of) 5.194 0.000
Cooperation 6.926 0.000
Intensity 4.703 0.001
Investments 1.939 0.102
Longevity 10.744 0.000
Multidimensionality of bonds 4.321 0.002
Trust 4.018 0.003
Velocity 7.571 0.000

Table 3.
Results of analysis of

variance

Changes of
relationship

features over
time
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differences between the means for the phases, but of opposite nature. It is in D/E phase that
values are lower than in M phase.

Finally, the differences in means for phases D/E-R are positive except for Investments and
Velocity. Statistically significant differences were obtained for traits: Commitment, (lack of)
Conflict, Communication, Cooperation, Intensity, Longevity, and Multidimensionality of
bonds. It can be concluded that their average level in R phase is significantly higher than in
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D/E phase. No significant difference was found for the characteristics Investments andTrust.
For the variable Velocity there is a statistically significant difference between the means for
the phases, but in the DE/phase there are higher values than in the R phase.

Discussion and conclusions
This study supports prior claims that IORs are rich in changes (Harmeling et al., 2015).
Recognition of those changes we see as relevant for strategic management as the changes are
claimed as impacting effectiveness (Mathur and Kumar, 2013), economic and business
performance (Varotto and Parente, 2016) as well as time performance (Esposito and Passaro,
2009). Particularly, our study provides several contributions to literature on inter-
organizational relationships thus strengthen the relational view in strategic management.

First, it sheds new and desired (Jap andGanesan, 2000; Holmlund, 2004; Jap andAnderson,
2007; Lussier and Hall, 2018) light on the specificity of IOR features. Here we offer a 10-puzzle
picture revealing different configurations of IOR features over the subsequent phases of the
relationship life cycle. On the one hand, this research not only supplements prior studies
focused on single characteristics but also supports another research stream providing
evidence for changeable configurations of relational facets of relationships over time
(Ricciardi et al., 2022). On the other hand, our study shows these different configurations
using the concept of the life cycle which is original in the context of those ten specific
attributes (except trust and investments – Jap and Anderson, 2007; Kusari et al., 2013).

In the view of past studies, we empirically confirmed that all of the IOR features can
decrease or increase (Havila and Wilkinson, 2002), but never remain static throughout the
relationship as emphasized Ford (1980). Supportively to the prior empirical evidence, we
found out that velocity changes in a non-linear way (Harmeling et al., 2015) while cooperation –
as suggested by Johnsen and Ford (2008) and by Lee and Johnsen (2012) – positively and
gradually evolve over time however this evolution seems to be just slightly increasing.
Next, as in the literature, we found out that intensity of the relationship evolves over the age of
the relationship (Holm et al., 1999) and first it grows then rapidly decreases (Palmatier et al.,
2013). Furthermore, investments seem to grow incrementally in a successive manner what
remains in line with an assumption that they depend on accumulated resource flows (Gelei
and Dobos, 2014). Last but not least, given an evolutionary and dynamic perspective,
our study supports and broadens prior qualitative evidence for the successive increase of
cooperation, intensity, coping with conflict, and trust across the phases of Building, Establishing,
and Maintaining (Lee and Johnsen, 2012).

At the same time, our study has not confirmed that commitment appears in the later phases
of IOR life cycle (Fynes et al., 2005) and communication is crucial in IOR forming (initial) phase
(Fynes et al., 2005; Harwood, 2006) - at least not as significant as other features. Our results also
differ for the lack of conflict which in the literature appears when the relationship stabilizes
(Johnsen and Lacoste, 2016) and usually grows in long-lasting relationships (Ring and Van de
Ven, 1994). Moreover, we have not found support that trust reaches high level at the beginning
of relationship, and then goes low as Panda and Dash (2016) claimed.

Second, our study shows that–in terms of relational features–there is a typical,
successively increasing development path of IOR. Indeed, in contrast to prior suggestions
that relational constructs, including the features of IOR, “follow unique path-dependent growth
trajectories, according to the relative contribution of a construct-specific set of underlying time-
varying processes” (Palmatier et al., 2013, p. 27) our study suggests that although the levels
reached by particular features are slightly (mainly insignificantly) different among
considered phases of IOR (c.f. Figure 1), there can be sketched their general development
path. All in all, as the IOR features take different configurations across the phases of the
relationship life cycle, the path of the relationship development appears to be indeed time-
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dependent (Goldring, 2010; Mathur and Kumar, 2013; Gelei and Dobos, 2014). Nonetheless,
the dynamic perception of the life cycle should not assume it is just a trajectory of continuous
growth (Palmatier et al., 2013). As we take the perspective of time we shed light on the
temporal dynamics of IOR deemed desired and essential for further development of IOR
theory (Casta~ner and Oliveira, 2020).

Third, given our results, our research hypothesis can be partially supported while the IOR
features do not develop in a linear fashion. Indeed, the vast majority of IOR features increase
starting from Initial phase, through Development and Maintenance phases, then decrease in
Dormant/End phase and increase again if the relationship goes to the Reactivation phase. Indeed,
considering the significant differences between the consecutive phases (Table 4), our results show
that the levels of the IOR features are not statistically different, although they do increase
gradually from the Initial phase, through Development to Maintenance. The revealed exception
there is Velocity varying significantly in the M phase. For almost all of the considered IOR
features, a clear and statistically significant difference emerges between the M and D/E phases,
when levels of features decrease significantly. Interestingly, Velocity–unlike the other IOR
features– significantly increases inD/Ephase.Given, that it increases further if the relationship is
reactivated, it shows Velocity as the only one attribute characterized by a linear dynamics.

Fourth, this study provides awaited empirical evidence (Batonda and Perry, 2003; Sivadas
et al., 2012; Akrout, 2014; Mandj�ak et al., 2015; Yaqub, 2017; Gaczek et al., 2018) that the life
cycle of IOR do not have to end with the complete breaking of the relationship, but the
relationship can be reactivated and if IOR is reactivated the relational features are
significantly developed. This is a general conclusion, however no significant differences were
found for Investments and Trust. Moreover, Investments–unlike the other IOR features –
decrease in Reactivation phase. It may suggest that if IOR is reactivated, its exploitation
builds on past mutual investments and there is no new investment of resources in the inter-
organizational relationship. All in all, as the considered IOR features are identifiable in the
reactivation phase, the life cycle of IOR seems to be cyclical, instead of just non-linear and
consists of unrepeatable phases, as suggested by Ring and Van de Ven (1994).

There are some limitations that should be considered. First, our study although based on a
large and randomly selected sample was limited to one country and one industry. Even
though IOR are seen as highly context-dependent (Kursari et al., 2013) thus intentional focus
on a given national and industry context is methodologically reasoned the above conclusions
should be seen as non-fully generalizable (Czakon et al., 2014). We chose Polish software
developers industry rather for appropriateness than for the representativeness and
possibility for generalization. That means that although the presented results are novel
they refer to exploration of inter-organizational features only in specific industry context –
software developers. Thus, the obtained results also provide a basis for their verification in
other industries. Also, there are limitations due to the geographical context. Therefore,
replicating the study in other countries would allow a cross-board validation of our results.
Second, as in other studies (e.g. Jap and Ganesan, 2000) we relied on responses about dyadic
relationships collected from one actor only while every IOR links at least two actors. Thus to
provide a better understanding of the relational issues, the adoption of a dyadic, triadic, or
network perspective to every single considered IOR would be more cognitively reasoned
(Ferreira et al., 2017; Lussier and Hall, 2018).

To push our research further we suggest exploring the relational features and their
changes over time in the context of social relationships. On the one hand some features have
been proven relevant for interpersonal relationships (Valitova and Besson, 2021) also
relationships maintained by network leaders (Soares et al., 2020) but a comprehensive list of
relational attributes is missing. On the other hand, interpersonal relationships are also
acknowledged as underlying IOR (BarNir and Smith, 2002; Wang et al., 2016), thus the
features identified for IOR may be linked or even impacted by the features of social
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relationships but there is no empirical evidence supporting such transposition. Last but not
least, IOR are attributed to formality versus social control (Larson, 1992) therefore it would be
interesting to find out if (and to what extent if any) formality/informality level matters for the
configuration of IOR features. In the same vein, the possible dependence of the configuration
of IOR features can be explored in the context of other bipolar attributes like trust-distrust
(Kostis and N€asholm, 2020), conflict-lack of conflict (Lee and Johnsen, 2012), or asymmetry-
symmetry (Salonen and Gabrielsson, 2012).

Note

1. The process of scale development, purification, and validation–run as an integrated result of
systematic literature review, in-depth interviews, and large-scale surveying–is presented in Klimas
et al. (2022).
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Neg�ocios Internacionais da ESPM, Vol. 12 No. 1, pp. 76-90.

Denize, S. and Young, L. (2007), “Concerning trust and information”, Industrial Marketing
Management, Vol. 36 No. 7, pp. 968-982.

Dorsch, M.J., Swanson, S.R. and Kelley, S.W. (1998), “The role of relationship quality in the
stratification of vendors as perceived by customers”, Journal of the Academy of Marketing
Science, Vol. 26 No. 2, pp. 128-142.

Drogendijk, R. and Andersson, U. (2013), “Relationship development in Greenfield expansions”,
International Business Review, Vol. 22 No. 2, pp. 381-391.

Duanmu, J.L. and Fai, F.M. (2007), “A processual analysis of knowledge transfer: from foreign MNEs
to Chinese suppliers”, International Business Review, Vol. 16 No. 4, pp. 449-473.

Dwyer, F.R., Schurr, P.H. and Oh, S. (1987), “Developing buyer-seller relationships”, Journal of
Marketing, Vol. 51 No. 2, pp. 11-27.

Dyer, J.H. and Singh, H. (1998), “The relational view: cooperative strategy and sources of
interorganizational competitive advantage”, Academy of Management Review, Vol. 23 No. 4,
pp. 660-679.

Esposito, E. and Passaro, R. (2009), “The evolution of supply chain relationships: an interpretative
framework based on the Italian inter-industry experience”, Journal of Purchasing and Supply
Management, Vol. 15 No. 2, pp. 114-126.

Fayezi, S. and Ghaderi, H. (2022), “What are the mechanisms through which inter-organizational
relationships contribute to supply chain resilience?”, Asia Pacific Journal of Marketing and
Logistics, Vol. 34 No. 1, pp. 159-174.

Fernandez, A.S., Le Roy, F. and Gnyawali, D.R. (2014), “Sources and management of tension in co-
opetition case evidence from telecommunications satellites manufacturing in Europe”,
Industrial Marketing Management, Vol. 43 No. 2, pp. 222-235.

Ferreira, F.N.H., Cova, B., Spencer, R. and Proença, J.F. (2017), “A phase model for solution relationship
development: a case study in the aerospace industry”, Journal of Business and Industrial
Marketing, Vol. 32 No. 5, pp. 625-639.

Ford, D. (1980), “The development of buyer-seller relationships in industrial markets”, European
Journal of Marketing, Vol. 14 Nos 5/6, pp. 339-353.

Forkmann, S., Henneberg, S.C., Naude, P. and Mitrega, M. (2016), “Supplier relationship management
capability: a qualification and extension”, Industrial Marketing Management, Vol. 57, pp. 185-200.

Fynes, B., Voss, C. and De B�urca, S. (2005), “The impact of supply chain relationship dynamics on
manufacturing performance”, International Journal of Operations and Production Management,
Vol. 25 No. 1, pp. 6-19.

Gaczek, P., Leszczynski, G. and Zielinski, M. (2018), “Do sales people trust new customers because of
who they are?”, IMP Journal, Vol. 12 No. 3, pp. 498-518.

Gelei, A. and Dobos, I. (2014), “Modeling life cycles of supply chain relationships”, Periodica
Polytechnica Social and Management Sciences, Vol. 22 No. 1, pp. 1-12.

JOCM
35,6

862



Goldring, D. (2010), “Commitment variation in the phases of the relationship development process”,
Journal of Relationship Marketing, Vol. 9 No. 4, pp. 229-246.

Guzm�an, J.G., Mitre, H.A., Amescua, A. and Velasco, M. (2010), “Integration of strategic management,
process improvement and quantitative measurement for managing the competitiveness of
software engineering organizations”, Software Quality Journal, Vol. 18 No. 3, pp. 341-359.

Hansen, J.D., Beitelspacher, L.S. and Deitz, G.D. (2013), “Antecedents and consequences of consumers’
comparative value assessments across the relationship life cycle”, Journal of Business Research,
Vol. 66 No. 4, pp. 473-479.

Harmeling, C.M., Palmatier, R.W., Houston, M.B., Arnold, M.J. and Samaha, S.A. (2015),
“Transformational relationship events”, Journal of Marketing, Vol. 79 No. 5, pp. 39-62.

Harwood, T.G. (2006), “Developing buyer-seller relationships through face-to-face negotiations”,
Journal of Relationship Marketing, Vol. 4 Nos 3-4, pp. 105-122.

Hastings, K., Howieson, J. and Lawley, M. (2016), “Creating value chains: the role of relationship
development”, British Food Journal, Vol. 118 No. 6, pp. 1384-1406.

Hausman, A. (2001), “Variations in relationship strength and its impact on performance and
satisfaction in business relationships”, Journal of Business and Industrial Marketing, Vol. 16
No. 7, pp. 600-616.

Havila, V. and Wilkinson, I.F. (2002), “The principle of the conservation of business relationship energy:
or many kinds of new beginnings”, Industrial Marketing Management, Vol. 31 No. 3, pp. 191-203.

Heffernan, T. and Poole, D. (2004), “‘Catch me I’m falling’: key factors in the deterioration of offshore
education partnerships”, Journal of Higher Education Policy and Management, Vol. 26 No. 1,
pp. 75-90.

Hennig-Thurau, T. (2000), “Relationship quality and customer retention through strategic
communication of customer skills”, Journal of Marketing Management, Vol. 16 Nos 1-3, pp. 55-79.

Holm, D.B., Eriksson, K. and Johanson, J. (1999), “Creating value through mutual commitment to
business network relationships”, Strategic Management Journal, Vol. 20 No. 5, pp. 467-486.

Holmlund, M. (2004), “Analyzing business relationships and distinguishing different interaction
levels”, Industrial Marketing Management, Vol. 33 No. 4, pp. 279-287.

Jacobides, G.M. and Billinger, S. (2006), “Designing the boundaries of the firm: from ‘make, buy, or
ally’ to the dynamic benefits of vertical architecture”, Organization Science, Vol. 17, pp. 249-261.

Jakobsen, S. (2020), “Managing tension in coopetition through mutual dependence and asymmetries: a
longitudinal study of a Norwegian R&D alliance”, Industrial Marketing Management, Vol. 84,
pp. 251-260.

Jap, S.D. and Anderson, E. (2007), “Testing a life-cycle theory of cooperative interorganizational
relationships: movement across stages and performance”, Management Science, Vol. 53 No. 2,
pp. 260-275.

Jap, S.D. and Ganesan, S. (2000), “Control mechanisms and the relationship life cycle: implications for
safeguarding specific investments and developing commitment”, Journal of Marketing
Research, Vol. 37 No. 2, pp. 227-245.

Jap, S.D., Manolis, C. and Weitz, B.A. (1999), “Relationship quality and buyer-seller interactions in
channels of distribution”, Journal of Business Research, Vol. 46 No. 3, pp. 303-13.

Johnsen, R.E. and Ford, D. (2008), “Exploring the concept of asymmetry: a typology for analysing
customer–supplier relationships”, Industrial Marketing Management, Vol. 37 No. 4, pp. 471-483.

Johnsen, R.E. and Lacoste, S. (2016), “An exploration of the ‘dark side’ associations of conflict, power
and dependence in customer–supplier relationships”, Industrial Marketing Management,
Vol. 59, pp. 76-95.

Kam, B.H. and Lai, M.K. (2018), “Buyer-supplier exchange relationship: how do exchange partners
behave across the relationship life-cycle?”, Transportation Research Part E: Logistics and
Transportation Review, Vol. 113, pp. 239-257.

Changes of
relationship

features over
time

863



Klein, L.L., Bortolaso, I.V. and Min�a, A. (2020), “The impact of social features underlying inter-
organizational networks on learning: insights from Brazilian evidence”, Journal of Business and
Industrial Marketing, Vol. 36 No. 9, pp. 1556-1569.

Klimas, P. and Czakon, W. (2022), “Gaming Innovation Ecosystem: actors, roles and co-innovation
processes”, Review of Managerial Science. doi: 10.1007/s11846-022-00518-8.

Klimas, P., Sta�nczyk, S. and Sachpazidu, K. (in press), “A multipath development framework for inter-
organizational relationships: a metasynthesis of qualitative studies”, International Journal of
Contemporary Management.

Klimas, P., Sta�nczyk, S., Sachpazidu, K., Stanimir, A. and Ku�zmi�nski, Ł. (2022), “The attributes of
inter-organizational relationships: which fifteen of them really matter?”, Manuscript submitted
for publication.

Kostis, A. and N€asholm, M.H. (2020), “Towards a research agenda on how, when and why trust and
distrust matter to coopetition”, Journal of Trust Research, Vol. 10 No. 1, pp. 66-90.

Kumar, N., Scheer, L.K. and Steenkamp, J.E. (1995), “The effects of supplier fairness on vulnerable
resellers”, Journal of Marketing Research, Vol. 32 No. 1, pp. 54-65.

Kusari, S., Hoeffler, S. and Iacobucci, D. (2013), “Trusting and monitoring business partners
throughout the relationship life cycle”, Journal of Business-To-Business Marketing, Vol. 20 No. 3,
pp. 119-138.

Lambe, C.J., Spekman, R.E. and Hunt, S.D. (2000), “Interimistic relational exchange: conceptualization
and propositional development”, Journal of the Academy of Marketing Science, Vol. 28 No. 2,
pp. 212-225.

Lang, B. and Colgate, M. (2003), “Relationship quality, online banking and the information technology
gap”, International Journal of Bank Marketing, Vol. 21 No. 1, pp. 29-37.

Larson, A. (1992), “Network dyads in entrepreneurial settings: a study of the governance of exchange
relationships”, Administrative Science Quarterly, Vol. 37 No. 1, pp. 76-104.

Lau, G.T. and Goh, M. (2005), “Buyer-seller relationships in the PCB industry”, Supply Chain
Management: An International Journal, Vol. 10 No. 4, pp. 302-312.

Lee, D.Y. and Dawes, P.L. (2005), “Guanxi, trust, and long-term orientation in Chinese business
markets”, Journal of International Marketing, Vol. 13 No. 2, pp. 28-56.

Le Roy, F., Robert, F. and Hamouti, R. (2022), “Vertical vs horizontal coopetition and the market
performance of product innovation: an empirical study of the video game industry”,
Technovation, Vol. 112, 102411.

Lee, C.J. and Johnsen, R.E. (2012), “Asymmetric customer–supplier relationship development in
Taiwanese electronics firms”, Industrial Marketing Management, Vol. 41 No. 4, pp. 692-705.

Lewicka, D. and Zakrzewska-Bielawska, A. (2020), “Interorganizational trust in business
relations: cooperation and coopetition”, in Zakrzewska-Bielawska, A. and Staniec, I. (Eds),
Contemporary Challenges in Cooperation and Coopetition in the Age of Industry 4.0,
pp. 155-174.

Lunardo, R., Bompar, L. and Saintives, C. (2018), “Humor usage by sellers and sales performance: the
roles of the exploration relationship phase and types of humor”, Recherche et Applications en
Marketing (English Edition), Vol. 33 No. 2, pp. 5-23.

Lussier, B. and Hall, Z.R. (2018), “Cooperation in B2B relationships: factors that influence customers’
perceptions of salesperson cooperation”, Industrial Marketing Management, Vol. 69,
pp. 209-220.

Mandj�ak, T., Szalkai, Z., Neumann-B�odi, E., Magyar, M. and Simon, J. (2015), “Emerging relationships:
how are they born?”, Industrial Marketing Management, Vol. 49, pp. 32-41.

Mangus, S.M. and Ruvio, A. (2019), “Do opposites attract? Assimilation and differentiation as
relationship-building strategies”, Journal of Personal Selling and Sales Management, Vol. 39
No. 1, pp. 60-80.

JOCM
35,6

864

https://doi.org/10.1007/s11846-022-00518-8


Mathur, M. and Kumar, S. (2013), “Customer retention through prioritization: integrating time-
dependent context of relationship dynamics”, Journal of International Consumer Marketing,
Vol. 25 No. 5, pp. 332-343.

Meng, X. (2010), “Assessment framework for construction supply chain relationships: development
and evaluation”, International Journal of Project Management, Vol. 28 No. 7, pp. 695-707.

Ming-Huei, H. and Wen-Chiung, C. (2011), “Managing key account portfolios across the process of
relationship development: a value proposition–desired value alignment perspective”, Journal of
Business-To-Business Marketing, Vol. 18 No. 1, pp. 83-119.

Morgan, R.M. and Hunt, S.D. (1994), “The commitment-trust theory of relationship marketing”, Journal
of Marketing, Vol. 58 No. 3, pp. 20-38.

Ndubisi, N.O. and Nataraajan, R. (2018), “Customer satisfaction, confucian dynamism, and long-term
oriented marketing relationship: a threefold empirical analysis”, Psychology and Marketing,
Vol. 35 No. 6, pp. 477-487.

Palmatier, R.W. (2008), “Interfirm relational drivers of customer value”, Journal of Marketing, Vol. 72
No. 4, pp. 76-89.

Palmatier, R.W., Dant, R.P., Grewal, D. and Evans, K.R. (2006), “Factors influencing the
effectiveness of relationship marketing: a meta-analysis”, Journal of Marketing, Vol. 70
No. 4, pp. 136-153.

Palmatier, R.W., Houston, M.B., Dant, R.P. and Grewal, D. (2013), “Relationship velocity: toward
a theory of relationship dynamics”, Journal of Marketing, Vol. 77 No. 1, pp. 13-30.

Palmer, R. (2007), “The transaction-relational continuum: conceptually elegant but empirically denied”,
Journal of Business and Industrial Marketing, Vol. 22 No. 7, pp. 439-451.

Panda, S. and Dash, S. (2016), “Exploring the venture capitalist–entrepreneur relationship: evidence
from India”, Journal of Small Business and Enterprise Development, Vol. 23 No. 1, pp. 64-89.

Pellegrin-Boucher, E., Le Roy, F. and Gur�au, C. (2013), “Coopetitive strategies in the ICT sector:
typology and stability”, Technology Analysis and Strategic Management, Vol. 25 No. 1,
pp. 71-89.

Plewa, C., Korff, N., Johnson, C., Macpherson, G., Baaken, T. and Rampersad, G.C. (2013), “The
evolution of university–industry linkages—a framework”, Journal of Engineering and
Technology Management, Vol. 30 No. 1, pp. 21-44.

Polonsky, M., Gupta, S., Beldona, S. and Hyman, M.R. (2010), “Inactivity and the dynamics of
relationship development: a proposed model”, Journal of Strategic Marketing, Vol. 18 No. 3,
pp. 257-273.

Rajala, A. and Tidstr€om, A. (2021), “Unmasking conflict in vertical coopetition”, Journal of Business
and Industrial Marketing, Vol. 36 No. 13, pp. 78-90.

Ratajczak-Mrozek, M., Fonfara, K. and Hauke-Lopes, A. (2019), “Conflict handling in small firms’
foreign business relationships”, Journal of Business and Industrial Marketing, Vol. 34 No. 1,
pp. 240-252.

Restuccia, M. and Legoux, R. (2019), “B2B relationships on the fast track: an empirical investigation into the
outcomes of solution provision”, Industrial Marketing Management, Vol. 76, pp. 203-213.

Ricciardi, F., Zardini, A., Czakon, W., Rossignoli, C. and Kraus, S. (2022), “Revisiting the cooperation–
competition paradox: a configurational approach to short-and long-term coopetition
performance in business networks”, European Management Journal, Vol. 40 No. 3, pp. 320-
331, doi: 10.1016/j.emj.2021.07.002.

Ring, P.S. and Van de Ven, A.H. (1994), “Developmental processes of cooperative interorganizational
relationships”, Academy of Management Review, Vol. 19 No. 1, pp. 90-118.

Rosson, P.J. and Ford, L.D. (1982), “Manufacturer-overseas distributor relations and export
performance”, Journal of International Business Studies, Vol. 12, Fall, pp. 57-72.

Changes of
relationship

features over
time

865

https://doi.org/10.1016/j.emj.2021.07.002


Ryan, A., Kajzer Mitchell, I. and Daskou, S. (2012), “An interaction and networks approach to
developing sustainable organizations”, Journal of Organizational Change Management, Vol. 25
No. 4, pp. 578-594.

Sachpazidu, K., Klimas, P. and Sta�nczyk, S. (2022), “Relationship quality as inter-organizational
relationships feature”, Organizacja i Kierowanie, Vol. 1 No. 190, pp. 115-129.

Sahai, H. and Ageel, M.I. (2000), The Analysis of Variance: Fixed, Random and Mixed Models, Springer
Science & Business Media, LLC, Birkhauser, Boston, Basel, Berlin.

Salonen, A. and Gabrielsson, M. (2012), “The challenge of multinational corporation (MNC)-Led
growth and internationalization: the case of Nokia-dependent suppliers”, Journal of Business-
To-Business Marketing, Vol. 19 No. 2, pp. 147-173.

Sharma, N., Young, L.C. and Wilkinson, I. (2015), “The nature and role of different types of
commitment in inter-firm relationship cooperation”, Journal of Business and Industrial
Marketing, Vol. 30 No. 1, pp. 45-59.

Sivadas, E., Holmes, T.L. and Dwyer, F.R. (2012), “Interorganizational information systems and
business-to-business relationships: system characteristics, assistance, performance, satisfaction,
and commitment model”, Journal of Marketing Channels, Vol. 19 No. 1, pp. 17-48.

Soares, A.E., Lopes, M., Geremias, R.L. and Gli�nska-Newe�s, A. (2020), “A leader-network exchange
theory”, Journal of Organizational Change Management, Vol. 33 No. 6, pp. 995-1010.

Standifer, R.L., Evans, K.R. and Dong, B. (2010), “The influence of spirituality on buyer perception
within business-to-business marketing relationships: a cross-cultural exploration and
comparison”, Journal of Relationship Marketing, Vol. 9 No. 3, pp. 132-160.

Sweeney, J.C. and Webb, D.A. (2007), “How functional, psychological, and social relationship benefits
influence individual and firm commitment to the relationship”, Journal of Business and
Industrial Marketing, Vol. 22 No. 7, pp. 474-488.

Theng Lau, G. and Goh, M. (2005), “Buyer-seller relationships in the PCB industry”, Supply Chain
Management: An International Journal, Vol. 10 No. 4, pp. 302-312.

Valitova, A. and Besson, D. (2021), “Interpersonal communications at core of conflicts’ escalation in
organization. The interplay of interpersonal communication escalation, people’s habitus and
psycho-sociological processes are more important than contextual factors”, Journal of
Organizational Change Management, Vol. 34 No. 1, pp. 3-27.

Van de Ven, A.H. and Poole, M.S. (1995), “Explaining development and change in organizations”,
Academy of Management Review, Vol. 20 No. 3, pp. 510-540.

Varotto, L.F. and Parente, J.G. (2016), “Franchisor-franchisee relationship quality: time of relationship
and performance”, Revista de Administraç~ao de Empresas, Vol. 56 No. 6, pp. 600-610.

Wang, L./X. (2012), “The impact of revenue management on hotel key account relationship development”,
International Journal of Contemporary Hospitality Management, Vol. 24 No. 3, pp. 358-380.

Wang, B., Childerhouse, P., Kang, Y., Huo, B. and Mathrani, S. (2016), “Enablers of supply chain
integration: interpersonal and inter-organizational relationship perspectives”, Industrial
Management and Data Systems, Vol. 116 No. 4, pp. 838-855.

Wilson, D.T. (1995), “An integrated model of buyer–seller relationships”, Journal of Marketing Science,
Vol. 23 No. 4, pp. 335-345.

Woo, K.M. and Leelapanyalert, K.M. (2014), “Client relationship marketing practices: an exploratory
study of the legal industry”, Journal of Relationship Marketing, Vol. 13 No. 4, pp. 286-317.

Yaqub, M.Z. (2017), “The antecedents of relationship phase Affect in alliances”, Management and
Governance of Networks, Springer, Cham, pp. 267-294.

Young, L.C. and Wilkinson, I.F. (1998), “The space between: towards a typology of interfirm relations”,
Journal of Business-To-Business Marketing, Vol. 4 No. 2, pp. 53-97.

Zaefarian, G., Thiesbrummel, C., Henneberg, S.C. and Naud�e, P. (2017), “Different recipes for success in
business relationships”, Industrial Marketing Management, Vol. 63, pp. 69-81.

JOCM
35,6

866



Zerbini, F. and Castaldo, S. (2007), “Stay in or get out the Janus? The maintenance of multiplex
relationships between buyers and sellers”, Industrial Marketing Management, Vol. 36 No. 7,
pp. 941-954.

Zineldin, M. (2002), “Developing and managing a romantic business relationship: life cycle and
strategies”, Managerial Auditing Journal, Vol. 17 No. 9, pp. 546-558.

Corresponding author
Patrycja Klimas can be contacted at: patrycja.klimas@ue.wroc.pl

For instructions on how to order reprints of this article, please visit our website:
www.emeraldgrouppublishing.com/licensing/reprints.htm
Or contact us for further details: permissions@emeraldinsight.com

Changes of
relationship

features over
time

867

mailto:patrycja.klimas@ue.wroc.pl

	The configuration of inter-organizational relationship features in the life cycle perspective
	Introduction
	Theoretical background
	Phases of IOR development
	Features of IOR

	Methodological design
	Results
	Discussion and conclusions
	Note
	References


