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CHAPTER

1

INTRODUCTION




CHAPTER |: INTRODUCTION

There is no business without sales and no salémwuticustomers. The bridge that spans
business-to-business (b-to-b) selling and theitacusrs is termed a buyer-seller relationship.
The buyer-seller liaison is grounded on a relatmgAndersen and Narus 1990), episodes of
interactions (Hakansson 1982), and an exchangethdreproducts, services, information,
money, or a social transaction (Ford et al. 20B8jthermore, the intersection between buyers
and sellers is embedded in the Buyer-Seller litgeatwhich has a long history in two well-
developed research domains: with the Marketing &$Séterature on the seller side of the
buyer-seller dyad (e.g., Flint, Woodruff, and Gatdi997), and in the Purchasing and Supply
Management (PSM) literature (Emiliani 2010). Bothrahins are changing at a rapid pace due
to several trends such as the changing naturengpetition, an ongoing shift from products to
services (Ostrom, Parasuraman, Bowen, Patricioyasd 2015), the internal dynamics in the
customer’s buying unit, and advances in technolbgy has made it easier for customers to
access information. This has resulted in an ineasrutiny on best practices of salespeople
to deal with such situations (Adamson and Dixon101

The contemporary buyer-seller environment pressalsspeople with the challenge of
finding ways to overcome the current ineffectivene$ many previously effective sales
approaches (e.g., Dixon and Toman 2012). The efeatss of many sales approaches has
been questioned based on the ongoing paradigmnirstiit purchasing domain (Spina, Caniato,
Luzzini, and Ronchi 2013). Purchasing based chahges had, and are expected to continue
to have a tremendous influence on the buying pso@@strom et al. 2015). Yet, the different
roles in buyer-seller relationships are, in the kdting and Sales domain, either studied from
the buyer’s perspective (e.g., Ravald & Gronroo86l%arasuraman 1997; Lapierre 2000;

Ulaga and Eggert 2006) or from the seller’s pofntiew (e.g., Simpson et al. 2001; Walter et



al. 2001; Moller and Torronen 2003). Buying orgarians, however, are gradually shifting
power to the purchasing function (e.g., Cousinswd@n, and Squire 2006). For sales
practitioners and sales researchers, this ongtiiiggemands a study in the evolution of the
purchasing function in order to improve their salpproaches.

On the other hand, not all companies are in sugddhie incremental rise of the purchasing
function. Research points out that many purchasesnareasingly being outsourced (e.g.,
Huber 2010). At the same time, other functions @ gaining importance within their
companies. Consider the growing importance of b-toarketers (e.g., Hutt and Speh 2012)
who are rapidly taken over the pre-sales phasessiponse to the changing digital sourcing
behavior at the purchasing side. On top of this,dperations function is vital for the success
of a selling company, too. The ongoing shift froragucts to services, for instances, increases
the pressure on this function. Thus, the changinginess landscape requires the whole
organization to be flexible and adapt to the charfigppening. Alignment between internal
functions has always been considered to be cruoidl,is limited to silo mentalities and
misalignment of Key Performance Indicators (KPKwever, there is only a small body of

research that examines the relationship betweettiéuns across organizations.

1. Why is it Important to Study the Purchasing Function for Sales Research?

One of the major progresses realized at the bugidg is the rise of procurement.
Purchasers increasingly have gained budget redplitysireaching 50 to 90 percent of cost of
goods sold, to the extent that purchasing is rggdcoming a critical resource for the buying
firm (Sheth, Sharma, and lyer 2009). At the same tiprocurement has progressed from being
seen as an administrative cost center to becontetagic pillar for the organization (e.g.,
Toytari and Rajala 2015). Part of this purchaswg@ion involves top management’s support

to further reduce the buying company’s maverickibgywhich was defined by Angeles and



Nath (2007) as “the purchase of goods or serviddsout using the firm’s formally defined
processes and authorized vendors”. This suggestsnith of traditional selling methods, such
as ‘backdoor selling’, where the salesperson dedibéy tries to avoid the purchasing function
(Spekman and Carraway 2005). Purchasers are tbresaBingly gaining support within their
organization to the level that the future succé$lensales function will depend heavily on the
liaison with these “empowered purchasers” (Spira.€2013).

Another prominent change concerns “when” salesgeeplier the purchasing process. For
example, a recent Microsoft (2015) report places ghlesperson’s entry into the buyer’'s
process even later, at 70% of the way through thegss for complex products. Although the
preciseness and generalizability of these numbess e arguable, they indicate a sustained
and substantial change of when purchasers invalesigeople in their decision process. Thus,
when salespeople are consulted, it is of the utmgsbrtance that the salesperson is prepared
in relation to what the buyer already knows and twikaexpected from salespeople. The
question is - how effective are salespeople atraptishing this task when they enter the sales
process, effectively, ‘late in the game.’ Yet, #hés only a limited body of research available
that details what these changes in the buying gsoestail for salespeople.

In an initial response by the sales side to regaintrol over the sales process, sales
practitioners recently introduced the concept sfght selling (e.g., Shultz and Doerr 2014).
This sales approach suggest salespeople to stavatang and persuading the customer with
fresh ideas and new knowledge. However, this str&famsearch is still very fragmented. One
variation on insight selling is the Challenger Saehnique (Adamson, Dixon, and Toman
2012) and has recently gained attention by praogtis and sales researchers. The advantages
of using this sales method are multiple, but arifteréntiated Challenger Sale approach holds

consequences for selling companies.



First, the Challenger Sale approach suggests salpkpto bring a sales message with the
purpose of disrupting the needs of the customergiand Adamson 2011). This requires the
sales function to enter the customer’s buying msde the specification phase, or as early as
possible, which then has a tremendous impact onstles cycle time of the selling
organization.

Secondly, by amending the customer needs throsghies of thought provoking insights,
the salesperson can strongly influence the seleaia decision criteria of the customer’s
buying process in such way that it becomes easighé sales function to connect the unique
competitive advantages of the selling firm with thnt customer needs. This way of selling
is similar to SPIN selling (Rackham 1995). Howewbe Challenger Sale approach makes
abstraction of the situation and problem type adsgions by actually defining the customer’s
situation and current/future problems rather thesbimg the customer’s needs. This would
indicate that the salesperson needs to have akiesyedge of the customer’s situation and
problems, as well as a clear understanding ofahgetitive position of the sales organization.
When the salesperson oversees competitors thbéter positioned to solve the freshly raised
customer problem(s), it is likely that the more Wtedgeable customer will select the
competing supplier. The success of the Challengéx &proach, thus, strongly depends on
sales messaging that focuses on unique sellingnéatyes that match the latent needs of the
customer. Yet, there is little research reportimg $pecific customer needs in order to guide
the sales function and sales managers in convéyaights adapted to the changing customer
needs.

The above identified limitations to the use of @teallenger Sale approach are in line with
Rapp et al. (2013) who raised possible issuese@léd the research methodology and
generalizability of the results of the ChallengaleS One observation is that the research

methodology only samples salespeople, and thus takigs the supplier’'s point of view.



Despite calls to further examine the customer sidéne buyer-seller relationship (Williams
and Plouffe 2007), literature still lacks resediwdt examines the effects of the evolution and
practices of the purchasing function and how thisnpacting the sales organization, the sales
function, and consequently sales management.

Contemporary research suggests that the purch&simgon has needs that are distinct
from other members of the buying center, and stlasegies need to explicitly recognize the
role of the purchasing function (Wiliams and Pkuf2007). Moreover, the purchasing
function cannot be seen as static in the sellimggss and this calls for selling organizations

to reshape their sales approaches given the empmménof procurement.

2. Research Gaps and Research Questions

The identification of the main research gap istnilthree anteceding steps. First, research
states that purchasing-based changes stronglyemdti the buying process (Ostrom et al.
2015). At the same time, there is a silo mentatitBuyer-Seller relationship research (e.g.,
Valtakoski 2015). Hunter and Perreault (2007) ssgdkat there is a strong expectation
misalignment between purchasers and sellers. Respits for further examination of the
customer side of the buyer-seller relationship.(&\gjlliams and Plouffe 2008), and requests
to better serve customer needs (e.g., Panagopetilak 2011), there is, to the best of the
author’'s knowledge, no body of research reportingh®e specific purchaser’'s needs at the
customer side to guide sales in the era of empahB28 purchasers.

The research question of the first essay drawk®sito approach in Buyer-Seller literature
research and the lack of cross-functional resegrah, Valtakoski 2015). Hence, is there a
disconnect between the purchasing and the Buydés+Seerature? If yes, what are possible

directions for future sales research?



The second essay builds on the need for salesptppltapt their sales approaches in the
era of empowered purchasers (e.g. Spina et al.)20h8 research questions in this article is:
How can salespeople effectively create value foclpasers by transferring knowledge?

For the third essay, the research gap emergedeaféenining the extant sales strategies.
These sales strategies are not always effectiveexample, relationship selling (e.g. Dobsha
and Mick 1998); Value Selling (e.g. Hinterhuber 800Key Account Selling (e.g., Pardo
1997); and Solution Selling (e.g., Johansson, Kashurthy, and Schlissberg 2003). There is
no research indication how these sales strategiesspond to the purchasing needs on an
organizational level of a purchasing firm. Hence thsearch question is twofold: First, how
do buyers perceive sales strategies? Second respagstion: How should sales strategies be

matched to the buyer’'s needs?

3. Red Thread

This doctoral thesis analyzes the domain of Buydle$ Relationships in B2B contexts,
with an emphasis on Personal Selling and Sales §¢amant. The objective of this dissertation
is to obtain a better understanding of how charigesarket conditions and advances in
technology have empowered the B2B purchaser, theneating new challenges to the sales
organization and sales function. This thesis ctmsié three research essays, each one
structured around one of the above mentioned relseprestions. Figure 1 below illustrates a
simplified representation of how these essays amaected to each other. In a nutshell, the
three essays are written based on insights ganoed the purchasing perspective, and have
implications for salespersons. Moreover, they eela three different levels. First, Essay 1
connects the sales literature with the purchasiegature and consists of a literature review of
the current status of the purchasing and saleatitee. Next, Essay 2 suggests the salespersons

to address the purchasing function language anchpeing practices, thus relates to buyer-



seller relationships on the individual salespetswal. Finally, given the changes in purchasing
on a departmental level, how should sales stratdmeadapted? Hence, Essay 3 matches sales
strategies to the evolution of purchasing needshenorganizational level and the unit of
analysis is also the salesperson.

For Essay 2 and Essay 3, | followed a qualitatiethmdology because the purpose was to
examine the attitudes of purchasers, and to extemexisting theory of value-based selling
(Essay 2) and adaptive selling behavior (Essalp8b¢is and Gadde 2002). For these essays,
the unit of analysis is the individual salesperdmrn,Essay 3 also has implications for the sales
organization and sales management.

Figure 1: Dissertation Outline

Buyer-Seller Relationships
/ ’ \‘\ ,"/ ~\\
{ Purchasing : : Sales }
CompanyY Company X
Literature « Literature
Essay 1
Function < Function
Essay 2
Organization & Organization &
Management Essay 3 Management
\\\ ////' "\\\ w /




4, Contributions of this Dissertation

4.1.Research Contributions

The main research pillar of this dissertation latienship marketing in B2B (e.g., Snehota
and Hakansson 1995). Moreover, the focus is piBwyer-Seller relationships (e.g., Dwyer,
Shurr, and Oh 1987) and contributions are madedad@uyer-Seller literature by stressing the
need for sales researchers and sales executiviEepen their knowledge on the purchasing
side.

Next, this doctoral thesis also adds to cross-fanat relationship marketing (Weitz and
Bradford 1999) because of the cross-functional odlogy approach across the three essays.

The research contribution of the first essay isesgntation of a research grid for future
sales research. This framework depicts avenudsitiare sales research that encompasses the
important topics that are considered to be impoftarthe Purchasing & Supply Management
and the Buyer-Seller research domains from the BSB#Buyer-Seller research field that are
embedded in the buyer-seller dyad.

Drawing on three identified areas of research leaid further development in the Buyer-
Seller literature in Essay 1, the second essaysioanthree most important research topics at
the sales side (Selling Process and TechniquegrBshavior; and Sales/Marketing Strategy)
combined with three under researched researchstdgmm the PSM side (Innovation, Risk
Management, and Knowledge Management ).

The contribution of the second essay entails haavstles side should first understand
specific purchaser’s jargon, the strategic imparanf their offer while looking through a
purchaser’s lens (Kraljic Purchasing Portfolio Ma{Kraljic 1983; Van Weele 2005)), to then
adapt the sales approach based on particular kdge/leeeds by the purchaser (Knowledge
Management (Meso and Smith 2000)). This resultsselling approach that further advances

the current versions of Value-based selling (Ulagd Eggert 2006), and contributes to the

10



sphere of salespeople who succeed by a bettermpaéise of the competitive advantages of
the offer related to future benefits and risk reaunc(Cost Benefit Analysis (Prest and Turvey
1965).

The third essay contributes to the Buyer-Sellerditure and presents how different levels
of professionalism at the purchasing organizatiBro¢urement Maturity (Reck and Long
1988)) influence the buyer’s openness to extamsssirategies (Strategic Alignment Theory
(e.g., Chorn 1991)). This research article poinis that different evolution stages imply
different purchasing needs. As a result, | preiemntmost desired sales approaches based on
the purchasing maturity level (Adaptive Selling Beior (Spiro and Weitz 1990)) and, thus,
enhance the sales efficiency of the sales fun¢i®asource Allocation Theory (e.g. Zoltners

& Sinha 1980)).

4.2.Managerial Contributions

The first essay of this dissertation is based orextensive review of the Buyer-Seller
literature and is a call to sales practitionerpag more attention to the purchasing function
and to develop sales strategies and sales appso#thiecater to the customers’ purchasing
function. Furthermore, this research identifiegdiions for future sales research.

This study proposes a future research matrix gredrah the identified research articles
that have implications for sales organizationsgsahanagers, and the sales function. Next, a
review is conducted on the traditional and emergiegding PSM research topics, to then
study how much the current Buyer-Seller literaigreorresponding with these identified PSM
research topics. Lastly, buyer-seller researchersarveyed on what they value as important
research topics in the Buyer-Seller domain. Ttogas are then tested with the important, but
scarcely addressed PSM research topics in a réssgaps analysis. This final gap analysis
provides a basis for avenues for future sales relseahich is the main contribution of this

essay.
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Essay 2 deals with the role of the salesperson evhates value for the purchaser by
managing corporate knowledge that addresses thehgsing function needs. These
salespeople succeed by understanding the jargiwe giurchaser, as well as understanding the
criticality of the purchase for the purchaser bgluding the widely used Kraljic Purchasing
Portfolio Matrix (Kraljic 1983). Specifically, thigesearch indicates three key needs of
empowered customers that influence the sales magsaigsalespeople: Need for innovation,
need for reducing risks, and need for reduced tipgraosts. This essay could be seen as an
impetus for practitioners who want to further imydheir value selling pitch by “translating”
the purchasing jargon and by focusing on the pwets perceptions of knowledge
transferring salespeople. This essay suggestspsalgle to adjust their sales messaging
depending on how the purchaser classifies the itapoe of the seller’s offerings to their own
situation. The sales function is also instructechow they can increase the effectiveness of
their insight selling approach grounded on a beiteterstanding of the purchasing function
language and needs. The result of well implemerthiege propositions that are grounded on
the type of the purchase from a purchasers’ petispeds to have better positioned sales
messages through the use of commercial knowleddg®wythe help of influence tactics.

Finally, the third essay matches existing saleatesies according to the purchasing
maturity of the customers. The maturity of the oostr’s purchasing department is defined by
Reck and Long (1977) in four gradual steps of msifetnalism. This research essay draws on
these steps by first identifying the purchasingadpent’s maturity level, followed by an
examination of what sales strategies are beststatmatch the specific needs associated with
the four levels of purchasing maturity. This esgesents a guidebook for sales managers on
how they can better align their sales strategieshéo progression of different levels of

purchasing maturity.
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CHAPTER

ESSAY 1: AN AGENDA FOR
INQUIRY FOR SALES

This essay was written in collaboration with Ramagmm, D. (Vlerick Business School);

Sharma, A. (University of Miami), Niladri, S. (Urevsity of Missouri).
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CHAPTER II:

AN AGENDA FOR INQUIRY FOR SALES

1. Concise Summary of the Research

In this essay, | detail the level of connect betwéee Buyer-Seller literature and the
purchasing function that is embedded in the Puinbaand Supply Management (PSM)
literature. This connect is built on three phadelgerature review to identify future avenues
for future sales research.

The first literature review in this essay specifibat the Buyer-Seller literature is still
overseeing the purchaser needs. In the next diepdisconnect between the Buyer-Seller
literature and the PSM literature is presentedvim stages. The first stage highlights that the
Buyer-Seller domain is only responding to a fewlitianal and emerging PSM research topics.
In the second stage, researchers from the buyler-feld are surveyed on the important sales
topics when examining the intersection of purchgisend personal selling & sales
management. A research gap analysis is then usedttthese responses with the available
Buyer-Seller research on the body of PSM rese&abed on the identified research gaps, this
essay concludes that there is a serious discofmsdateen the two research domains and

suggests these areas as directions for future iedearch.
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1. Introduction

‘One Million b-to-b sales jobs will be eliminategt B020’ (Hoar 2015).

The above statement utters traditional salespeopdelvance their old sales practices
and line up with the digital changes that fosterlhying situation at the customer’s side.

In today’s changing business world, Spina et @118 argue that the future success of
salespeople will depend on how the sales functitaracts with the buying unit of a purchasing
company. Interestingly, in the customers’ Decidibaking Unit (DMU), power is gradually
shifting towards the purchasing function (e.g., §log, Lawson, and Squire 2006). In the
advent of buyers’ empowerment (Flint, Blocker, &walitin 2011) and the increased strategic
company focus on procurement (Rust, Moorman, artkddn 2013), purchasing is rapidly
becoming a critical resource for the buying firnmé8, Sharma, and lyer 2009). Moreover,
purchasing departments are evolving to become stoagegic rather than transactional (e.g.,
Toytari and Rajala 2015). As an example, a sunfeyEOs from a broad range of industries,
conducted by the Institute of Supply Managementip2014) found that 85% of CEOs state
that purchasing plays a key role in their comparstiategy formulation; 80+% of CEOs
reported that purchasing is critical in strateggaxion; and, 58% felt that purchasing was a
source of competitive advantage.

Looking through a sales lens at the buyer-sell@tionship, Dixon and Adamson (2011)
indicate that the sales function is invited rembatkdate to the buying process. At the same
time, selling firms are challenged by the droppeffgctiveness of traditional selling strategies
(e.g., Lichtenthal and Tellefsen 2001; AdamsonBiottson 2012), which pressures the selling
company to rethink its current sales approachéistoules of the empowered buyer. Today’s

situation in the selling field indicates a possitst in translation’ between both functions.
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Regarding the possible mismatch between the purdhasd the sales side, this essay
is structured around three stages of literatureverthat flow together in a research framework
with avenues for future sales research.

The first review consists of an in-depth examinatid 329 coded research articles in
the Buyer-Seller literature. This review highligrdsnumber of gaps in the contemporary
Buyer-Seller domain with a primary finding thatesalresearchers are not paying sufficient
attention to the purchasing function needs.

In the second phase, the extensive Buyer-Sellatitire is reviewed on the emerging
topics in PSM literature. This review presentsdisonnect between both literature streams
from a PSM perspective. The PSM research topi¢sted further development in the Buyer-
Seller research are presented in a research quesaix for sales researchers.

Thirdly, an overview is drawn on what marketing asmles researchers value as
important research topics when studying the bug#eisdomain. Hence, a group of seventy-
five b-to-b marketing and sales scholars were si@d®n the established research topics in b-
2-b marketing (Williams and Plouffe 2007), and wasked to rate these topics related to future
research on the intersection of buyer-seller m@tatips.

Finally, the results of the third phase are theedus connect with the important, but
under-researched PSM research topics in the BusigrSiterature. Hence, this joining of
literature streams serves as the basis for therésaarch framework with possible avenues for
future sales research based on the importanceotbr fields and the extant research in the

Buyer-Seller literature.

2. The Changing Purchasing Function — A Challenge foBuyer-Seller Relationships
Den Butter and Linse (2008) state that companiesrareasingly studying the long-term

advantages of empowering the procurement funchionvever, the function has not received
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the attention it deserves because of the difficuttyestimate the long-term savings or
advantages deriving from strategic decisions madeubochasers. Instead, it is still easier for
top management to calculate the purchasing depatneontribution by its short-term price
or cost reductions. Secondly, the successes anelvaahents that are founded on a long-term
procurement vision are typically shared with otherctions within the company (Den Butter
and Linse 2008).

Yet, procurement is increasingly receiving a higlstnategic role within the buying
company (Rust, Moorman, and Dickson 2012), as trehasing function is evolving to
become more strategic rather than transactioril (Edytari and Rajala 2015). Sheth, Sharma,
and lyer (2009) state that purchasing is rapidtob&ing a critical resource for the buying firm,
which has led to the empowerment of B2B purcha@énst, Blocker, and Boutin 2011).

As a result, the purchasing function is gradualiiybing the four steps of the purchasing
maturity ladder (Reck and Long 1988; Shiele 20@Qrchasing departments, thus, initially
start with a strict price focus, to then take at ¢osus, followed by a solution orientation, and
finally the purchasing department adopts a stratiegius (Reck and Long 1987). The boost of
internal support enforces companies to touch thnext level of procurement maturity (Shiele
2007) and allows purchasers to take more contriierdecision making process.

Despite the ongoing power shift towards the puricigainction (Cousins, Lawson, and
Squire 2006), Buyer-Seller literature is still vesgarse on the evolution of the purchasing
function within DMUs of the customer. In the nexcton, this essay examines the cross-

literature gaps between the two domains.

2.1.Cross-Literature Gaps
Regarding the possible mismatch between the PSdvhtiire and the extant Buyer-
Seller literature, the following sections reviewtlbagtreams of literature to identify possible

directions for future sales research.
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The initial review consists of an examination oé tBuyer-Seller literature on the
purchasing function and the purchasing functiordseEollowing this review, an overview of
the implications of these sampled papers is drawthieee levels of the sales side of the buyer-
seller equation: i) the sales organization, iiesahanagement, iii) the sales function. Then,
further review is conducted on the intersectiothef PSM and the Buyer-Seller domains, but
now from a purchasing perspective. Ensuing thigereythe disconnect between the Buyer-
Seller literature and the traditional/emerging P&glearch topics is tested in a gap analysis of
research topics. Furthermore, a survey identifiesrésearch topics that are considered to be
important for the Buyer-Seller domain and thesetaséed with the available research on the
traditional and emerging PSM research topics. @halysis then leads to a set of prioritized
directions for future buyer-seller research foesaksearchers. Figure 2 below illustrates the
way that the above described review approachesoargected to each other and how they lead

to the prioritized directions for future sales @®h.
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Figure 2: Research Framework for Future Sales Resezh
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3. Methodology

In surveying the extant Buyer-Seller literatureatn that was published in top tier journals
between 1980 and 2017, we identified 329 reseataties that are focusing on the following
topics: Buyer-seller relationships; Buying behayi@elationship marketing in b-to-b; Sales
approaches; and Sales strategies. The distribafidmese articles is classified per journal and
the number of articles per journal is hereafter tio@ed between brackets after the journal
name. The journal list for this examination incldube following Marketing and Sales journals:
Industrial Marketing Managemer{fL09), Journal of Business & Industrial Marketing4),
Marketing Sciencg30), Journal of Retailing(25), Journal of Marketing(24), International
Journal of Research in Marketir{@2),Journal of Personal Selling & Sales Managem@y,

Journal of Marketing Researd®), Journal of the Academy of Marketing Scie(®g Journal
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of Consumer Resear¢t), Marketing Letterg5),Journal of Applied Psycholod§), European

Journal of Marketing0), and Psychology and Marketing (37).

4. Research in Buyer-Seller Literature on the Purchasig Function

This review of the Buyer-Seller literature on theghasing function is based on 329 coded
research articles that were published in fourtemnrkarketing and sales journals since 1980.
Of this set of papers, 150 research articles wereansidered for further review because they
did not fit our research purpose, either becausleedf focus on consumer behavior (e.g., Chen
and Yang 2007; Akcura, Gonul, and Petrova 2004)ewkealing with methodology issues
(e.g., Easton 2010; Erdem 1996); were totally etdted to buyer-seller relationships (e.qg.,
Ferguson 1996); or were invited commentaries (alg Nath 2005). Of the remaining 179
research articles, 139 papers are based on enbfoigi®a study work, 38 are conceptual pieces,
and two papers are conceptual but only include romempirical part (Gronroos and Helle
2012; Viio and Gronroos 2016). The coding of theesgch articles was done by one researcher
and consist of seven coding variables, derived ftoencoding categories used by Williams
and Plouffe (2007). These variables are Articleetygonceptual or empirical); Data set; Data
collection method; Sampled unit; Data analysis meéthiKey findings; and Implications for
sales (sales organization, sales management featdion).

The data collection methods of these 165 artiaesthe number of times that they were
used is mentioned between brackets is describdd Tiex data collection methods are: Survey
research (51), questionnaire research (9), intes/(29), case study research (11), secondary
data extracted from a company database (8), fiefetrements (1), literature reviews (10),
simulation (1), mixed methods including a surveyl amerviews (24), and mixed methods

including a survey and secondary data from a cosngatabase (3).
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Seventy-one papers sampled different functionsudinl the purchasing function as part
of a mixed sample, and only twenty-one researctl@stof the total set of articles sampled the
purchasing function as the focal group of attentibloreover, in this review only twelve
articles were identified that specifically addreébe purchasing function needs. The key
findings are briefly outlined in the next paragrapéind the implications for sales are presented
in Table 1 at the end of this review section.

In the study by Hung and Lin (2013) 298 procurenpenfessionals were surveyed on task
and relationship conflicts to develop better comiations between purchasers and
salespeople. Ulaga and Eggert (2006) sampled spaiohasing managers in their qualitative
study combined with a cross-sectional survey. NBbtnk and Ferrin (2002) collected survey
data from 122 members of the National AssociatifdAurchasing Managers and examined the
concept of perceived value through a buyer’s largecision making. Tellefsen (2002) used a
questionnaire and sampled 113 purchasers to fiadthe individual purchaser’s needs for
certainty, efficiency, and intrafirm power dominatemmitment over the buying firm’s
organizational needs.

On the other hand, Heide and Weiss (1995) surveygdnizational buyers who were
purchasing computer workstation equipment and théhaas highlight the individual
experiences that effect the purchaser’s consideratnd switching behavior. In a survey of
840 organizational buyers, Wood, Johnson and Jé2@dsgl) tested three sales approaches on
relational outcomes, with the buyer’s gender asoderating variable and found that not all
types of selling approaches are equally effective.

Akrout et al. (2016) was added to this review beeathe researchers developed a new
affective trust scale that has implications forhboesearch and practice based on fifteen
interviews with purchasing managers and a survel53f decision makers. As a result, key

parameters in buyer-seller relationships can betiiiled by using this new scale. Likewise,
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Bunn (1993) conducted eleven in-depth interviewth wurchasing executives and developed
a survey for members at the National AssociatioRwichasing Management. The results of
this work lend support for particular buying degisiapproaches based on four situational
traits: Purchase importance, task uncertainty, nskteness of choice, and perceived buyer
power. Similarly, in the paper by Guenzi, De Luaad Spiro (2016) 134 b-to-b buyers were
surveyed. Their results indicate that, based onpilmehase importance for the customer,
salespeople should choose their sales orientatidnadaptive selling approach. As a final
paper that addressed the purchasing function nBegspbrugghe et al. (2017) first interviewed
thirty-four buyers to identify the different neetisked to the four levels of purchasing

maturity, to then match existing sales strategiedle 1 below presents an overview of this

stream of literature.
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Table 1: Research That Examined the Purchasing Fution Needs to Make Implications for Sales

Isonly the o I
Reference Data set purchasing function lmplllzza:g?:nfor Sales lm,\ellg(;]a; (()errfefﬁtr Sales
addressed/ sampled? 9
Affective Trust Scale could be ver
Interviews with 15 in%?:ﬁ;ﬁgf‘%n;h;‘gg t%%"gf; useful to guide managers in takin
Akrout, Diallo, Akrout, and | Purchasing managers + No of the relationshin before the right decision by balancing th
Chandon (2016) three surveys of 153 . . P sentiment of security and affectivi
ey money is being used to targe ; . .
decision makers attachment dimensions of affectiv
customers trust
Interviews with 11 A tool by which sales
purchasing executives + representatives can develof
survey at National adaptive selling approaches Yes, limited to sales interactions
Bunn (1993) L Yes . : o
Association based on a small set of buying based on buying situations
of Purchasing situations and corresponding
Managemer buying decision approact
Sales managers are advised
Geiger, Durand, Saab, Survev of Sales and permanently develop and execut
Kleinaltenkamp, Baxter, ang urcha)gin managers No No activities that highlight and increas
Lee (2012) P 9 9 the relationship value for their
customers
Salespeople willing to win
Guenzi, De Luca, and Spirg Survey of 13.4 b-to-b customer trust should modify
buyers, assuming they afe No . No
(2016) their approach across the
purchasers . g
relationship life cycl
Interviews with Salesforces of vendors that are
Heide and Weiss (1995 organizational buyers No No enhancing cooperation betvyeen
vendors must be compense
When the interpersonal . o .
incompatibilities between a _P_row_de communication skills
Survey of 298 training in order to lowering the
. purchaser and a salespersgn . - .
Hung and Lin (2013) procurement Yes . purchasers' perceived task conflic
. are high, salespersons shou|d T, . = "=~
professionals o .|~ This will improve the buyer—seller
start the communication with h :
relationship.
the purchast
Interview + Survey of There might be an
Hunter, Bunn, and 636 members of the Yes SEIEEIRE D e Ed G disproportionateness between

Perreault (2006)

Institute o

share their analysis of

purchése importance from tk

CDKUO

t.
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Reference

Data set

Isonly the
purchasing function

Implicationsfor Sales
Function

Implicationsfor Sales
Management

ne

o

addressed/ sampled?
Supply Management information can easily draw| customer and cruciality from the
theattention to the purcha seler’s perspective
Paesbrugghe, Rangarajan, .
Sharma, Syam, and Jha | Interviews with 34 buyers Yes No |_f|OW to match sales strategies to t
(2017 our levels of purchasing maturity|
respoitéglﬁt); (z:nlezrﬁbers The sales approach should k
Plank and Ferrin (2002) Nati . Yes based on the buyer’s valuatig No
ational Association Of oo
. priorities
Purchasing Managel
Salespeople should be trained an
stimulated to use collaborative
Survey of 113 purchasing negotiating styles. This would hely
Tellefsen (2002) managers Yes No to moderate the information contrg
problem, which would improve the
purchasing manager’s certai
Personal interactions that ad
Qualitative study and a value for the purchaser, crea]
Ulaga and Eggert (2006 cross-sec';ional survey Yes access to knoyv-how, and No
among senior purchasin deincrease the time to marke
managers are contributing to secure a
central supplier positic
Not all types of selling
Wood, Johnson, Boles, and Survey of 840 NoO approaches are equally No

Barksdale (2014)

organizational buyers

effective when tested on
relational outcome
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4.1.Implications for Sales

The literature review in the above section onlylded twelve research articles that are
grounded on the purchasing function needs, inctuthnse papers that sample the purchasing
function as part of a DMU, to make implications $ales organizations (3), sales management
(8), and the sales function (6).

A notable observation, especially given the literatscope from 1980-2017, is that six out
of twelve research papers were published betwe&®-2@. This lends support to the idea that
the Buyer-Seller literature is only recently stagtio focus on purchasing needs on the buyer
side, before making implications for the selleresidirhese implications for the sales
organization, sales management, and the salesidonare outlined in the next three

subheadings respectively.

4.1.1. Implications for Sales Organizations

In order to secure a key supplier position, Ulagd &ggert (2006) propose that sales
organizations should create value through persomataction and service, access to know-
how, and decreased time to market. Next, HeideVdriss (1995) are concerned about the
uncertainty of the changes happening in the tedgyolandscape because it advances the
sourcing efforts of buyers and limits the chancéswitching between different vendors.
Finally, although the implications made by Tellefs€2002) are positioned towards the
marketing function, the paper also makes implicegtifor sales organizations. They state that
the purchaser-supplier relationship will be strangben the selling firm not only addresses

the needs of the buying firm level, but also coesdhe individual purchasing manager level.

4.1.2. Implications for Sales Management
The sampled research papers in this review that imaplications for sales managers are

mainly characterized by improving the buyer-sefidationship. For example, Geiger et al.
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(2012) suggest sales managers to constantly dewsldgmplement actions that show and
improve the relationship value for their customerigewise, Tellefsen (2002) guides sales
managers in enhancing the interpersonal processgdilre purchaser-seller relationship with
the purpose of addressing the purchasing managegds.

Furthermore, Bunn (1993) developed a tool thatmansed to alter sales interactions based
on different buying situations. On the other hatweh articles discuss a solution for sales
managers on how to deal with the desired risk reolucat the purchasing side. First, the
affective trust scale could be very useful to gum@nagers in taking the right decision by
balancing the sentiment of security and affectittachment dimensions of affective trust
(Akrout et al. 2016). Similarly, Hung and Lin (2013advise sales managers to offer
communication skills training to their salespeop¥gh the objective of decreasing the

purchaser’s perceived task conflict.

4.1.3. Implications for the Sales Function

In this section, the sampled Buyer-Seller resedhelt has implications for the sales
function mainly discusses sales approaches and comation strategies. As an example of
guidance on sales approaches for the sales fun@&iom (1993) developed a tool by which
sales representatives can develop adaptive selppgaches based on a small set of buying
situations and corresponding buying decision apgres. In a similar vein, the sales approach
should be based on the buyer’s valuation prior{fééank and Ferrin 2002). Akrout et al. (2016)
advise salespeople to first collect informatiorassess the relationship stage before spending
money for targeting customers. Also, the salespestwuld start communicating with the
purchaser when the interpersonal incompatibillietsveen both are high (Hung and Lin 2013).
Guenzi, De Luca, and Spiro (2016) suggest sale$pedp are willing to win customer trust

to modify their approach across the relationstigpdicle. Wood et al. (2014) propose that not
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all types of selling approaches are equally efiectivhen they are tested on relational
outcomes.

In short, the current Buyer-Seller literature thatounts for the purchasing function needs
mainly examines sales approaches. Yet, Buyer-Selmearch should have broader
implications for sales and thus, should not betéghito success factors of sales approaches
only. Future research should guide frontline saepfe to a growing understanding of the
purchaser’s buying process and how they shouldtatiegsame language as the purchaser.

In the following section, a review of the PSM la&ure identifies the most important
research topics in the purchasing field. This wikn lead to a further examination of the

disconnect between the Buyer-Seller literaturetand®SM domain.

5. Research in Purchasing and Supply Management Litetare on the Sales Function

The latest status of the purchasing domain is pteden this section to further elaborate
on possible avenues for future Buyer-Seller resgeas well as a basis to identify topics that
should get more attention in the Buyer-Seller ditare. In effect, the body of Buyer-Seller
literature is tested with the traditional and enraggopics in the PSM literature. This review
approach is similar to Wotruba (1996) who reviewlss trends in buyer-seller relationships,

and subsequently made implications for the salestion.

5.1. Summary of Extant research on Trends in PSM

The review of the published research articles si@@8 in theJournal of Supply Chain
Managemen&and theJournal of Purchasing and Supply Manageménb top tier journals of
the PSM literature stream- yielded 200 researdti@stwhen searching for the keywords Sales,
Selling, Supplier, and Seller.
Our research also included two comprehensive oes/of trends in the purchasing function

and how this affected their relationships with theippliers. First, Spina, Caniato, Luzzini,
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and Ronchi (2013) analyzed more than thousandge@wed articles in PSM literature (till
2010).Additionally, Esposito and Passaro (2013 fimat the PSM literature is characterized
by many disruptive changes in technology and mas&tings and highlight emerging topics
for research in the PSM domain. An overview of titalitional (descending in importance)
and emerging or trending PSM topics can be fouritaisle 2.

Table 2: Important Research Topics in PSM literatue

Traditional Research Focus in Emerging or Trending Topics in
Purchasing Literature (SP 2013) Purchasing Literature

Partnerships; C(_)st,.Outsourcm.g. ) Global-local Sourcing (SP 2013); Risk
Revers_e m_arken_ng., E-purchasmg, Management (SP 2013; EP 2013); Contract
Innovatlon,_Qu_allty, T_rust, Global- Management (SP 2013); Globalization (SP
local Sourcing; and Risk 2013; EP 2013); Partnership (SP 2013)
Management. Trust (SP 2013); Green and Sustainability
Management (EP 2103); Ethics and
Corporate Social Responsibility (EP 2103
Innovation (EP 2103); Knowledge and H
Management (EP 2103); and Disaster
Management (EP 2103).

Legend: SP 2013 = Spina et al. 2013; EP 2013 = B&pand Passaro 2013.

A=

However, not all of these traditional and emergiogics in the PSM literature are
addressed by today’s Buyer-Seller literature. Taioding extensive review of the Buyer-
Seller literature indicates that there is extantknvan only a selection of the traditional and

emerging topics of the PSM literature.

6. Addressing Traditional and Emerging Topics in PSM literature by Buyer-Seller
Research
The author systematically coded the Buyer-Sellerdiure (329 articles mentioned earlier)
on the topics in the PSM literature identified. Weke coded Buyer-Seller articles are paired
with the important PSM topics to test the conneclisconnect between both literature streams.
The numbers between brackets after the followirsgaech topics signify how many papers

from the buyer-seller field address the partici®&M topic. Of the eleven most traditional
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topics in PSM literature (Spina et al. 2013), tbikofving topics are most addressed in Buyer-
Seller research: Partnerships (22), Trust (16), @ost (15). On the other hand, literature is
very sparse on the subjects Outsourcing (1), Rewtarketing (2), E-Purchasing (3), and
Quality (4). Also, literature is very scarce on thpics Innovation (8), Global-local Sourcing
(7), and Risk Management (9). An overview of thaikmble Buyer-Seller research on the
traditional PSM research topics is depicted in &bl

Yet, Partnerships, Globalization, Global-local Sing, and Risk Management are, at the
same time, the most emerging research topics in IRSidture. The other trending PSM topics
that are hardly addressed by the Buyer-Sellemlitee are: Contract Management (4), Ethics
and Corporate Social Responsibility (3), and Knalgkeand HR Management (8). Despite that
‘Green and Sustainability Management’ and ‘Disadflemagement’ are two of the most
emerging topics in PSM literature, there is no Buyeller research addressing these topics in
the review sample. The other emerging topics, Gipdigon (12), Innovation (8) are only
moderately addressed by the Buyer-Seller literatlifee research topics Trust (16) and
Partnerships (22) are gaining importance. An owsvviof how the extent Buyer-Seller

literature already addressed the emerging PSM r&séapics is presented in Table 4.
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Table 3:

Traditional Topics in PSM literature Addressed by Buyer-Seller Literature: Number of Papers er Topic

Q

. Number Articles (References)
Purchasing of
Topics Articles
Partnerships 22 Comer and Zirger (1997); Eggert, Ulaga, and Hollm&009); Ganesan (1994); Hingley (2005); Hunt2§06); Lancastre and Lages
(2006); Ono and Kubo (2009); Paesbrugghe et aL {g®chertzer, Schertzer, and Dwyer (2013); Spekama Carraway (2006);
Stremersch et al. (2003); Ulaga and Eggert (20€6);Riel et al. (2011); Wagner and Benoit (201581, Siu, and Barnes (2008); Won
Tjosvold, and Yu (2005); Dearden, Gary, and Yod@9@); Kim (1999); Kim (2003); Gassenheimer and Rayn(4994); Tikoo (2002);
Mentzer, Min, and Zacharia (200
Trust 16 Ganesan (1994); Garbarino and Johnson (1999); Grayrsd Ambler (1999); Guenzi, De Luca, and Spi@il@); Hawes, Strong, and
Winick (1996); Morgan and Hunt (1994); Oakley anasB (2016); Tax, Brown, and Chandrashekaran (1928)akoski (2015); Wang,
Siu, and Barnes (2008); Yen and Barnes (2011);t€oahd Coulter (2003); Wang et al. (2008); Vandgien, Kacker, and Nieuwlaat
(2005); Lusch, O'Brien, and Sindhav (2003); Grued &hah (200C
Costs 15 Blut et al. (2016); Brown et al. (2012); Heide aieiss (1995); Kahn and Raju (1991); Lancastre agkk (2006); Luo and Donthu
(2007); Paesbrugghe et al. (2017); Persson (2@1€R;and Eisend (2014); Rangan, Moriarty, and SmMdr@92); Simonson, Nowlis, and
Lemon (1993); Streukens, van Hoesel, and Ruyterl(R@Weber (2000); Yu (2015); Myers, Daugherty, @&udry (2000)
Innovation 8 Brencic, Pfajfar, and Raskovic (2012); Chang, Chamgl Wu (2012); Charterina, Basterretxea, and &&n(2016); Deshpandé and Farls
(2004); Kim and Srivastava (1998); McQuiston (198%)or (2012); Weiss and Heide (19¢
Risk 9 Brown et al. (2011); Brown et al. (2012); Claycoardl Frankwick (2010); Hewett, Money, and Sharm®620Jennings and Plank (1994

Managemer Tuli and Bharadwaj (2009); Valtakoski (2015); Wa{$895); Wilson, McMurrian, and Woodside (2001).

Global-local 8 Dadzie, Johnston, and Pels (2008); Hewett, Monay,Sharma (2006); Samaha, Beck, and Palmatier }28imonson, Nowlis, and
sourcing Lemon (1993); Tsybina and Rebiazina (2013); YenBawhes (2011); Graca, Barry, and Doney (2016)ngtend Zhang (2014).
Quality 5 Ferguson (1996); Roman and Martin (2008); Simonblawlis, and Lemon (1993); Smith (1998); Tax, Brownd Chandrashekaran

(1998)

E-purchasin 4 Borders, Johnston, and Rigdon (2001); Chakrav&uynar, and Grewal (2014); Lancastre and Lages (2008ylle and Standaert (2016).
Rever_se 2 Andersen (2005); Gupta, Melewar, and Bourlakis (901

marketing

Outsourcini 3 Stremersch et al. (2003); Ndubisi (2013); Ndubisil. (2016).

1%

24

>);
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Table 4: Emerging Topics in PSM Literature Addressd by Buyer-Seller Literature Number of Papers per Topic

Topic Number of | References
Articles
Partnerships 22 Comer and Zirger (1997); Eggert, Ulaga, and Hollm@009); Ganesan (1994); Hingley (2005); Hunt§06); Lancastre and
Lages (2006); Ono and Kubo (2009); Paesbrugghle @M.7); Schertzer, Schertzer, and Dwyer (208pgkman and Carrawa
(2006); Stremersch et al. (2003); Ulaga and Eg@&@6); van Riel et al. (2011); Wagner and Ben2@l5); Wang, Siu, and
Barnes (2008); Wong, Tjosvold, and Yu (2005); Deardsary, and Yoon (1999); Kim (1999); Kim (2008gpssenheimer and
Ramsey (1994); Tikoo (2002); Mentzer, Min, and Zaah (2000
Trust 16 Ganesan (1994); Garbarino and Johnson (1999); Gnaysd Ambler (1999); Guenzi, De Luca, and Spifil6); Hawes,
Strong, and Winick (1996); Morgan and Hunt (1993akley and Bush (2016); Tax, Brown, and Chandraetaak(1998);
Valtakoski (2015); Wang, Siu, and Barnes (2008}, ¥ad Barnes (2011); Coulter and Coulter (2003)ng\et al. (2008); Van
Bruggen, Kacker, «d Nieuwlaat (2005); Lusch, O’Brien, and Sindhavd2)) Gruen and Shah (20C
Globalization 13 Behyan, Mohamad, and Omar (2015); Dadzie, JohnatahPels (2008); Djeflat (1998); lyer, Sharma, Bmdnschitzky (2006)
Lai et al. (2015); Leach (2009); Madhavara, Badaganan, and Granot (2011); Morris, Hansen, artd F485); Viswanathan,
Rosa, and Ruth (2010); Yen and Barnes (2011); GBaay, and Doney (2016); Sharma (2016);
Zhang and Zhang (2014)
Risk Management 9 Brown et al. (2011) ; Brown et al. (2012); Claycoary Frankwick (2010); Hewett, Money, and Sharn@®@; Jennings and
Plank (1995); Tuli and Bharadwaj (2009); Valtako&015); Walsh (1995);
Wilson, McMurrian,anc Woodsid (2007).
Knowledge and 8 Hunter (2014); Lehtimaki, Simula, and Salo (20@gigenmdiller and Mitrega (2012); Ulaga and Egggd06); Watkins and
HR Managemel Hill (2009); Schrock et al. (2016); Coulter and @eu(2003); Wang et al. (200
Global-Local 7 Dadzie, Johnston, and Pels (2008); Hewett, Monay,Sharma (2006); Samaha, Beck, and Palmatier J28iMonson, Nowlis,
Sourcing and Lemon (1993); Tsybina and Rebiazina (2013); dehBarnes (2011); Graga, Barry, and Doney (2
Innovation 7 Brencic, Pfajfar, and Raskovic (2012); Chang, Chang Wu (2012); Charterina, Basterretxea, and &&n(2016); Kim and
Srivastava (1998); McQuiston (1989); Prior (20M®giss and Heide (199.
Contract 4 Ehret and Haase (2012); Mooi and Ghosh (2010);&ksand Mishra (2004); Wang, Bradford, and We2(8).
Managemer
Ethics and 3 Arnett, German, and Hunt (2003); Clarke, Flaheaityd Zugelder (2005); Fisher (2007).
corporate social
responsibilit
Green and 0
Sustainability
Managemer
Disaster 0
manageme!
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Hence, the above identified disconnect betweeBtlyer-Seller literature and the PSM

domain, from a sales perspective, creates a basia first set of avenues for future sales

research. Next, the traditional and/or trending R8bk&arch topics that are currently scarcely

addressed by today’s Buyer-Seller literature arkeld to the sales organization (SO), sales

management (SM), and the sales function (SF). [Baids to a research questions matrix in

Table 5 below and on the next page.

Table 5: Framework with Directions for Future SalesResearch Based on

Traditional and/or Trending Topics in PSM Literatur e

Traditional or Trending
Purchasing Topic that are Poorly
Addressed by Extant Literature

Personal Selling and Sales
Management Research (Sales
Organization as a sub topic of Sales

Management)

Global-Local Sourcing

Sales Management; Sales Organization

Risk Management

Sales Organization

Contract Management

Sales Management

Green and Sustainability
Managemer

Sales Organization

Ethics and Social Responsibility

Sales Organization; Personal Selling

Knowledge (and HR)
Managemer

Sales Management; Sales Organizatign;

Personal Sellir

Disaster Management

Sales Organization

Outsourcing

Sales Organization

Reverse Marketing

Sales Organization

E-Purchasing

Sales Management

Quality

Sales Organization

Innovation

Sales Organization
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Possible Directions for Future Sales Research

How is the [Research Topic] effecting the [SO/SMSF
How is the [Research Topic] effecting the [SO/SM/&kd
consequently impacting [SM/SF; SO/SF; or SO/SM]P &@mple, we

assume that E-purchasing has an impact on the@@esization.

Consequently, how is this impacting the role oésahanagers and

frontline sales employees?

How is the [Research Topic] related to [other Rededopic(s)] and
consequently impacting the [SO/SM/SF]? For exanfpisk Management
comes into play when sourcing globally for localrkeds. How is this

impacting the Sales Organization, Sales Manageraadtor the Sales

Function?

Are current sales practices at the [SO/SM/SF] ladelressing
purchasers' needs?
How can the [SO/SM/SF] further adapt to the purehslsieeds when
the buying company is concerned about [Topic]?
What is the best suitable approach for the [SO/SYi¢B/en the

purchasing function is concerned about [Topic]

6.1. How can Buyer-Seller Literature address the PSM lgerature?

The analysis of the Buyer-Seller literature suggedbiat this stream of research still
underestimates the vital role played by the puidigaginction in buyer-seller relationships.
Next, | identify directions for future research it the buyer-seller domain that are based on
what both research domains of the buyer-seller texuaegard as important to study. The
previous sections first identified the researchidephat are important in the PSM literature,
followed by how the extent Buyer-Seller domain dsli@ssing these topics. Next, | add what
marketing and sales scholars consider to be impaataenues for future research, to then blend
both streams of literature in an all-encompassiagméwork for future sales research.

To identify what contemporary marketing and sa#®tars regard as important research

topics for the buyer-seller field, | first draw ossearch by Williams and Plouffe (2007) who
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identified twenty important sales topics. Theirezgtries and descriptions (Plouffe, Williams,
and Wachner 2008), are detailed in Table 6 belaveve been used widely in sales research
(e.g., Geiger and Guenzi 2009). In the next secasample of marketing and sales scholars
are surveyed on these research topics. We diceabtlie research topic General Selling and
Sales because there is no specific coding catabatycan be assigned to the research topic
(Plouffe, Williams, and Wachner 2008).

Table 6: Categorization of Sales Research Areas (Riffe, Williams, and Wachner

2008)

Topic Description

Selling Process and Techniqu Individual-level approaches to improving the effeehess of customer
and prospect interactions and sales outcomes.

Buyer Behavior Theories and models associated with the actividetions, and
responses of prospects and customers.

Sales/Marketing Strategy Higher-level sales management issues related tfirths overall or
marketing strategy.

Technology/Sales Force | The impact and usage of new and emerging techredagid innovations
Automation by the sales force in the conduct of their day-dg-dork.

Measurement Work that advances the science and practice ofuaimdy empirical
research in sales.

Intra-organizational Issues | Factors and processes associated with how thepsade® manages his
or her internal work environment and those witltin i

Sales Evaluation and Research that endeavors to understand how to ne¢assess the
Performance performance of salespeople.
Training Strategies and techniques to ensure the salesifopcepared to serve its

customers and prospects.

Recruiting and Selection The process and characteristics by which salespewplrecruited and
selected for the firm.

Compensation Remuneration schemes and plans for rewarding the Barce.
Supervision The direction, management, guidance, and mentanfifigst-level
salespeople.
Forecasting Processes and techniques for predicting sales eoand trends in the
future.
Motivation Theories and practices designed to better understaprspeople’s goal

attainment, retention, and satisfaction.
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Topic Description

Turnover and Retention The extent to which salespeople are retained, actdrs that
negatively/positively influence this outcome.

Social, Legal, and Ethical Assessment of how the sales function affects, affexted by, social,
Issues legal, and ethical trends/issues.
Sales Organization and The deployment of sales personnel, organizationattare, and
Positions titles/job responsibilities of salespeople.
Time and Territory Factors that influence and mechanisms by whiclsgtesperson works

his or her geographic Management territory or sagssggnment (e.g.,
assigned industry).

Quotas Raw amount and metrics associated with what thespatson is
expected to sell for his or her firm.

Budgeting and Cost Analysis| Planning and monitoring associated with the sigaift expenditures
made on the sales force.

General Selling and Sales Work that clearly pertained to the rubric of “satesl sales
management,” but for which no Management cleatapital coding
category could be assigned.

6.2. Prioritizing the Next Steps by Surveying Marketingand Sales Scholars

The purpose of surveying marketing and sales schalas to deepen the understanding
that arose from the review analyses in the abowotoses. Therefore, | created a list of 440 b-
to-b marketing and sales scholars at two jourmaistioth publish on buyer-seller relationships,
and all members of an academic body (the Glob&sSatience Institute) that focuses on sales
research. These leading researchers in b-to-b tragkand sales were invited to participate in
a survey where they were questioned on the impoetahsales topics for future sales research
in the context of buyer-seller relationships, dedifrom the Willams and Plouffe’s (2007)
classification. The first wave of this survey yiettd51 valid responses. After one week, the
sampled scholars received a reminder to participatkis survey or to complete the survey
when they did not fill out the whole survey. Thiecend wave resulted in an additional 24
respondents, thus yielding a total of 75 full resgEs. On a Likert scale from one to seven, the
researchers were asked to score the importanbe atentified topics by Williams and Plouffe
(2007) when studying the buyer-seller domain, wheres not important and 7 is very

important. An overview of the results is preserited@able 7 below.
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Table 7: Top and Bottom Ranked Research Areas

Rank Williams and Plouffe (2007) Average g;?/?;i:g
1 Selling Process and Techniqu 5.57 1.45
2 Buyer Behavior 5.56 1.4
3 Sales/Marketing Strategy 5.41 1.53
4 Technology/Sales Force 5.5 1.79

Automation (SFA)

5 Sales Evaluation and 593 159
Performance Measurement

6 Intra-Organizational Issues 5.16 1.47
17 Time and Territory 4.14 1.55
18 Quotas 4.08 1.75
19 Budgeting and Cost Analysis 3.89 1.64

The respondents in this sample express that thestégelling process and Technique’
(average score of 5.57; standard deviation: 1.48)Ruyer Behavior’ (average score of 5.56,
standard deviation: 1.40) should be considereldeasxto most important areas of future buyer-
seller research. This is followed by the reseacoglics ‘Sales/Marketing Strategy’ (average
score of 5.41, standard deviation: 1.53) and ‘Teldgy/Sales Force Automation’ (average
score of 5.25, standard deviation: 1.79). The lowsésndard deviation of all Williams and
Plouffe’s (2007) topics was noted for the reseaogic ‘Buyer Behavior'.

In Figure 3, the research topics that are considerde valuable for future sales research

(descending in ranked importance by sales reseaichee connected to the PSM topics that
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are identified in Table 3 and in Table 4 as un@searched in the Buyer-Seller literature
(descending in number of available research thatesdes the particular PSM research topic
in Buyer-Seller literature). Thus, the lines in tiig 3 that move from the upper left to the
bottom right are representing the topics that aenss important for the buyer-seller domain
side and need further development in the Buyeregdibmain.

As a result, these combinations of research tcaghiosild get first research priority in
future buyer-seller research. The most importasgaech topics at the sales side are Selling
Process Technique; Buyer Behavior; Sales/Markedtngtegy; and Technology/Sales Force,
whereas at the purchasing side there are thirt&dh le@search topics that are insufficiently
addressed in Buyer-Seller literature. These togies Risk Management; Knowledge and HR
Management; Innovation; Global-Local Sourcing; @ualontract Management; E-
Purchasing; Ethics & Corporate Social ResponsyhiReverse Marketing; Outsourcing;
Green & Sustainability Management; Disaster Managem

The combination of the four most important resedogiics at the sales side and the
thirteen insufficiently addressed PSM researchctopi Buyer-Seller literature presents fifty-
two possible avenues for future sales research.

For example, a possible future research endeavwdd examine how sales processes and
sales techniques should be adapted when the Biggnaging extreme risks, or contested by
disaster management. A second exemplar route forefuesearch that can be derived from
this cross-literature gap analysis is how buyelesetlationships are being impacted due to
changing buyer behavior in the area of Green ast8wability Management.

On the other hand, there is also a set of resdapits that should get less attention by sales
researchers when conducting future buyer-sellezaret. For example, the combination of

research topics between ‘Budgeting and Cost Arsllymnd Partnerships, Trust, Cost, or
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Globalization is not considered as important fa Buyer-Seller domain, while, at the same
time, there is already a vast amount of researahable on these topics.

Figure 3: Cross-Literature Research Topics Gaps

Measurement

Buyer Behavior
Technology/SFA

Selling Process and Techniquge
Sales/Marketing Strategy

Risk Management

Knowledge Management

HR Management

Innovation

Global-Local Sourcing

Quality

Contract Management

E-Purchasing

Ethics and Corporate Social Responsibility

Reverse Marketing

Outsourcing

Green and Sustainability Management

Disaster Management
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6.4.Possible Research Questions

As mentioned above, the participants were alsodaBkshare possible research questions
on the research topics by Williams and Plouffe J0®hen they considered these topics as
important for future buyer-seller research. A setecof the research questions and comments

that were shared on the six most important resdapibs can be found in Appendix 1

7. Conclusion: The Road Ahead — Paving the Path for &trengthened Purchaser-Seller

Relationship

This essay looks at the effect of changes happextitite buyer side that impacts the sales
function as one of the most overlooked areas afysin the Buying-Selling domain. Selling
firms are challenged by the dropping effectivenetdraditional selling strategies (e.g.,
Lichtenthal and Tellefsen 2001; Dickson and Adam26tl). The purchasing function is
rapidly gaining strategic importance to the extéat the function is now starting to dominate
the buying process (Cousins, Lawson, and Squiré)200

This essay is built on three different parts ofeaing the Buyer-Seller and PSM literatures
to examine how sales literature is progressing tdsvd@SM literature and the purchasing
function needs. The first review that urges saksearchers to implement the purchasing
function needs into their future buyer-seller reskaas well are sales practitioners strongly
suggested to recognize and align their sales argtion, sales management, and sales function
with the needs of the purchasing function at thetmuer side. These two conclusions are
grounded on an extensive review of 329 Buyer-Saligcles that are sampling the purchasing
function. This review only yielded six articles, t@ro per cent of the sample, that address the
purchasing function needs and subsequently makggations for sales.

In the second phase of review, the important PSdéarch topics were reviewed in the

Buyer-Seller domain. This phase first identifie& tfesearch topics that are considered as
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important in the PSM literature, but are still sedy addressed by the Buyer-Seller research
field. The extensive literature review was plotied confrontation matrix and denotes that the
traditional PSM research topics Outsourcing; Revdviarketing; E-Purchasing; Quality;
Global-local Sourcing; and Risk Management havelsearcely addressed in the Buyer-Seller
domain. Moreover, the trending PSM research top&sbal-Local Sourcing; Risk
Management; Contract Management; Ethics & CorpoBateial Responsibility; Innovation;
Knowledge (and HR) Management are poorly addrelsgddiyer-seller researchers. Also, the
Buyer-Seller literature is blank on two other enmgggopics, Disaster Management and Green
& Sustainability Management.

In the third step of reviewing the connect betwpenchasers and sellers, the important
research sales topics are tested for ‘future-plngfer-seller research’. To find out what
contemporary sales researchers regard as impoetsgdrch topics for the buyer-seller field, |
first draw on research by Williams and Plouffe (2PD@ho identified twenty important sales
topics, followed by a survey of 75 sales reseascivbio were questioned on what they consider
to be important avenues of future buyer-sellerasde

In a final evaluation of the connect between th#R®d Buyer-Seller domain, the three
parts of review are fetched together into a resedmamework for future sales research.
Interesting avenues for future sales researcheaeed! from this framework.

This essay contributes to the Buyer-Seller liteaty pointing sales researchers and sales
practitioners in the direction of developing sakigategies, sales approaches, and sales
practices that are better aligned with the grovilmgortance of the purchasing function and its
needs. Moreover, this study disclosed the unadedess scarcely addressed traditional and
trending PSM research topics in the Buyer-Sellena@o, and at the same time, are also

considered to be important for the sales domain.
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CHAPTER

3

SALESPEOPLE AS KNOWLEDGE
MANAGERS: APROCUREMENT
PERSPECTIVE

This essay was written in collaboration with Raiaggm, D. (Vlerick Business School and

Ghent University) and Hochstein, B. (UniversityAdhbama)
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CHAPTER lI: Salespeople as Knowledge Managers: A i@curement

Perspective

1. Concise Summary of Research

In this chapter, | discuss how the empowermenhefgrocurement function has recently
become a major disruptor of traditional sales pcast Sales researchers recognize the
importance of these changes and suggest thatponse salespeople should use an adapted
sales message based on specific knowledge nedtie glurchaser. This implies a holistic
approach to selling where salespeople expand fromdugt specialists to broadly aware
“overseers” of customer specific situations, iratiein to their offerings. Yet, little is known
about the salesperson role as a knowledge managenast research on the topic is conducted
from only a sales perspective, largely ignoring what puretsabave to say on the subject.
Given these deficiencies in the literature, | imewed thirty-five purchasers to explore this

area.
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1. Introduction

The contemporary purchaser-seller environment ptesalespeople with the challenge of
finding ways to overcome the ineffectiveness of ynpreviously effective sales approaches
(e.g., Adamson, Dixon, and Toman 2012). The efficacmany sales approaches has been
threatened based on an ongoing paradigm shiftamptbcurement domain (Spina, Caniato,
Luzzini, and Ronchi 2013). The resulting changeshand are expected to continue to have,
a tremendous influence on the procurement prod@sgrdm et al. 2015). One prominent
change concerns “when” salespeople enter the bdyim{s procurement process. Thus, the
present research suggests that when salespeopteraelted, it is of the utmost importance
that the salesperson should be prepared in reladiovhat the purchaser already knows. The
guestion is - how effective are salespeople atraptishing this task when they enter the sales
process, effectively, ‘late in the game.’ Thus, dhgective of the current research is to explore
what contemporary salespeople should and shouténdoing at this juncture, as based on the
opinion of their customers, strategic procuremeyerds.

In pursuit of this objective, | start by considegyiohanges to the procurement function of
many industrial firms and how these changes rétathe sales function. A key factor driving
procurement to consult salespeople later in thege®is the increased availability of digital
information (Verona, Prandelli, and Sawhney 200@)is notion is consistent with supply
chain literature that indicates that buying firmre ancreasingly empowering their internal
procurement function with more strategic respofisids than in the past, which differs from
a traditional mechanical and clerical procuremetd (Tassabehji and Moorhouse 2008; Flint,
Blocker, and Boutin 2011). While this trend mayseen as positive (i.e. firms utilize available
information to make internally-driven choices)niay also result in firms making less educated
decisions, as traditional sources of insight (isalespeople) become less prominent.

Traditionally, salespeople provide external knowlkedo help a procurement firm make better
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decisions. However, given the near expert statunafy strategic procurement departments
this formerly critical salesperson provided infotoa may be viewed as confusing,
threatening, or even with suspicion. To reducedhastential issues, recent research (e.g.,
Verbeke, Dietz, and Verwaal 2011; Rapp, Bachra@maBopoulos, and Ogilvie 2014) has
suggested that modern salespeople need to appsebicly as a knowledge broker (KB) who
takes a holistic view of adding value.

The KB role is characterized by a salesperson wkesta holistic view of their customer’s
situation, assesses it, and imparts scarce knowl@dtknown by the customer, yet known by
the KB) to recommend a value creating solution @Refpal. 2014). To offset situations where
customers use largely internal information to makdecision, the KB essentially “filters” the
customer’s situation through their product, custograad market knowledge to identify areas
where customer information is missing or misintetpd. Then, the KB employs selling-related
knowledge to select an appropriate sales strateglearly communicate with their customer
(Verbeke et al. 2011). By identifying and impartitiys new and situationally relevant
information to the customer, better customer densican be made and the potential for value
creation by the salesperson exists. In essenceffective KB validates what the customer
knows and fills in any missing information. Butrtuially no research has considered how
customers view the salesperson as a knowledge mamatly the aim of creating customer
value. Given this lack of research, it is unknowmhncreasingly strategic procurement agents
view salespeople and their attempts to add value.

Given this literature basis, strategic purchasatskanowledge managing salespeople, and
the limited research that addresses either topace & purchaser’s point of view, the current
research employs a grounded theory approach toessldts main research objective. A
grounded theory approach is effective to extendrthbased on the responses of content area

experts. The current study draws upon the insightfocus group of procurement executives,
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which is used to inform a larger study of in-deptterviews of 35 procurement employees
(agents, managers, and CPOs) in a cross-sectiB@®findustries. The results of our study
provide both provocative and compelling findingsnoerning how purchasers view
salespeople and their offerings. These finding$ude the notion that it is important for
salespeople who want to create value by sharingvladge to understand that purchasers
categorize the product they sell, based on it$egfi@importance to the buying firm. Building
upon this finding, | develop different value-bassles messages concerning total cost of
ownership grounded on the purchaser’s classifinaifca salesperson’s offer.

The remainder of this paper is organized as folldvitst a literature review is provided
concerning change in the procurement and salegidmsc Then, the qualitative, grounded
theory study is presented, including our study gmot and specifics of our data sample of
procurement professionals. The results of our studyused to inform further literature review
to support development of our conceptual model@ngositions. The manuscript closes with

conclusions for scholars and managers, and liraitatthat engender future research.

2. Changes to the Procurement and Sales Function

A notable observation upon reviewing both the prement and sales/marketing literatures
is that there is limited cross-pollination betwdbkam, as identified in Essay 1. Based on an
extended review of the literature, it is apparéiat bnly a few cross-disciplinary studies exist
that examine purchaser needs in relation to thesdainction. One study, while not cross-
disciplinary, takes the perspective of how salaadishould adopt an “anticipatory” approach
to purchaser needs, and adjust their message/appiroaxpectation of what they think their
customers require (Blocker, Houston, and Flint 20HBwever, studies on sales issues, based
on data collected from purchasers, is rather lihité few notable exceptions include the

purchaser perspective of gender on sales approaokeglational outcomes (Wood, Johnson,
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and Boles 2014) and the effectiveness of diffesaids strategies (Essay 3). This literature gap
reflects a potential source of misalignment in whianow about purchaser expectations and
what salespeople deliver. This type of expectatisalignment has been demonstrated to have
a negative effect for both parties (Hunter and éarit 2007). Thus, the following literature
review highlights salient, complimentary, and imh@tive cross-disciplinary research

concerning salesperson and purchaser perspecfigates interactions.

2.1 Changes in Procurement: Agents as Strategic Purchass

The procurement and supply management (PSM) litexandicates that many changes are
happening in the procurement function (e.g., Sgihal. 2013). One recurrent theme in the
PSM literature is that purchasers are becomingeasingly strategic in their organizations
(e.g., Tassabehji and Moorhouse 2008). Consequ@ntdgurement agents are empowered and
encouraged by their top management to embrace st@tegic responsibilities (Tassabehji
and Moorhouse 2008; Flint, Blocker, and Boutin 20Alternatively, literature also states that
purchasing of indirect products is increasinglynigeoutsourced (e.g., Huber 2010). Another
limit to the growth of the purchasing function isat purchasing is evolving to a team
responsibility rather than an individual approaghram and Pearson 1993). Despite the trend
of Decision Making Units are becoming larger, timalf buying responsibility increasingly lies
in the hands of the purchasing function (Cousireydon, and Squire 2006). Thus, when a
particular purchase is the reason for things tevging or results of the purchase are missing
the mark, other functions will points fingers orllwilame the purchasing function, which
amplifies the buyer’s risk aversion. On the othemdh the successes and achievements that are
founded on a long-term procurement vision are glpishared with other functions within the
company (Den Butter and Linse 2008). Moreover pilmehasing function still has to go a long
way to reach the status of strategic and criti€dx( et al., 2005). The reason is that top

management often fails to grasp the potential ®fptlrchasing function, one that goes beyond
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an administrative function. (Ramsay 2006). A filialitation to the rise of the purchasing
function is that different firms can be in diffetestages of purchasing maturity (Reck and Long
1988). | will elaborate on this issue in Essay 3.

Many other organizational functions have also gaitog management support and, hence,
responsibilities within the organization. For exdem-to-b marketers are more and more
taking the lead of the pre-sales phases in resgortbe changing digital sourcing behavior at
the purchasing side (e.g., Hutt and Speh 2012)ifthee-organizational alignment between the
marketing and sales function is required to enhanstomer value (Guenzi and Troilo 2007).
On top of this, the operations function is vitat fbe success of a selling company, too. The
ongoing shift from products to services, for ins&s) increases the pressure on this function.
Thus, the changing business landscape requiragthle organization to be flexible and adapt
to the changes happening (Zablah et al. 2014).

The strategic focus of procurement is an expansigorocurement’s previous role, which
was more associated with cost cutting and effigiearal as a value-enhancing function, rather
than a strategic resource (Mclvor, Humphrey, andAMer 1997). For example, recent
research by Rust, Moorman, and Dickson (2013) dtetea buying company can achieve
financial benefits in three ways; either by decie@osts, by increasing revenues, or by
combining both. In their study, the addition of¢ierasing revenues” represents the expanding
strategic role of procurement agents.

The move to the strategic role of procurement ig,dan part, to the availability of
information and the ability to exploit a mix of theformation during the sourcing process
(Webster 1991; Moriarty and Spekman 1984), whichlteen made largely possible owing to
the investment of supplier firms- on digital markgtchannels like websites, social media, etc
(Karjaluoto, Ulkuniemi, Karjaluoto 2015). During ish process, purchasers assess the

completeness of the information/knowledge they naed the information/knowledge they
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already possess. Information/knowledge completelsedstermined and any deficiencies are
compared with the availability and accessibilitytloé required knowledge/information. Even
at a time of limited development of online informoat Deeter-Schmelz, Kennedy, and Norman
(2002) found that purchasers perceive Internetrin&ion sources as more useful than
personal sales visits in bridging completeness.daipse then, the research has indicated that
the Internet has an even greater impact on thepweghasers access and consume information
(Grénroos 2008; Spina et al. 2013). Today, busineseomers are increasingly empowered by
information, which has become increasingly accéssiba digital marketing channels
(Keindnen and Kuivalainen 2015; Lamberton and StepB016; Verona, Prandelli, and
Sawhney 2006). However, some research has notdedntbees toward more strategic

procurement may hold potential risks for both pasdr and supplier firms.

2.1.1. Information Overload

Information overload has been suggested as oneenmnas purchasers can become
overwhelmed with too many details. For users oita@ighannels, information overload occurs
when information from a variety of sources becomesrwhelming and actually leads to less
accurate, less qualitative, and more subjectivengugiecisions (Hsu and Liao 2014; Chen,
Shang, and Kao 2009; Edmunds and Morris 2000).uBlkeeof digital channels for businesses
purchase decisions is expected to provide muchesame results as those seen in personal
purchase decisions, where information overloadddgadconfusion and suboptimal decision
making. While many procurement firms are increadsiraglept at processing large quantities
of information (Kim, Suresh, and Kocabasoglu-Hilln2@15), it is the potential for subjective,
rather than objective, decision-making that shdwtdof concern to selling firms. Yet, as
previously indicated, procurement firms are becagnimcreasingly strategic and involving
salespeople later, if at all, in their sourcing gass (Adamson, Dixon, and Toman 2012;

Anderson, Narus, and Wouters 2014). Thus, the ptéshlution selected by procurement, with

53



limited salesperson input, may not be optimal. Huenario poses many problems salient to
the selling firm related to customer expectatiorst being met, including: customer
dissatisfaction, negative word of mouth, and/oreased switching intentions (Liu and Leach
2001). However, the concerns don’'t end with infaioraoverload, access to information has
also shifted the balance of power between purcham®t sellers, with sellers now assuming
greater power during sales interactions, which pasklitional problems.

The increasingly strategic role of procurement, c#fmally concerning information
sourcing, has resulted in a shift to the balanceafier from the supplier firms and their
salespeople to the buying firm and purchasers. dhifsin the balance of power has impacted
both sides of the interaction, which, in some calkas resulted in attempts to circumvent the
strategic procurement process. On the sales sy salespeople have responded by simply
going around the procurement agent. This approtarimed backdoor selling, typically
develops based on a salesperson’s perception tinehgsers are trying to erode the high
quality solutions and offers they present (Steirmagtd Brooks 2010). In prior literature, this
approach has found some support as an effectigs taitic (e.g., Steinmetz and Brooks 2010),
while more recent literature has suggested thatdwar selling is declining (e.g., Spina et al.
2013). Regardless, the concept of back-door sealidigates that some salespeople attempt to
disregard the strategic role of procurement, itprement is perceived to devalue sales input.
Circumventing the strategic role of procurementas only found in regard to salespeople, |
next look to a similar phenomenon on the procurdraigle, maverick buying.

From a purchasing company’s perspective, the cooateof backdoor selling is called
maverick buying. Angeles and Nath (2007) define ¢bacept of maverick buying as “the
purchase of goods or services without using then'sirformally defined processes and
authorized vendors.” Maverick buying representhimttremes, rational and emotional, of

decision making (Karjalainen, Kemppainen, and VaiR2009). Karjalainen and Van Raaij
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(2011) provide reasons for why this occurs randimmgn very rational (e.g., no contract
available, no knowledge of a contract, productsutable for use) to highly emotional (e.qg.,
established relations with another supplier orifgsl of injustice). The challenge for buying
companies is to identify maverick buying in theiganization, and reduce it to more effectively
become strategic in their strategic procuremergr{ffand Monczka 2003). The challenge for
selling firms, and their salespeople, is to find effective way to navigate the changing

procurement process.

2.2.2. Kraljic Purchasing Portfolio

Given the apparent importance of strategic procergrframeworks, and the prominence
of the Kraljic matrix for practitioners (Lamming@hiarrison 2001; Gelderman and Van Weele
2003), as well as its prominent position in thecprement research (Caniéls and Gelderman
2005), | draw upon literature concerning the maedsupport our remaining results. The simple
matrix categorizes procurement decisions basedermptofit and supply risk impact of the
good or service on the buying company. The praiit supply risk axes result in four product
quadrants: 1) Leverage products have a high grofict but implicate a low supply risk; 2)
Strategic products have a high impact on the pricalu@nd delivery costs; 3) Non-critical
products which are characterized by low supply lamdfinancial impact risks; 4) Bottleneck
products have a relatively smaller influence ondbmpany financials but these products are
associated with a higher than average supply Ks&ljic 1983).

I highlight this model for two main reasons. Fifsbm a procurement perspective, Kamann
(2000) states that the seller’s side of the pumhaller relationship is considered as an
omitted element in Kraljic’'s model and its approatdes not cover possible strategies and
reactions from suppliers. Second, the gap idedtlig Kamann (2000) is clearly evident in the
results of our study, with many participants neaddynanding that sales organizations take the

time to comprehend and understand the classifitadinod thus the strategic importance, of the
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products they sell to the firms that are purchasiregn. Again, an identical sales presentation
for all four quadrants, from non-critical to strgie products, will not be effective since the
classification in the buying matrix is company specFor example, cleaning products will be
categorized differently by purchasers in a cleaiimg (most likely as strategic products) than
purchasers working for a finance company (mostiles non-critical products) and, thus,

requires a different sales approach.

2.2.3. Advantages and Concerns about Using the Kiel matrix

The use of the Kraljic matrix has some drawbackst,Fesearch states that there is no
standard approach to analyze a purchasing portémitbrequires human judgement to avoid
measurement and strategic issues (Gelderman and\iate 2003). Opposing this view,
Syson (1992) states that the Kraljic classificat®nhe best tool for diagnosing the type of
purchases and the consequent purchaser’'s apprOacthe other hand, Olsen and Ellram
(1997) are concerned about the power balance #ratbe exploited. Other researchers are
concerned that the Kraljic matrix is too simpleitder important strategies (Dubois and
Pedersen 2002). Another drawback is that most refseelated to the use of the Kraljic
approach only examines the buyer’s side, withokintathe supplier’'s reactions to changes
happening at the buyer’s side of the buyer-sef@addnto account (Kamann 2000). Likewise,
the power potential of the supplier is not incogied in the Kraljic matrix, which limits the
derived strategy formulation for purchasers (Ldheutz and Ydreskog 19R9This power
balance was also researched by Gelderman and Vate\(&00) who refer to the underlying
reasons of conflict of interests to explain theuratinterest to be power dominant in Buyer-
Seller relationships. Gelderman and Van Weele (280Bports this view and state that the
categorization of the supplier’s offer in the Kialnatrix will always be subject to the relative

power positions.
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2.2.4. Summary

In summary, this review of the procurement literatsuggests it is imperative that
salespeople develop ways to appropriately and gsajaally respond to increasingly strategic
purchasers. The availability of information hasseiprocurement to engage with salespeople
much later in their sourcing process than in th&,pahich can lead to negative outcomes for
salespeople when the purchaser becomes overloadid information. Additionally,
information induced changes in the balance of satesaction power, from seller to purchaser,
can lead to counter-productive attempts to circurhtiee strategic procurement process. At
issue is the reality that these problem areaswapeding traditional ways that salespeople add
value and reduce risks prior to a final procurentiision. Thus, sales firms and salespeople
should endeavor to adopt a new approach to sellisgecially in regard to strategic
procurement decisions. To address this notionw non to sales literature and background
on how salespeople may be able to overcome theddeprs by managing and selectively

sharing scarce knowledge in order to create valtldir strategic clients.

2.2 Changes in Selling: Salespeople as Knowledge Manage

On the sales side of the interaction, the condegt ppurchaser information increases are
dramatically affecting sales interactions has kgagning traction for some time. For example,
many business press reports suggest that traditB?l sales is diminishing, including a
Forrester Research report that suggests one mghates jobs will be lost in the United Sates
by 2020 (Hoar 2015). In scholarly research, thenthef dramatic change in sales has been
emerging for well over a decade. For example, JoBasdaram, and Chin (2002) highlight
that customer expectations, increased use of témiyand increased knowledge expectations
of salespeople are forcing sales firms to adaptamy areas. Sheth and Sharma (2008) state
that because of increasing service expectationsusyomers, sales firms need to become

‘hyper’ customer focused. As a final example, Adam<Dixon, and Toman (2012)’s article
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the “End of Solutions Selling,” suggests that cmbelect few salespeople, who take a radically
different approach will succeed in changing satesrenments.

Some have suggested this radically different amtrosia knowledge managing role. To
act in this role, salespeople must take actiondmaeding their knowledge beyond traditional
boundaries and by employing approaches previouslgidad (see Rapp, Bachrach,
Panagopoulos, and Ogilvie 2014 for one salient @@m More specifically, knowledge
management for sales messaging has been charadtasithe process of frontline salespeople,
with superior knowledge, translating salient knadgle into value creating insights (Homburg,
Wieseke, and Bornemann 2009). Yet, despite acceptahthe importance of value-adding
sales messages via knowledge sharing, only linnéedarch has investigated specifics of the
role salespeople can play here, and largely froselker perspective. Thus, | suggest the
remainder of this research, which offers a moreisipeexplication of the salesperson’s role to
create customer value by sharing knowledge, frgnurahaser perspective, fills a sizeable gap
in the sales and marketing literature.

Dave Snowden, knowledge expert and founder of @e=&idge, points out that knowledge
is most useful when it is needed, a notion thagiests brokering salient knowledge adds value.
In broad terms, brokering is defined as a procéssslation, coordination, and alignment of
perspectives in an effort to link and facilitatartsactions between parties (Wenger 1998, p.
109). Since knowledge can be seen as a vital fatgustaining competitive advantage for the
knowledge holder (Spender 1998; Gomes and Dahab) 2@ansferring useful knowledge has
the potential to create value. In sales, an engificundation for the importance of the
salesperson’s role as knowledge manager is foutideiryerbeke et al. (2011) update of the
Churchill et al. (1985) meta-analysis of sales ganfince drivers. The updated meta-analysis
identifies selling-related knowledge, defined d&“tepth and width of knowledge base that

salespeople need to size up situations, classifyparcts, and select appropriate sales strategies
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for clients” (Leong, Busch, and John 1989, p. 164)the most important sales performance
driver. Adaptiveness, defined as “the alteringaés behaviors during and across consumer
interactions based on perceived information abbetselling situation” (Weitz, Sujan, and
Sujan 1986, p. 175), is identified as the secondtritoportant sales performance driver. In
discussion of the findings, Verbeke et al. (201@haude that in the current knowledge
economy, salespeople will find a competitive adaget and increased value creation by
brokering unknown or misinterpreted (termed ‘scarkeowledge to purchasers.

However, the Marketing and Sales literature leavesy areas unexplored concerning
information and knowledge transfer types (see E$gagpecifically concerning value creation.
| start by briefly exploring how purchasers apptoaaformation. For example, research
indicates that information is not equally utilizeg all purchasers and is processed/interpreted
using different objective and rational standardglifferent purchasers (Staw 1997). A study
based on interviews with 46 B2B firms illuminathistidea and finds that purchasing managers
tend to focus only on extra benefits that are @a\and add credibility to them within their
organization (Anderson, Narus, and Wouters 2014gs€ differences found in how purchasers
use and process information supports the needifesgeople to modify their sales messaging
how they transfer information in different procurem situations. In the following sections |
develop the notion of how salespeople create cdtiygetadvantage through knowledge
transfer of specific types of information and knedge in their sales pitch.

Information is data that is organized, structused, when placed in context, has meaning
(Glazer 1991). There are many ways to further ddkninformation, but for the purposes of
our study, | investigate hard and soft informatinrrelation to salespeople value creation.
Berger and Udell (2002) specify that hard informatis quantifiable information, such as key
performance indicators, that is objectively ass#sb®y purchasers. Conversely, soft

information is qualitative in nature, such as costoreviews, that is subjectively assessed by
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purchasers. The differences between these infaamagpes is salient because they impact a
receiver’s ability and openness to accept and gsottee information (Laroche et al. 2004). In
essence, purchasers considering hard informatiorrontrast to soft information, rely on
interpretations of measurable, tangible benefitd tan be confirmed, which makes hard
information easier for a salesperson to transfexr purchaser, or for the purchaser to obtain
independent of the salesperson (Berger and UdéR)20rhus with self-informed strategic
purchasers, transfer of hard information has lichp@tential for value creation, as gaining
information without the aid of a salesperson issfiie. However, a potential competitive
advantage, increased value creation, exists fessalessages that include soft information,
which is more difficult for strategic purchasersg@min from external means. Thus, | suggest
that effective sales messages should focus orféramfssoft information per given purchasing
situation. But, information alone is not knowledgas rather a building block of knowledge
(Fahey and Prusak 1998). Two types of knowledgec#rmterest to our study of sales
messaging.

Knowledge is broadly defined as the personalizetistructured information possessed in
the minds of individuals (Barrutia and Gilsanz 20¥& a more specific level, | draw upon the
Matusik and Hill (1998) knowledge typology, whicbkatribes differences in knowledge and
separates explicit knowledge from tacit knowledgeplicit knowledge is characterized as
knowledge that can be communicated, handled, spasaldstored with relative ease. Nonaka,
Toyama, and Nagata (2000) further describe expkoibwledge as publicly available,
accessible, and derived from different media (éngernet, newspapers, books, etc.). Explicit
knowledge is classified as basic knowledge (Dyer &imgh 1998) that is simple to exchange
(Li et al. 2010). Specifically, in a business comtexplicit knowledge is often transferred via
digital marketing channels (Cousins, Lawson, andiir®q2006). For example, explicit

knowledge can be transferred by a firm using acenet testimonial on its website open to all
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customers and prospects. In contrast to explictedge, tacit knowledge is less tangible,
personalized, and not widely available. Tacit krexge is not formalized, but is embedded in
morals, commitment, deeds, and procedures (SedéleAwis and Hartmann 2008). An

example of tacit knowledge is the know-how thahégded by a firm that wants to have a
customized CRM system in order to integrate the sgstem into the firm’s existing sales

process. As illustrated, transferring tacit knowgedis more complex and difficult than

transferring explicit knowledge.

Successful transfer of knowledge is required itieatreation is to occur. To aid in transfer,
the order of knowledge transfer is important; gsieit knowledge should be transferred before
tacit knowledge can be exchanged (Filieri et aL40Thus, explicit knowledge is considered
an antecedent of tacit knowledge. To move to theencomplex tacit knowledge, guidance
from a holder of the knowledge, such as a salespeis recommended (Wang, Arnett, and
Hou 2016). | propose that, similar to the transfesoft information, transfer of tacit knowledge
provides an opportunity for salespeople to higtiligheir competitive advantages and to
increase value creation with purchasers. In esseheeability to effectively transfer tacit
knowledge such as proprietary, competitive, anditerpretive knowledge, scarce to the
purchaser, is where salespeople have the opporttmiadd the most value in their sales
message with purchasers. However, the transfeadif knowledge bears risk, so | briefly
explore complications that could arise from a salessage based on tacit knowledge transfer.
Sankowska (2012) states that sharing of knowlesigeiceived as an action that involves risk
for the knowledge provider because of the poteriiat of a competitive advantage by
disclosing valuable knowledge to the other. At $hene time, the recipient of knowledge is
also exposed to a certain risk, as there mightao& bf evidence that using the shared

knowledge is not harmful to the receiver.

61



Transferring tacit knowledge is difficult, as thedkwledge is closely held and not easy to
articulate, which can be problematic (Van BaaleloeBihof-Ruwaard, and Van Heck 2005).
For example, tacit knowledge transfer is, essdwytitle sharing of propriety knowledge, which
can diminish the transferring firm's competitive vadtage (Gnyawali and Park 2011).
Therefore, it is essential for selling firms, ahdit managers to carefully monitor and control
salesforce sharing of organizational tacit knowéedgd implement controls to address seller
opportunism. If the knowledge is deemed appropriatdéransfer, sellers must first find
effective ways to enable the transfer to purchagerset al. 2010). Accomplishing this
facilitation involves comprehension of knowledgerrteas (Szulanski 1996), such as the
purchaser’s absorptive capacity for new knowledgee{ al. 2010; Mahoney, Williams, and
Szulanski 2003).

Absorptive capacity is typically described at thenflevel, but is also applicable to
individuals. The concept is defined as the abtbtgmbed and leverage external knowledge to
enrich innovation and to improve performance (Cobhed Levinthal 1990). For firms, and
procurement agents, with high levels of absorptgacity, barriers are easier for salespeople
to overcome, as absorptive capacity holds littleehé in the absence of new sources of
knowledge, so these firms seek out new knowledgesf(ifi and Tribé 2008). Thus, the
purchaser’s level of absorptive capacity is an irtgrd basis for salesperson adaptiveness.
Synthesizing the previous points, | suggest thatyatenant of KBs is their ability to identify
aspects of the strategic purchaser, such as infmmiienowledge deficiencies and their
absorptive capacity (at both firm and individualdés). Correct identification of these elements
allows for effective transfer of appropriate sofformation and tacit knowledge, resulting in
value creation.

To conclude, | provide a process overview of vatueation by sales messaging that is

based on scarce knowledge. | draw upon recent ragkigerature (specifically, Dixon and
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Brent 2012; Rapp et al. 2014; Verbeke et al. 204 Describe the role of the KB, which is to:
(1) develop a deep and ever expanding knowledge (eag., product, firm capability, markets,
etc.); (2) build a holistic understanding of cusesim expressed and unexpressed needs at
multiple levels; (3) link specific customer needpersonal (salesperson), internal (firm), and
external (business partners) knowledge bases éordiete knowledge scarce to the customer;
(4) influence customers by translating and impgrsicarce information and knowledge derived
from multiple sources (e.g., soft information, tdeiowledge, new perspectives, etc.); and (5)
create value across interactions by aligning petsps of the customer, the firm, and external
partners to propagate mutually beneficial transadbetween the parties.

Despite the previous conceptual understanding ef stlesperson’s role in conveying
different types of knowledge via sales messagessearch, to our knowledge, considers how
purchasers view salesperson efforts to be valsaneby sharing knowledge, or if purchasers
even distinguish a difference. In addition, viewsajespeople through the lens of procurement
provides a potentially interesting perspectivepasiy salespeople are thought to not grasp the
serious changes reshaping their role in the puecksedler's landscape (Moncrief and Marshall
2005; Dickie and Trailer 2007; Sheth and Sharma&206a other words, it is entirely possible
that salespeople are not aware, or have not clyrtbpted the sales messaging role to share
selective know-how. To advance theory, from a newspective, | utilize a grounded theory

approach to further study this topic.

3. Grounded Theory Methodology

Given the newness of managing scarce knowledgaés snessaging to the sales literature,
and the lack of cross discipline sales-procurertimaiture sto further inform our research, a
theory development approach is employed to advaocestudy (Zaltman, LeMasters, and

Heffring 1982; Glaser and Strauss 1967). The catalé, grounded theory approach is chosen
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because it is commonly used to generate theonpod@ess, action, or interaction based on the
views of participants in the process (Johnson 20} method is used to extend the existing
theory of value-based selling An overview of theafics of our grounded theory method,
consistent with the best practices for qualitasuedy of sales topics, (see Johnson 2015) is
next presented. Then, the findings of our studyused to inform further literature review
designed to support and strengthen the qualitditiengs, in an effort to explicate a well-

developed theory.

3.1 Data Selection

The participants in this study shared their opisi@m two different topics. During the
interviews, our grounded theory method covered twoad, yet specifically non-related,
procurement topic areas. More specifically, | pauot that the participants of this study are
identical to that of Essay 3, yet the data andctape completely independent from each other
and have a clear and different purpose, analysi$,cantribution to sales and procurement
literatures (e.g., Ellram and Tate 2016 outlineubte of the same data set for multiple research
articles).

The process of this research began with a focuapgdiscussion with eight different
purchasers from a manufacturer of industrial bsil&he topics that arose during the discussion
served as the groundwork for our initial researobtqrol. In the next step of our learning
process, | searched the literature (e.g., TassadethjiMoorhouse 2008) to further refine the
study in an effort to enhance rich discussions withparticipants. To confirm the validity of
our research, | used a convenience sample folirtefdur interviewees. The resulting study
protocol, used for subsequent interviews is avhlabthe Appendix 1. The questions of the
protocol were designed to not guide the interviesvsvard common answers, nor to lead

participants towards preliminary ideas of the redears (Marshall 1998). Thus, with the
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study’s question protocol prepared and testedgabeur study by identifying industries and
potential participants.

Companies were selected to be included in the shadyd on their firmographics (i.e.
industry, country, and financial). The study usebdenretical sampling procedure, including a
snowballing technique as well as LinkedIn contaotgecruit qualified participants. This
process included contacting the most senior levetyrement employee within each firm.
Titles of the participants include: purchaser, prement director, and chief procurement
officer. All participating companies were based\fest-Europe and a majority of these firms
only focused on B2B customers. A total of sevemtyi@r purchasers were contacted which
resulted in 28 companies that agreed to participé®@o response rate). From these firms,
including the focus panel, 35 purchasers werevigeed. Each interview followed the study’s
protocol. After each interview the protocol wasuestigd based on preliminary analyses of the
interview to better reflect the phenomenon of ieserin conformity with the rules of grounded
theory. To continuously improve the quality and tthepf the interviews, the most current
question was sent to the interviewees one week fwitheir scheduled interview. The study
participants reflect a wide distribution of induss; financial size, responsibilities, and titles

(see Table 8).
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Table 8: Study Participant Summary Information

Participants Sample Characteristics N‘.‘mber of
Participants
1. Title CEO, Managing Director 7
Vice President Procurement 3
Chief Procurement Officer 5
(CPO)
Purchasing Director 9
Procurement Manager 7
Purchaser 5
Other 2
2. Responsibilities Direct Purchases 10
Indirect Purchases 6
Direct and Indirect Purchases 19
3. Industry Heavy Industrials 25
Goods and Services 10
4. C-ompa.ny Mainly focused on B-to-b 23
Orientation
Mainly focused on Business-to- 11
Consumer
Mainly focused on Business-tc 1
Government
5. Financial Returns <50 Million USD 12
50-500 Million USD 11
501 Million- 1 Billion USD 1
>1 Billion USD 11

3.2 Data Analysis

Data were collected over an eleven-month periodiclcaling upon reaching the data
saturation point at the twenty-eight interview &bss and Corbin 1990). The saturation point
was realized by gradually combining the preliminfingdings of each interview, which were
inductively coded following the rules of groundéeadry research design (Strauss and Corbin
1990) ) to extend the existing theory of value-blaselling. Following these procedures, the
interview transcripts were reviewed and coded gwoceeded using NVivo 9 software.
Ultimately, the 28 individual interviews and onectis group totaled 30.5 hours of audio

recordings, with each one lasting between 40 artdrithutes. A total of 133 nodes were
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coalesced into 34 concepts and subsequently weneeded into 12 themes. As previously
mentioned, our interviews focused on two broad prement topics, which is indicated in the
large number of themes. The present research fearsenly seven of these themes, and the
data concerning unrelated themes was not usedsisttidy. Finally, the ideas and theories for
this paper were verified and fine-tuned by the ipg@nts after all interviews had been
conducted. From their feedback, | selected the imgsbrtant themes for the present research
based on the following criteria: 1) the procuremepic is not obvious from a sales research
point of view, 2) the theme was advanced by mutgildy participants (Bendapudi and Leone
2002), and 3) post interview feedback by participandicated the topic as one that would
most help salespeople relate to procurement agemis, | advance the overall theme of how
salespeople can function as knowledge broker$fieonégative consequences of being viewed

otherwise, based on procurement agent insights.

4. Study Results

The results of the present research are uniquénmorreasons. First, the results reflect
procurement agent perspectives and illuminate hoevigusly identified changes (in the
procurement literature) to the procurement funcadiect salespeople trying to sell to their
firms (a topic area that has not been studied)oiBkcthe procurement agents of our study
advance new insights, not presently found in eithersales and procurement literature. These
findings, supported by concepts found in the litem provide the rich results that managers
are looking for. In essence, the present reseaashabked sales firm customers to reveal the
“secrets” of how they view salespeople and in wiays salespeople can be more effective in

terms of sales messaging. These findings are tire coatribution of the present research.
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4.1 The Strategic Focus of Procurement Affects Salespgle

Our study reconfirmed the strategic focus of precwnt and the empowerment of
purchasers in their organizations (Tassabehji andrhbuse 2008; Flint, Blocker, and Boutin
2011). Additionally, | support the research by \Mfeele et al(2009) that underlies how
procurement departments continuously want to clthi procurement maturity ladder, or
move from a price to a strategic focus. In additioar results indicate that purchasers are
gradually taking the lead in the buying processav@osely, | find that most salespeople only
desire to engage with procurement in the buyingpaomg as a last resort, essentially because
they are concerned about purchasers who will etbeerofit margin of their offering. For
sales managers, the following quotes should beidere critical if their salespeople attempt
to by-pass procurement.

“The game changer is that our management has deemdlue and the results of an

empowered purchasing department. Now, only procantmecides and signs agreements,
no one else.” (Auto Assembly)

“It is important that procurement is on board.” (Gholate Producer)

“There is support from the whole organization. itllwe made clear to suppliers that the
(procurement) department holds the final decisidi@&verage Distributor)

“When salespeople systematically avoid procurentéey will be facing a very tough
price negotiation in the end because, at that paing the only way how we can contribute to
our firm.” (Logistics Company)

Hence, it becomes clear that the sales functioruldheoealize changes concerning
procurement. This theme of our study makes it dleair salespeople who fail to recognize the
strategic importance of procurement and view pwsetmas foes to “get around,” are likely to

fail.

4.2 Ineffective Sales Messages

One of the striking findings of our interviews what the fundamental needs of purchasers
are still not well understood by a majority of sgeople. Purchasers appreciate salespeople
who have the goal to add value rather than saleépedio are focused on internal gain, such
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as achieving their quota of customer visits goalgact, purchasers suggest that salespeople
should ‘up their game’ in an effort to improve theality of sales interactions and reduce
unneeded meetings. A highly salient point concethatl it shouldn’t be thseller’'s view of
the producthat drives the need for sales interactions, dihier theproduct’s strategic position
to the purchasethat does (in reference to the Kraljic procuremeaotttfolio matrix). For
example, the purchasers in our sample made it thedrfor products that are considered as
non-critical to their firms, the goal is to make hrocurement process as time and cost efficient
as possible. Thus, for these situations, salespdbjlt propose things such as auctions, e-
procurement and e-billing will ultimately be mor#eetive, perhaps with less direct sales
interaction. The following comments represent tiente that salespeople are often not acting
as knowledge brokers that take a broader view eir tbustomer’'s needs, but rather as
salespeople internally focused on their own ne€dmssider the following quotes made by
participating purchasers on this problem.

“The sales person was ‘just shooting’ at as manyspects as possible, without

guidance. The company did not use the informahey have because they are too much
volume driven.” (Car Rental)

“Sales is slow in adapting to the revolution in puvement.” (Heavy Equipment)

“I strongly dislike salespeople who have nothing&y when they come to my office. |
will send them home when they only try to haveitectiat.” (Road Builder)

“The salespeople differentiate too quickly on prig&lass Manufacturer)

“Sales teams should take the time to understandfalur needs and look for ways how
they can help us. This is not happening very dfidhachine manufacturer)

“About the value propositions: When they (salespeogirectly start about their price,
they immediately lose their credibility.” (Banking)

To make sure | asked about knowledge brokers fiarae more common to procurement
agents, | asked about the concept of insight getbrmake it clear what | was discussing. To
represent insight selling, | drew upon Rapp et2i14)’s review of the Challenger Sale Model

(Adamson, Dixon, and Toman 2012). This form of ghsiselling is a sales strategy that has
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gained quite some interest at the seller’s sideraisds some mixed feelings at the purchaser’s.
Our interviewees state that the perceived sellngamization’s credibility is a crucial element
in their openness to insights and advice from étated salespeople. However, in this realm,
where salespeople may be more likely to act asevadeators via their sales messaging, most
salespeople still miss the mark. Moreover, purdtsasave a very negative view on salespeople
who are missing the required level of credibilihyhis is illustrated by, for example, the
following illustrative quotes they have made:

“When | receive a phone call from a salesperson wigs to sell me the moon, it will not
take long before | end the call.” (Furniture Manutarer)

“We can do everything better’ will not be perceivas true because otherwise the
purchaser would already be aware of it. ActuallistApproach works against the
salesperson!” (Heavy Equipment)

“Not every salesperson should try to be a challersgdesperson. It is very important to
know the needs of the customers very well befardrydo give advice to a purchaser, unless
you want to lose this customer.” (Telecom Provider)

These remarks highlight an overall theme of thasinsalespeople are not effective in
the their frontline role when conveying value-basates messages. At this juncture, | point
out that those salespeople who do act as valuetlkassvledge managers are viewed as having
a clear competitive advantage. Further, given ¢tegtive lack of managing the scarce insights
adapted to the purchaser’s buying situation, ttibaé are skilled to do so experience little

competition from other salespeople.

4.3 To Twist the Calculation of a Value-based Sales Rih, Trust Is Required

Moreover, our interviewees sharpened Rapp et 8ll4Ps point of view on trust as a
necessary prerequisite of knowledge brokering. Besgs stressed that credibility of the
salesforce is interlinked with the level of trusty put in the delivery of the selling company’s
offer. In the words of a CEO interviewed in ourdstu

“Our supplier base is mostly Chinese. There is @gbem about trust in China. Will |
receive the order... on time?” (3D Machine Manufaetyr
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Other interviewees perceive trust as an indicatifoa future successful relationship:

“Trust is important. It is not a guarantee for s@ss but it is a prerequisite.” (Beverage
Distributor)

“I am open for proactive salespeople with innovatideas, but under the condition that
this salesperson is seen by us as trustworthydmest can build on this company), has
know-how, and is not just a person who wants teecthe deal or tries to sell each single
new product in the market.” (Heavy Equipment).

“Most of the time, it are the innovative comparntiest are trustworthy that will win the
contract.” (Road Developer)

Moreover, purchasers are being held accountablsuppliers who fail to avoid critical
industry-specific risks associated with the purehasch as customer data leakage, food safety,
or theft of intellectual property. These risks hawdre understood and tackled by the selling
firm because the purchasers know that fingers paiht in their direction when they fail to
control for these strategic company risks in thersing process.

“Sharing knowledge does not mean a lot becausaihements have to be proven first
and it is difficult to estimate the value of théeof (Textile Industry)

“It is about trust. They need to gain trust, stgpsbep, and they need to be able to prove
the possibilities of the product they are tryingsedl.” (Car Assembler)

“You don't just trust the supplier with a theoretlanodel of quality. You need to have
technical and testing possibilities. You have t@ble to put it in the laboratory.” (Glass
Manufacturer)

Finally, consider the experience of another CEO wéuwdicipated in our study:

“It takes up to one year before we see the aftevise reports. Therefore, we do not put
our trust in attractive contracts when our brandmais at risk.” (Furniture Manufacturer)

4.4 Purchasers Assess a Salesperson’s Knowledge Basedrternal Metrics

When the selling company reaches the required tteust by the purchaser in their
offering, selling teams can start to unlock theeptial of knowledge brokerage. However,
understanding what the “required level of trust’nsay be the key to salespeople becoming
accepted as knowledge-based value creators by neroeat agents. At this level, our
respondents explained that salespeople should ales messages based on procurement

perspectives of the product they are selling. Tdes leads to the key finding of the present
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research. Thus, the remainder of the present dsesagievoted to developing how salespeople,
realizing the strategic importance of their prodtwtthe purchaser, can capitalize on the
different strategic goals of purchasers. By doimg,tl expect salespeople to more effectively
select the correct types of information to presempurchasers and thus increase the likelihood
that they are viewed as a knowledge manager.

As indicated by many of our study’s participantst all product purchase situations are
created equal. While this concept is not new tooamythat has studied the procurement
literature (For an overview see Caniéls and Gelder005), and several procurement models
have been advanced to describe this concept ([@amming and Harrison 2001), it seems
apparent that salespeople have not been notifiefdct, our participants indicate that the vast
majority of salespeople do not grasp the strategatications of purchasers using procurement
portfolios. As the following quotes indicate, saglesple may apparently have little
consideration of how the strategic importance pfaduct affects how the procurement agent
makes decisions.

“Never make your salespeople also your purchaséngly will always try to buy as
cheap as possible, they will try to sell as chegpassible, and they do not care about the
complaints about the products because they jusbbyyrice. The opposition between
procurement and sales should be retained so tleefayuality purchases will be kept on a

high level. Otherwise everyone works with horsegga on and standards will disappear.”
(Furniture Manufacturer)

“When it (salesperson’s product) is a very critigart for our organization, then we
expect the salespeople to know it is crucial td (isdustrial Manufacturer)

“The salesperson must understand the drivers optirehaser.” (Compressor
Manufacturer)

“Everything depends on the market you are in. &xample, BIC pens will be available
from more than 1000 suppliers. We focus on theji€raliying model, it doesn’t seem that
sales is on the same page with us. It is all alautover and risk.” (Heavy Lifting Company)

Though the concept that strategic importance waaraged in various ways, the Kraljic

procurement portfolio matrix was spontaneously noged in twenty-two out the interviews
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and thus confirms procurement literature (e.g.i€amnd Gelderman 2005) on the importance
of this matrix as indicated by the following quotes
“We use Kraljic matrix buying to categorize our phasing responsibilities. In this

matrix, the supplier's added value is the most irtggd element.” (Aviation Parts
Manufacturer)

“Everybody wants to be strategic but reality isfeliént. In function of these 4 quadrants,
you adapt your strategy as well.” (Telecom Provjder

“For supplier selection; to reduce dependency diyane supplier - this depends on the
category - they use the Kraljic matrix to do thigBrewery)

“We use matrix buying to assess when the addecvalthe most important element.”
(Aviation Parts Manufacturer)

“Another dimension is Kraljic. Everybody wants te &trategic but in reality it is
different. In function of these 4 quadrants, yoagtd/our strategy as well.” (Telecom
Provider)

This is where salespeople need to step into th&ras value-based knowledge managers
to correctly distinguish their approach. Thus, Hedgvelop recommendations for salespeople
on how to use the buying matrix as a key to unktbekpower of their sales messaging from a
purchaser’s perspective.

Building on credibility, salespeople can start toravel the potential of knowledge
brokerage. | reiterate Rust, Moorman, and Dick=ii18), who state that a buying company
can achieve financial benefits in three ways; eitlyedecreasing costs, by increasing revenues,
or by combining both. To elaborate on these poihtsirn to knowledge brokerage and
introduce two dynamics of how strategic purchaserstribute to the profit enhancement of
their firm that emerged from our interviews. Therfe of innovation sourcing is one way
purchasers insource competitive advantages whachtteproduct differentiation and increased
revenue potential. Total Cost of Ownership (TCQ) second theme described as an approach
used to reduce the total company expenditure, ratfa@ maintaining a simple price focus.
This notion is embodied by a simple quote offergd\farren Buffet: “price is what you pay,

value is what you get.” Our respondents make irctbat it is essential for salespeople to
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manage these two concepts in their sales appraadioth innovation sourcing and TCO are
the current focus of their customers, the purclsager example:

“It is not about taking the customer for dinneridtabout helping with the TCO
calculation and informing them what is happeninghie market (updates of the market).
Now, salespeople need to work: they need to pnaslgtialk about how our company can

lower our TCO.” (Car Assembler)

“The next steps in procurement are to keep on waorkin the savings and to support the
partnerships we have with suppliers. This way, et innovations and consequently we

stay ahead of the competition. Next to our R&D eergartners are very important for
innovations.” (Dairy Producer)

“You need to find the goods and services in theketathat can make a competitive
advantage for your company. In the chocolate seetoorigin type from Mexico can be a
first mover advantage and can increase the margirtke company.” (Chocolates Company)

“I would even be angry if salespeople would notdnaformed me about something that
could reduce my Total Cost of Ownership or impriheequality of our products.” (Furniture
Manufacturer)

“The starting point to skim costs out of the vatinain is to optimize all the cost drivers.
This should be initiated by the salesperson.” (Aeia Parts Manufacturer)

“Good salespeople proactively reduce our TCO.” (Bery)

“Manufacturers will proactively help to cut our assbut they will charge money for it.”
(Beverages Distributor)

“We really want to look together with our suppliwhere we can cut costs, absolutely.”
(Dairy Producer)

These quotes, and additional ones too numeroutctade, clearly support our assertion

that KBs that focus on procurement initiatives Wi more likely to add value.

4.5 Knowing When to Adopt the Value-based Sales Messag)

As previously outlined, salespeople should mandmgr tknowledge-base and selling
adaptiveness to interpret and adjust to situafjgesbeke et al. 2011). These skills are used by
salespeople to determine when to employ a morétibaadl sales approach (limited needs
analysis, less new ideas, using hard info, exgtiodwledge, etc.) or a knowledge manager’'s
approach (extended needs analysis, more new idgiag, soft info, implicit knowledge, etc.).

Results of our study indicate that salespeople Idhdetermine which approach is best based
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on the strategic importance of their product to pnechaser. The following sections look at
two specific ways this is done and proposes whygle of information should be used based

on the seller's product position in the purchasesadjic Matrix.

4.6 Four Types of Knowledge -based Value Pitches

Our interviewees specified that a salesperson dhoat use the same approach in all
purchasing scenarios. More specifically, purchadesire salespeople to adopt their message
depending on how the purchased product/servicerfits the purchaser’s Kraljic portfolio
matrix (see Figure 4).

Figure 4: Results Plotted in the Kraljic PurchasingPortfolio Matrix

High

/ Bottleneck Products \ / Strategic Products \

Sales message: Sales message:
Tacit knowledge + Risk reduction Tacit knowledge + profit enhancement
focusing on potential loss focusing on potential gain related to

innovative capabilities

SUPPLY
RISK K /
/ Non-Critical Products \ / Leverage Products \

Sales message: Sales message:
Explicit knowledge + Costreduction Explicit knowledge + Costreduction
focusing on potential gain focusing on potential gain by cutting

waste from the buying company’s value

chain
Low \ / \ /
Low FINANCIAL ngh
IMPACT

As purchasers are reacting more adverse to taowlenige for non-critical products, they
prefer a more transactional sales approach, orteotiia includes explicit knowledge. The

focus of purchasers when dealing with these typgearlucts is to minimize the associated
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ordering costs (Kraljic 1983). Hence, the salescfiom should limit itself to transferring
knowledge and updates (e.g., hard information aptict knowledge) on the products/service
in a cost-efficient way. From our analysis emergad distinct, but not mutually exclusive,
types of value-enhancing sales messages for thgckmaatrix categories. These approaches
are centered around the purchaser’s efforts toceedsks, advance innovations, and decrease
cost. Salespeople should adapt their KB sales messecording to the specific purchaser’s
needs that are linked to the four product categdrim the Kraljic matrix as follow:
%+ Non-Critical Products Explicit knowledge + cost reduction focusing artgntial gain
% Leverage Product€Explicit knowledge + cost reduction focusing artgntial gain by
cutting waste from the buying company’s value chain
% Bottleneck ProductsTacit knowledge + Risk reduction focusing on i loss
% Strategic ProductsTacit knowledge + profit enhancement focusingpotential gain
related to innovative capabilities
The remaining of this results section discusseptéeous summary outline more in detail
by describing what it entails for purchasers and libe sales function can address these

specific purchasers’ needs in line with the Kratjiwchasing portfolio matrix.

4.6.1 Efforts to Reduce Risks

When a buying company is purchasing products arvices that are essential to keep their
business up and running, they are also facingitheaf a delivery that does not meet the
company’s standards. Consider the following exemgete on this issue that was shared by
a purchaser working at a French Fries Manufacturer:

“The supply disruption risk from one supplier caavi strong effects on the entire supply
chain.”

Vertical integration is one way to overcome thiswéver, this requires the buying firm to
make a significant investment to take over andiih@rwithin their value chain, as exemplified
by the following quote from an aviation parts mautérer:
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“In the aviation sector, there is a lot of verticategration. Big American investment
companies are making a panel in order to buy thelevlialue chain and use it as a
competitive advantage. This is something that tistorner most of the time dislikes because
it puts its company in a weaker negotiation poaitio

For those companies that do not pursue a vertitagiation strategy, purchasers will try
to source alternatives for products/services wigih Isupply risks (Gelderman and van Weele
2003). In this situation, our respondents sugdestthey are willing to pay a price premium
to sustain a stable supplier base, and thus préivemtselves of becoming too dependent on a
few suppliers. The following quote illustrates home firm out of many strives to reduce their
supplier dependency:

“Purchasers are sometimes asking to pay highergwito the manufacturers because

they are concerned that if one of the supplierssdgmnkrupt, they can only negotiate with
very few suppliers, which puts them in a too riskyation.” (Beverage Distributor)

Other interviewees follow a similar procurement r@geh, but provide management
support rather than paying a higher price to manta to improve their supplier-customer
position.

“We give workshops to these suppliers to make thetter in organizing their business.

This way, we can share the realized benefits oinvypgove this supplier’'s position to stay in
business.” (Aviation Parts Manufacturer)

Risk reduction is the main focus for purchasers rwhigey are procuring bottleneck
products, such as specialty chemicals in pharmaséjuently, the KB message that is
recommended to be used by salespeople consists coindination of explicit and soft
information on (further) minimizing the risk expasuor the buying firm. Proper deal makers
for bottleneck products are high levels of trustivimess within the purchaser-seller
relationship, financial strengths of the sellingrfj and guarantees on the agreed delivery

conditions.

4.6.2 Potential Gain of Innovative Capabilities by Sales

The battle for innovation is a double-edge sworasivb-to-b companies are confronted

with commaoditization pressures from the competitiidd (Adamson, Dixon, and Toman
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2012) and consequently they have to come up witysu@differentiate their offering (i.e. by
adding innovative features to their product/servamution). Companies holding these
innovations have the opportunity to further unlacknpetitive advantages for their firm (Hill
et al.2014; Ghingold and Johnson 1998). In other womisovations are worth pursuing for
both parties. On the one hand, buying companied teaattract innovations to sustain their
competitive advantages, while selling companies twancapitalize on the competitive
advantages emerging from innovations in order teimize their profits. The breeding ground
of innovations is knowledge (Filieri et a2014). To turn innovations into competitive
advantages, companies typically follow a processas$imilating in-house proprietary
knowledge with externally derived knowledge (Claus&014; Tether and Tajar 2008).
Externally derived knowledge can be obtained in ynaays, including incorporating know-
how emerging from external strategic partners (Larndnd Enz 2012; Tsang 2002). In other
words, innovative selling companies invest in tmeowledge they possess and increasingly
want to segment their customers based on theinessiattractiveness. Thus, selling firms limit
sharing of their innovations with the whole marketluding price-driven ‘cherry-pickers,’ to
focus on long-term business partner customers.pfbeurement professionals of our study
acknowledge this situation.

However, especially for strategic products or smsj purchasers seek tacit knowledge or
know-how in an effort to attract or co-create inatons with suppliers that lead to competitive
advantages for their firm. To overcome this isguerchasers attempt to use their central
position to attract externally developed innovasigRust, Moorman, and Dickson 2013). It is
at this point where the innovation stream comingnfrexternal salespeople is extremely
important (Wagner 2010). In essence, in ordertracttcompetitive advantages to the buying
firm, purchasers will attempt to exchange strategenefits for the selling company,

communicated through the salesperson, in recipresahange for obtaining emerging
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innovations from the selling firm. Consider the ugbts of interviewed purchasers by the

following exemplar quotes:

“We are willing to pay a higher price for those sliers that are key to our business on
the long run. In that way, whenever these suppherge an innovation, they will come to us
in the first place.” (Brewery)

“When the container ship is almost full, who do ybunk will still get his containers
transported? The price squeezer or a purchaserdhiawvs some margin for his suppliers?”
(Transportation Company)

“When we are talking with a strategic supplier wihas innovation labs, we want to
collaborate with them because we want to be fifgt & new technology. This relationship
will require a different approach from our sident want to have their innovations from day
1.” (Telecom Provider)
This innovation stream can be enhanced by purchag#es challenge their suppliers with
ideas derived from external sources (e.g., othieisdams competing for the business). The

following quotes are illustrations of this:

“It is important to get innovations inside our coany, to attract the know-how of the
supplier in order to stay ahead of the competitigPairy Producer)

“It has a lot to do with the back and forth intetaan of ideas from competing suppliers.
The purchasing company will ask the supplier: Can snake this too?” (Furniture
Manufacturer)

Thus, the purchaser’s opportunity to gather difieqgroposals will increase the level of
innovation insights. A limitation, however, to tthack-and-forth, are the deductible study or
project costs that are being charged by some coiegaks a result of these costs, increasingly
purchasers are only able to access a very limitedber of proposals. Consequently, fewer
back-and-forth interactions will reduce the innasatcapacity of the industry in the long run.
The following examples of quotes are underlining jaopardy:

“The way of working without invoicing the projedtidy cost gives the advantage of
putting different projects next to each other ahdrey pick the best ideas from different

suppliers.” (Beverage Distributor)

“This has an impact on the number of players that¢ompany will contact because we
have to pay for each study.” (Heavy Industrial Clamgerate)
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“This scenario only has advantages for the wellbBshed supplying company: They
have higher chances of getting a deal when theynrale a project study. The
disadvantages in the long run: less innovatiorhi& $ector.” (Furniture Manufacturer)

Furthermore, our respondents explained to us Heaetare a growing number of selling
companies that are no longer willing to subsidimg ldevelopment and innovation costs prior
to a sale being closed. Moreover, these compame&decoming very selective for which
customers they will prepare a ‘Request for Infoinr@t(RFI), which involves the sharing of
crucial know-how on latest innovations. Salespeagiteuld estimate the value of their
company’s innovative capabilities that can leadampetitive advantages for the buying firm.
First of all, the salesperson should be well avzdhe innovation needs from the purchasing
company, which are influenced by the classificatibthe sales offer in the Kraljic purchasing
portfolio matrix (Kraljic 1983). Especially whengmuring products and services that involve
higher supply risks, purchasers are trying to ettnareferably exclusive, innovations to their
company. Salespeople who recognize purchasergstteioffer as a bottleneck product or as
a strategic product, can redirect a price-orientescussion towards a value-adding
conversation where the salesperson then bringsftnirdormation, such as the promise of
sharing innovations at first hand.

4.6.3 Cost Reduction

Purchasers who apply the Total Cost of Ownersh@iIapproach go beyond the purchase
price by calculating and taking into account thiatesl transaction costs associated with the
pre-purchase, during, and after the use phasefeofptoduct or service (Ellram 1994).
Lowering TCO will, thus, decrease the total coststhe buying firm, and hence improve the
profitability of the buying firm. Ulaga (2003), h@wer, recognizes the difficulty of including
all identifiable costs in a TCO calculation. Cablting TCO for the purchasing firm is difficult
and not always an exact science. Two examples isncdmmon issue were shared by the

following two purchasers:
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“TCO is not so easy to determine, what should kaeddn the calculations?”
(Compressor manufactory).

“TCO is already 20 years old and it is still a sggle.” (Chemical company)

Estimating TCO is especially difficult because fasers need to account for intangible
(soft transaction) costs, and tangible (hard treths@ costs (den Butter and Linse 2008).
Examples of hard transaction costs for the buyimm finclude, the direct costs of the
acquisition (e.g., transportation, installationdamaintenance costs) related to a purchase
decision of a product or service. Hard transactiosts that are out of the buying company’s
control, but still influence the total of hard teattion costs, include examples such as currency
effects and/or cost of import/export permits. llatien to hard transaction costs, we suggest to
use explicit knowledge.

On the other hand, the soft transaction costs are whallenging to measure, such as the
effects of a particular purchasing decision oretimployees’ moral, on the reputation and brand
value of the purchasing company, when staff memhetraccepting products or services from
a supplier, or the influence of customer views ostainable suppliers (den Butter 2012). In
relation to soft transaction costs, we suggess®sales messages based on tacit knowledge.

Consider the following reasoning from a selectibprocurement managers:

“When you have TCO calculations, how well develogdtie soft number of TCO in the
procurement department? When the users of the pttsduvice do not want to use it, we are

wasting a lot of money. So how equipped are yoaplesto do this or do you want the
salespeople explain this to you?” (Constructiomnijr

“It is easier to explain purchasing decisions witblp of clear data and figures.
However, we cannot overlook the less tangible aqumseces of working with a particular
supplier.” (Glass Manufacturer)

Salespeople, on the other side of the purchaskerselationship, are in a less comfortable
position when they have to convey tacit knowledgeua cost reduction measures to potential
purchasers. To express a tacit cost reduction aggtation, it is crucial for salespeople to be

trusted by the purchaser (den Butter and Mosch 2088 increasing the perceived
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trustworthiness is the only way to reach an adexgietel of trust to convey these hard to
quantify qualities (Mayer, Davis, and Schoorman3)99

Findings of the exploratory paper by Zachariassed Arlbjgrn (2009) show that a
differentiated TCO calculation should be used ppe tof purchaser-seller relationship, or else
the practice of TCO will be ineffective. Ellram aBderd (1998) state that there is not a one-
sized TCO model for all purchases. Moreover, tier® literature on how the undifferentiated
use of TCO across all purchaser-seller settinghintig ineffective and how this can possibly
hurt the purchaser-seller relationship (Zachariassel Arlbjarn 2009).

| address the substantial differences in the pwef®openness to a salesperson’s tacit and
explicit cost reduction sales message. | visudimse differences by plotting the desired
knowledge-based sales messages in the Kraljic pantp portfolio matrix (Kraljic 1983) in
Figure 4. First, purchasers are more likely to pteesalesperson’s sales message that includes
tacit knowledge on risk reduction that focuses oteptial loss avoidance when they classify
the offer as bottleneck products and potential g@irstrategigoroducts. The result for selling
companies is that when they sell a product/sercimeceived as a strategic or bottleneck
product, their sales message should include afgigni portion of tacit knowledge or
knowhow adapted to the purchasing company, whilepke explicit or easy to verify
arguments as a solid basis in their sales message.

On the other hand, my results indicate that pueisadesire sales messages that only
include explicit knowledge for non-critical proda@nd leverage products. For these products
and services, purchasers are not absorptive fes sa¢ssages including risk reduction, but are
more open to cost reduction sales messages thaagyeto calculate. Both types of messages
should focus on the potential gain in the calcalaf cost reduction. Consider the thoughts

on this by the following quote:
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“The selling firm should not necessarily be knowmus$ when (s)he can prove that there
is an absolutely clear cost advantage for our fikfhen we have designed a tender, then the
selling firm just has to subscribe to the tend€bDairy Producer)

5. Conclusions for Scholars and Managers

This study has aimed at attaining a deeper insighin a purchasers’ perspective, on
salespeople as knowledge managers. In the pastakbe function centered little attention on
procurement, and as a result, specific needs, appes, and metrics used by purchasers often
remained unknown and consequently underutilizetthénsales messages of salespeople. The
fragmentation of sales approaches towards the eemgoMprocurement function holds many
implications for salespeople.

First, this study highlights the importance foresgleople to learn to deal with purchasers
while understanding their needs and practices. deemce, the effects of the changing
purchaser-seller landscape require today’s saleépéo distinguish their sales messaging in
order to create value for the purchaser. The res@ithese interviews revealed that salespeople
will be more successful based on a combinatiorwof metrics: i) The salesperson’s know-
how on reducing the Total Cost of Ownership (TCO)he buying company and ii), the
delivered input to reduce risks. These two meteitker infer tacit knowledge or explicit
knowledge to be accepted from a purchaser’s péiiea.

Next; the present study identified a serious ‘efiitayrier’ for salespeople who want to
transfer tacit knowledge. Drawing further on reshary Rapp et al. (2014), who propose that
a selling company’s credibility is one of the qfialis for insight selling, my results indicate
that trust must first be established between pwehand seller before salespeople can start
unlocking their full knowledge management poten#alditionally, the conducted interviews
suggest that salespeople only provide the purchaskrinformation on ‘easy to measure’,

tangible cost benefits when they are not yet gedlifhs knowledge manager by the purchaser,
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or when the products they sell warrant it basetherpurchaser’s strategic importance of the
product.

At the point where the salesperson is qualified Bsowledge manager by the purchaser, |
introduce clear guidelines structured around aymement framework on how salespeople
should differentiate their use of sales messagigest to the type of product or service they
are selling. Following the interviewee’s commentsl aesearch pointing to one particular
purchasing framework, | recommend the widely usealjli€ procurement portfolio matrix as
a basis for product classification. The Kraljicigpaoach is deeply rooted in the purchaser’s
tactics and serves as a backbone to organizeaban@ment function. This subjective portfolio
classification strongly influences the opennessplbychasers to different types of sales
messages by salespeople. As a result, the likelibbpurchaser’s acceptance to different sales
messages is plotted into the Kraljic Purchasingf&lar matrix (see Figure 4) and should drive
the salesperson to position its sales message dicgoto the specific knowledge needs
associated per quadrant.

The contribution of the second essay entails haavsdles side should first understand
specific purchaser’s jargon, the strategic imparganf their offer while looking through a
purchaser’s lens (Kraljic Purchasing Portfolio Nta{iKraljic 1983; Van Weele 2005)), to then
adapt the sales approach based on particular kdge/leeeds by the purchaser (Knowledge
Management (Meso and Smith 2000)). This resulgsselling approach that further advances
the current versions of Value-based selling (Ulagd Eggert 2006), and contributes to the
sphere of salespeople who succeed by a bettermpaéise of the competitive advantages of
the offer related to future benefits and risk reauc(Cost Benefit Analysis (Prest and Turvey

1965).
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6. Future Research and Limitations

The results of this research are subject to limomst First, | recognize that there are some
limitations to the use of the Kraljic framework ésgection about the use of the Kaljic matrix
above). In this article, | proposed a differentiasales approach to salespeople based on how
purchasers classify the sales offer in the Krdtgenework, which limits the validity of this
research to the correct use of the Kraljic matyxtire procurement function, which might
cause misalignment between these propositions utige. Given the subjective character of
the Kraljic matrix classification, | recommend theles or marketing function to estimate how
the (prospective) customer would position the offiethe selling firm based on two questions:
i) “Does our sales offer have a small or high intpat the buying company’s profitability?”
and ii) “Does our sales offer imply low or high @iy disruption risks for the buying
company?”.

Another limitation is related to the generalizapiliof the results, especially for
organizations that are selling a heterogeneousléwidgroducts and/or services to the same
customer. Finally, to further improve generalizépibf these findings, | suggest to test the
propositions in a quantitative study to further e the results. In addition to quantitative

studies, future research would also benefit fratlyadic research methodology.
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CHAPTER 1IV: PURCHASING-DRIVEN SALES: MATCHING SALES

STRATEGIES TO THE EVOLUTION OF THE PURCHASING

FUNCTION

1. Concise Summary of the Research

In this chapter, | look at the implications of #wolution of the purchasing department for the
use of extant sales strategies. The personal gékild has withessed the emergence of various
sales strategies, including relationship, valug,deount, and solution selling. Despite claims
about their effectiveness, recent work challendpes relevance of existing sales strategies
across buying contexts. Specifically, emerging sateategies often focus on the user in the
customer organization, without being explicitly guled with the increasingly important
purchasing function. To define the critical role tife purchasing function for sales
effectiveness, this study collects data from 32ndirin two markets; their purchasing
departments reveal four stages of purchasing aualupassive (price focused), independent
(cost focused), supportive (solution/innovationused), and integrative (strategy focused).
The research demonstrates that each stage of gurghevolution then requires distinct sales
strategies by selling firms and any mismatch otthasing evolution and sales strategy may
be detrimental to sales. This novel view and thppstted findings offers several implications

for both research and practice.
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1. Introduction

B-to-b markets are undergoing transformations dwedigitization, increased global
competition, servitization and market fragmentatf@strom et al. 2010; Spina et al. 2013).
Thus, in order to grow, firms must increase thearketing efforts, usually through personal
selling (Weitz and Bradford 1999). While sales migations have tried to reduce cost of sales
efforts with increased use of technology in thesgrocess (Tanner and Shipp 2004), overall
the costs of personal selling continue to rise {§h8isodia, and Sharma 2009) due to
lengthening sales cycles (Johansson, Krishnamurdmg Schlissberg 2003), increased
prevalence of customer buying centers (Deeter-Skzhared Ramsay 1995), and relentless
competition forcing organization to use their sdt@se to elucidate points of differentiation.
The productivity of salespeople accordingly hasnbeesteady decline as organizations try to
push more complex, differentiated offerings to ouostrs -a process that requires better
salespeople, incorporation of services into offgsinand more effort (Johansson,
Krishnamurthy, and Schlissberg 2003; Trkman e2@l5). Both academics and practitioners
thus seek to identify factors that might enhancalpctivity among salespeople. For example,
researchers have been suggesting major changeaditional sales strategies, including
proposals of relationship selling, value sellingy kaccount selling, and solution selling, as
panaceas for reduced personal selling efficiena effectiveness. None of these proposed
strategies has emerged as effective across buyiradisns.

| identify two main factors that demand a reexanioma of sales strategies. First,
researchers have suggested that sales strategeeam@ternal focus (to the selling firm) that
has led to the failure of some sales strategiesh) s solution selling (Sharma and lyer
2011). As an example, proponents of relationalsssiiategies emphasize why marketing and
sales functions should focus on relationship sgrage In contrast, very few studies have

examined why buying firms should pursue relatiopsdtrategies (Sheth and Sharma 1997).
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This focus on relationship marketing from the perdwe of the marketing function led to
some strategy failures. For example, relationshklpng recommends a relationship with all
customers, but Fournier, Dobscha, and Mick (1998)ntpout that not all firms seek
relationships. Similarly, a number of researchengelsuggested firms develop global and key
account programs for their large and strategicacnsts but research has suggested that some
large customer do not want to be a global or keypawt (Sharma and Pillai 1996; Sharma
1997; Pardo 1997). Also, solution selling has bmeygested for most sales organizations, but
Adamson, Dixon and Toman (2012) suggest that fotaup0% of customers, a solution
salesperson may be more of an annoyance than ah @ake emphasis on internal versus
external focus can be also seen from the Ameriaaaie§ for Training & Development,
assessment of the best sales training program (ASTID). Of the six best cases training
programs highlighted, only two training programsused on external factors such as
customers — Boston Scientific and Red Hat. The ntgjéocused on internal aspects (e.g.,
process gap analysis).

Second, recently emerging sales strategies doxpticigly target the purchasing function,
through which most orders flow. In an analysis thdetail later, | found that seventy-five
articles were published on buyer-seller relatiopshbuying behavior; relationship marketing
in b-to-b; sales approaches; and sales strategiaajor journals from 2000-15. Of these, 44%
of the articles surveyed or addressed the purchdsiction and only 13% addressed the needs
of the purchasing function. The purchasing functiemains in a state of flux, a dynamic that
was not addressed in any research. | suggest & fmecuhe purchasing function as it is
becoming a critical resource for the buying firmhésh, Sharma, and lyer 2009), and
purchasing departments are evolving to become stoagegic rather than transactional (e.g.,
Mclvor, Humphrey, and McAleer 1997; Tassabehji Mabrhouse 2008; Toytari and Rajala

2015). Purchasing departments thus are called assist firms in sustaining their competitive
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advantage (Cavinato 1999; Schoenherr et al. 20ijamkeep costs under control (Ulaga and
Eggert 2006). Since purchasing departments haveenohed the same stage of evolution and
their goals differ (Van Weele and Rietveld 2000yi@ato 1998), selling firms need to adopt
different sales strategies. For example, a lowase purchasing department should prompt a
different sales strategy than an alliance-seekartnpr purchasing department.

To explore the interaction of the evolution of fhechasing function and sales strategies,
| seek answers to three main research questionst, Mhat are purchasing executives’
perceptions of their own goals and buying procésSesond, what are purchasing executives’
perceptions of sales strategies? Third, how shsailespeople match their sales processes to
purchasing functions needs; that is, what salasegjies should salespeople follow? To answer
these questions, | adopted a grounded theory peigpeconducted in-depth interviews, and
gathered data from 32 firms in two markets, in Retgand in India.

In the next section, | survey relevant literatdioeusing on some prominent sales strategies
and evidence that has called their effectivenessquestion. | then examine the role of the
purchasing function and its evolution in recentasmWith this foundation, | develop the
research expectations before presenting the rdse@adt data collection methods. The data
analysis then leads into a discussion of the resanid their implications for research and

practice.

2. Theory

In the theory section, the intention is to hightighree inter-related research streams.
The first section discusses extant sales strategismines some issues with the sales
strategies. The second section discusses the imghtunction and the evolution of the
function. The third section discusses the inteomctf the purchasing function and sales

function and highlights the lack of explicit recatipn of the purchasing function, the unique
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needs of the purchasing function and the differertoetween purchasing executives’ and

salespeople’s perceptions.

2.1. Sales Strategies

| examine sales strategies that have emerged $88@to determine the universal appeal
of these strategies; relationship, value, key agt@nd solution strategies. In selection of these
strategies, | need to clarify three points. Fitkis list is not exhaustive and some other
strategies could be added or some of the stratégiesed, but the focus is on strategies that
are most discussed in literature. Second, | doaddtess sales processes or their associated
approaches, such as the well-known seven stemlioigs(Dubinsky 1981), SPIN (Rackham,
Kalomeer, and Rapkin 1988), or adaptive sellingifZy&ujan, and Sujan 1986) as these sales
processes are relevant for increasing the effewdis® of all of them. | also ignore Challenger
sales strategy (Dixon and Adamson 2011) due to misgoes associated with it (Rapp et al.
2014). Third, the strategies that | discuss areemotusive and there is overlap between the
strategies. In the following sections, | suggeat thost sales strategies are effective but not all

the time, and | summarize research that demonstisgaes with the strategy.

2.2.1 Relationship Selling

Personal or social relationships should be the effsttive relationship management tools
(Croshy, Evans, and Cowles 1980; Palmatier, Gopialaka, and Houston 2006). Traditional
selling techniques, such as a script-based sefitaged moving toward the idea of relationship
selling in the 1980s (Crosby, Evans, and Cowle€)188d value creation for both the selling
firm and the customer (Grénroos 2011, Gronroos\éitha 2013). There is extensive research
on the positive outcomes of relationship selling raktionships reportedly can enhance
satisfaction, which in turn increases buyers’ cotrmnt (Grénroos 2011, Gronroos and

Voima 2013).
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There is limited research that has highlighted @sswith relationship selling. Sharma
(2007) and Seiders et al. (2005) find no signifiassociation between relationship length and
satisfaction. Research examining loyalty also idiest non-significant, or even negative,
correlations between relationship length and befravand attitudinal measures (e.g., Crosby
and Stephens 1987; Kumar, Scheer, and Steenkantp 198ch and Brown 1996). Finally,

Fournier, Dobscha, and Mick (1998) point out thaitall firms seek relationships.

2.2.2. Value Selling

In value selling, the selling strategy is to sk# total cost of ownership (TCO), rather than
the purchase price. This concept becomes even maleneant as firms augment their offerings
and sales approaches with extra services (semutipaaimed at reducing the TCO of the
customers (Lee, Yoo, Kim 2016). Value selling hatch research tradition (De Rose 1991;
Terho et al. 2012; Toytari and Rajala 2015) andassh has clarified value selling steps that
firms need to follow. The issues with value sellarg implementation oriented as customers
often find it difficult to determine their value digosts, and also selling firms cannot determine
or communicate value either (Ulaga 2003; Hintermub@08). Value selling is therefore

difficult for selling firms, because value pricingdifficult to communicate and implement.

2.2.3. Key Account Selling

Key account programs (also referred to as gloliedtegic, or national accounts) have
proliferated to such extent that sales expertsmeeend key or national account management
programs for all substantial or important custongerg., Richards and Jones 2009; Workman,
Homburg, and Jensen 2003). Key account managers€iihe performance of additional
activities and/or designation of special persomielcted at an organization’s most important
customers” (Workman, Homburg, and Jensen 2003, gnd the effectiveness of key account

strategies leading higher profitability has beemdestrated.
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Researchers have raised some issues with key dceelling. Sharma and Pillai (1996);
Sharma (1997) and Pardo (1997) find that not atamers like being selected for this status.
Napolitano (1997) shows that a majority of respartslsurveyed rate partnering through key
accounts as a poor option. Dishman and Nitse (1988)s and Pardo (2007); Ivens and Pardo

(2008); and Hofer et al. (2012) discover few déieces between key and non-key accounts.

2.2.4. Solution Selling
In the past two decades, increased competitiopeodlict commaoditization have led firms

in several industries to seek to differentiatertiéfierings by developing and selling solutions
(Bosworth 2002, Sharma 2006; Cova and Salle 20G#hi4sens and Vandenbempt 2008;
Tuli, Kohli, and Bharadwaj 2007; Sharma, lyer, debnschitzky 2008; Sharma and lyer
2011). However, approximately three-quarters ofctvpanies that have embraced solutions
selling have failed to recover the cost of theureistments and been unable to demand price
premiums (Roegner and Gobbi 2001; Johansson, Kamehrthy, and Schlissberg 2003; and
Krishnamurthy, Johansson, and Schlissberg 2003nm&dn, Dixon and Toman (2012) report
on research on 1,400 b-to-b customers that fouatd5®P6 of the purchasing process (including
examining solution) was completed by firms befaratacting a salesperson. They suggest that

solution selling may be an annoyance rather thaenafit for these customers.

2.2.5. Summary

As this preceding discussion suggests, most stigtegies are effective but not all the
time, and most of their inadequacies pertain taifped-to-b selling contexts. | propose two
likely reasons for their lack of effectiveness.sEiiin focusing so powerfully on users, sales
strategies ignore the purchasing function, whichvesy important in business markets.
Researchers estimate that approximately 80% of rgan@ation’s costs go through the
purchasing department (Ramsay and Croom 2008; &miR010). Second, extant sales

strategies do not recognize the different purclipsituations that can result from the different
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stages in the evolution of the purchasing functidonsequently, | discuss the purchasing

function in these contexts in the next sections.

2.2.The Purchasing Function

A survey of CEOs from a broad range of industraesducted by the Institute of Supply
Management, Derry (2014) found that 85% agreedrongly agreed that the head of supply
management plays a key role in their company’sesgsaformulation; more than 80% of CEOs
also reported that the head of supply chain playkely role in their firm’s strategy execution;
and, 58% of them stated that supply chain managewssha source of competitive advantage
for their firms. This growing strategic importanakepurchasing has been accentuated by the
decreased prominence of manufacturing, as welltsoarcing that moves traditional sources
of competitive advantage outside the firm (Shetd &harma 1997; Hunter, Bunn, and
Perreault 2006). Therefore, firms regard supphexssupply chains more strategically, leading
the purchasing function to play a more strategie mo the organization (Flint, Blocker, and
Boutin 2011; Barney 2012). In particular, trenddigate that purchasing functions have been
reducing the number of suppliers, with a focus opp$iers that are better connected, have
insights into their business, are interested mtsgic alliances, are willing to co-locate supplier
personnel at the customer site, and achieve wéalsbdenchmarks (Carter and Narasimhan
1996; Trent and Monczka 1998). Autry, Goldsby, 8edl (2012) suggest that when it comes
to future needs in a rapidly changing, global woslabply chain management faces the greatest
challenges and bears the most responsibility. Bty posit that no other business discipline

will be as critical to the future of companies foe remainder of this century.

Evolution of the Purchasing Function
One of the challenges associated with meeting ¢leel$1of the purchasing function is that
different organizations have reached different esam the evolution of their purchasing.

Research in this area has been extensive in thePa®ars; Ellram and Carr (1994) provide
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an excellent review of the first 10 years. For egbamnin a first major study in the field, Reck
and Long (1988) identify four purchasing developieages: passive, independent,
supportive, and integrative. Passive purchasingtsea requests from other departments; an
independent purchasing function adopts the lateshniques and practices; supportive
purchasing supports the firm’s competitive stratbgyadopting practices that strengthen the
firm’s competitive position; and an integrative gliasing function’s strategy is fully integrated
with the firm’s strategy. Other researchers thatehaxtended the Reck and Long (1988)
classification are Cavinato (1991); Van Weele (908birt and Starling (2002); Lockamy and
McCormack (2004); Bruel and Petit (2005); Cousirayson, and Squire (2006); and, Lysons
and Farrington (2006). In this group, five scholatggest that the purchasing maturity is
stipulated by four stages, two researchers arguigviostages, and one academic proposes for
six stages of purchasing maturity. Across the aigférent maturity models suggested, | found
a number of commonalities in the different stag¥®e is that higher maturity levels imply for
a purchasing function that is more involved anegnated with the other departments or
suppliers. Second improvement of higher levelfiésincreased focus on longer-term results
and, thirdly, the purchasing function is more pesee as a competitive edge by the buying
firm rather than a cost center. As an example, Maele (2005) suggests that a purchasing
function’s focus or orientation moves from trangawil (order processing) to commercial
(prices) to purchasing coordination (synergy) ttetinal integration (TCO) to external
integration (supply chain) to value chain (strajegy

| adopt Reck and Long’s (1988) framework for tlas@arch because most researchers have
utilized the classification for research. In aduiti although the later models of purchasing
evolution focus on strategic orientation, many pasing departments remain in the passive
stage. Even as subsequent research has refinecaRedtlong’'s (1988) framework, it remains

the most important lens through which to view theletion of the purchasing function. For
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example, purchasing executives slowly are becomioge outwardly focused (Gelderman and
Van Weele 2005; Kibbeling, der Bij, Van Weele 2Q18)t the purchasing department largely
remains internally focused (Blecker, Kersten, amagke 2014). Ramsay and Croom (2008)
also acknowledge that new purchasing departmeniggseé with their basic administrative
role, and top management nearly always overestam#iie pace with which strategic
purchasing roles can be implemented. | also reezeghiat a purchasing department may be in

one stage of evolution in one area and in anotagedor a different area.

2.3.Interaction of the Sales and Purchasing Function

This section discusses the interaction of the satespurchasing function. 1 first discuss
the recognition of the purchasing function in rdcsales literature. Then | discuss if the
purchasing function has some different criterianti@her functions in the organization
necessitating a different strategy. Finally, | dss the differences in perceptions of the

purchasing function and salespeople.

2.3.1. The Purchasing and Sales Function

In this attempt to better understand the role thatpurchasing department played in sales
strategies, | examined extant literature. | surdetfee literature from 2000-2015 in top tier
journals and | found seventy-five articles focusiog the following topics: buyer-seller
relationships; buying behavior; relationship mairkgtin b-to-b; sales approaches; and sales
strategies. Thirty-three papers sampled respondiemtsthe purchasing function, supporting
the increased recognition of the purchasing functio academic sales literature, but
interestingly there were only ten papers that asigreé the needs of the purchasing function
(Table 9 below). However, all of these papers @gadrthe purchasing function as static and
not evolving as the research of Reck and Long (L@&®&ild suggest.

In the area of interest, the interaction of satestesgy and the purchasing function, Wood,

Johnson, and Boles (2014) was the only paper tlest lcated. They tested three sales
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approaches on relational outcomes, with the buggrgler as a moderating variable and found
that not all types of selling approaches are eguiective (Wood, Johnson, and Boles 2014).

Table 9: Research From 2000-2015 That Examined thHeurchasing Function Roles

Reference Title of the paper Data set Key Findings
Bharadwaj In\_/es_tigating _the decisiqn _ Small Differences betweerj importance
(2004) criteria used in electronic | 113 business customel| of factors when purchasing A or C
components procureme products
Bonner and Buyer attentiveness in buyey- Purchase behavior is positively
Calantone i lationshi 119 buyers affected by buyer attentiveness thatl|is
(2005 supplier relationships positively affected by relationalis

Found that Engineers and purchasing
Henke Strategic selling in the age ¢ Conversations with cal managers were not ready for integrated
(2000) modules and systems assemblers solutions. Suggested training and
infrastructure suppo

Mitrega and | Benefiting from dedication

2= A Structured interview | Examination of benefits of emotional
Katrichis | and constraint in buyer-sellg

=

(2010 relationship with 208 companies tone of relationships.
Plank and How manufacturers 1.22 memberg O.f Examines the valuation criteria of
. : National Association . ) .
Ferrin value purchase offerings - ; purchasing managers and finds wide
Of Purchasing L
(2002) An exploratory study variation.
Manager
The effect of market Longitudinal sample of . . .
Sanzo et al. orientation on buyer-seller| 264 and 174 Spanish Cultural market orientation positively
(2003) . . . ) i . affects satisfaction.
relationship satisfactic industrial firms
Commitment in b-to-b
Tellefsen relationships - The role of Buying behaviors are driven by both
. 113 Purchasers S
(2002) organizational and persong personal and organization’s needs
need

Value-based differentiation| Qualitative study plus a

Ulaga and . X : o . Discusses the role of value-based
in business relationships:| cross-sectional survey . - .
Eggert . - . differentiation in Business
Gaining and sustaining key among senior - .
(2006) ; - Relationships.
supplier statL purchasing manage
Aoy ouppesiier Modes of sales process adaptation are
Viio and relationship orientation 9 respondents from thg . P P .
o . based on: sales process adaptation,
Groénroos affects adaptation of sales seller and buyer ; A .
. - seller—buyer relationship orientation|,
(2015) processes to the buying organization . .
and the purchasing portfolio.
proces
Investigating sales o Demonstrates that not all types of
Wood et al. . 840 organizational ;
(2014) approaches and gender in buyers selling approaches are equally

effective

customer relationshi

2.3.2. Do Purchasing Department Criteria Differ from Other Functions’
Criteria?
This section discusses if the purchasing departeréeria might be different from other
functions and if those criteria in turn need to fedlected in different sales strategies.
Purchasing managers traditionally have not beerexictusive subject of marketing strategy

studies, though some recent research considersdheiand perceptions (see Table 11 below
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for exemplar research). Bals, Hartmann, and R{@609) find that purchasing department
involvement introduces new criteria that users joesly had not considered (e.g., cost, risk
perspectives). Tate et al. (2010) examine datatgihoehases of marketing services to reveal
that, compared with other users, purchasing sougire specificity in contracts, process
outcomes, contractual milestones, risk managenmam, clear monitoring. According to
Pemer, Werr, and Bianchi (2014), formalization loé tpurchase of professional services,
through the purchasing function, takes two formsfoamulation of policies and an
establishment of preferred supplier agreementsubghasing executives. Jennings and Plank
(1995) find that the purchasing department behaifésrently from other departments in its
decision criteria. Therefore, existing researcbrgily suggests that the purchasing function
adopts different criteria than other functionshie buying process, and those criteria in turn

need to be reflected in different sales strategies.
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Table 10 Research on Purchasing Department Role the Buying Process

Reference Context Buying Roles Purchasing Roles
It mentions that procurement . .
Bals, ) . Purchasing department is involved for
. complexity and the duration of
Hartmann Service . : . the procurement success but lack of
. relationship between the purchasin - A
and Ritter Procurement . skills, lack of motivation and lack of
and marketing employees affect th . .
(2009) opportunity affect the involvement.
procurement.
Jennings Complex Manufacturing — specifications and L . .
. . . - Purchasing is involved in functional
and Plank Product commercial; Engineering — politica : e
. evaluation and specifications.
(1995) Procurement and commercial.

Johnson and

Organizational

Only examined purchasing functior|

CPO needs to handle simultaneous
activities, including cost reduction

—

Leenders structure Contrast with other functions not L - X
. objectives and implementation of
(2004) approaches provided . ;
information technology systems
- The IT department and the Four purchasing configurations are in
Luzzini et al. . : . : . .
IT Services | purchasing department have differgnt place: neutral, IT oriented, purchasing
(2014) . o . .
roles in the organization oriented, and IT strategic
Pemer, Werr . Only examined purchasing functior| Purchgsmg TR RT IEBLEEE on
. . Consulting . ! purchasing processes and formalize
and Bianchi : Contrast with other functions not L
Services . policies and creates preferred supply
(2014) provided.
agreements.
Transformation of the purchasing
Sheth, . Business trends will transform the| function: search for vendors of solutions,
Theoretical . e . .
Sharma, and aoer purchasing department and the | specifications of supplier, understandin
lyer (2009) Pap marketing department customers, and coordinating with
suppliers
Maintenance Manager (user) —
Stremersch, . L .
Wuyts and Maintenance outcomes; Plant Manager (decujer quchasmg Manager (gatekgeper) -
budget and outcomes; Productior] ranking alternatives, commercial aspects
Frambach Contracts : :
Manager (influencer) — expertise a of contracts.
(2001)
overall needs.
Tate et al. Service Marketing — outcomes, deliverables, Purchasing —longer contracts, specif
. process and outcomes measuremen
(2010) Procurement deadlines.
more formal.
Tassabehii . . . .
Overview . Technical, interpersonal, internal and
and Necessary professional procureme - :
procurement ; external enterprise, and strategic
Moorhouse skills skills business skills
(2008)
von
Haartman . Only examined purchasing functionn. Part of the role of global purchasing
Innovation ) ! ) ) b
and —_ Contrast with other functions not departments is to contribute to their
capabilities . L .
Bengtsson provided company's innovation level
(2015)
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2.3.3. How Do Purchasing Executives Evaluate Salespeople?

The previously summarized research establishestit@gturchasing function has become more
important and has unique requirements. | searcbedtiidies of the perceptions that the
purchasing function developed about salespeoplevasiunable to find any such research and
therefore | conducted an own online survey. Thenenkurveys of purchasing and sales
executives sought to define the evaluations of keipgales forces. The questionnaire consisted
of ten salesperson attributes (Table 11), and redgas evaluated salespeople’s performance
on those attributes using 5-point Likert scalese Tquestionnaire reflected input from
purchasing executives in various industries, gattheluring industry seminars. | balanced the
data collected from purchasing executives with ltesaf a survey of salespeople, in which |
asked them to evaluate their performance with @spe purchasing executives. 200
purchasing (500 sales) executives received entaitscontained links to the online survey; to
encourage their participation, | informed all theeeutives that they would be invited to an
event where | would present the results and halsiny speakers share their experiences/best
practices, while also giving the purchasing an@salxecutives an excellent opportunity to
network. Two weeks after the initial email, | segthinders to the complete list (thanking those
who had completed it and urging non-respondentfotso). | closed the survey four weeks
after the initial mailing. Because the purposehid study is exploratory, | did not conduct any
wave analysis (after sending the reminder). Althod@ purchasing (180 sales) executives
opened the link to the survey, 20 (32) of them dad answer any questions. Another 3
purchasing (32 sales) executives only partiallyesmed the questionnaire. After discarding
these responses, | obtained 54 (106 sales) ussgenses from purchasing (sales) executives,
for response rates of 27% for purchasing and 2if@%sales executives. The purchasing
executives on an average were responsible for swmurenore than 10 product

categories/solutions and had experience in dealitiy multiply suppliers’ salespeople for
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each of the product categories/solutions. The patgde | surveyed also belonged to local as

well as multinational organizations.

Table 11: Purchasing and Sales Executives Evaluatiaf Salespeople

Attribute Purchasing| Salespeople] Gap
Good understanding of the customers' businessertuyb 31 34 02
Builds long term, close and personal relationships 31 35 04
The ability to deliver on promises 3.0 3.2 01
Exchange of information -- product developmentyistdy trends and insights 3.0 3.9 10
Challenge the customer and provide new insights 28 38 10
Efficient and proactive communication 27 34 07
Delivers business impact by finding areas to gdeerperformance 27 35 08
improvements ) ) )
Sharing of benefits with the customer 26 36 10
Ensures comparability and transparency of prodemtise offerings 26 33 08
Provides insights on total cost of ownership 24 34 10

The results in Table 12 above sort the attribute®m@ing to the purchasing executives’
perceptions of salespeople’s performance. | highligfew notable aspects. First, the average
performance of salespeople was 2.8, below the saiggoint. The mean value noted by sales
executives was 3.5, so these salespeople agrethélyasire not satisfying the needs of their
purchasing customers. Second, only four attribreéashed or exceeded the midpoint (with an
average of 3.1): good understanding of the custsnbeisiness challenges; builds long-term,
close and personal relationships; ability to delime promises; and exchange of information
about product development, industry trends, andjlms. The poorest ranking salesperson
attributes were “ensures comparability and trarepeay of product/service offerings” and
“provides insights on total cost of ownership.” hisalespeople’s evaluations of their own
behaviors were higher than purchasing executiweduations, with a gap of .7 on the 5-point

scale. Thus, sales executives are not very accimatieir understanding of purchasing
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customers, a result affirmed by other research, (eagnbert, Marmorstein, and Sharma 1990).
This preliminary research indicates that the pustigafunction is not satisfied with the service
that salespeople provide. Clearly, there is a getpvden what purchasing executives desire
from salespeople and what they receive.

In the next section, | shift the discussion to siadesperson-related needs of purchasing
departments. The examination is critical, becausteonly do salespeople need to sell to
purchasing, but purchasing needs to develop clesationships with their suppliers (Hunter,
Bunn and Perreault 2006; Sheth and Sharma 1993} i$hsales organizations need to be

organized to fulfill purchasing customer needs.

3. Research Expectations

To understand the critical role of the purchasumgction in determining sales effectiveness,
| collected data from purchasing departments. \Wihdata, | pursue three research questions.
First, what are purchasing executives’ perceptmitheir own goals and buying processes?
Second, what are purchasing executives’ perceptbrsles strategies? Third, how should
salespeople match their sales processes to pungh@sictions needs; that is, what sales
strategies should salespeople follow? For purclgastecutives’ perceptions of their own goals
and buying processes, | expect purchasing functiorfall into one of the four stages of
purchasing evolution | discussed in the previowsice: passive (price focused), independent
(cost focused), supportive (solution/innovationused), or integrative (strategy focused). This
would be a validity test for this sample.

The research focus and contribution arises froral@asing executives’ perceptions of sales
strategies and what sales strategies should saj@sp®llow. | would like to recognize that
personal selling and sales management literatlsenbapreviously taken the perspective of

the purchasing function or aligned evaluation aeadommended sales strategies with the
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evolution of this function. For example, | find retudies that address how purchasing
executives evaluate suppliers’ specific sales mest(e.g., relationship marketing versus
solution selling). However, | argue that the stafjevolution of the purchasing function must
affect the evaluation of sales strategy and thectieh of the appropriate sales strategy.

In the context of b-to-b buyer—seller relationshi@annon and Perreault (1999) propose a
typology ofrelationship connectorsnformation exchange, operational linkages, |dalds,
cooperation, and relationship-specific adaptationgoropose that different relationship
connectors become more salient when selling umiegact with purchasing units at different
stages of purchasing evolution. Thus in the passti’ge, purchasing executives might prefer
to obtain price and availability information quigkiand responsively. In terms of the
relationship connectors (Cannon and Perreault 1988ir focus is on information exchange.
Geographic or product-based sales forces tendspmnel more rapidly with information about
price and availability, so they may be best suitedhis stage of evolution by the purchasing
department. Relationship selling also might workhis context, insofar as speedy information
exchange can be facilitated by this strategy. Rasicly is not involved in the buying center
though, so salespeople suggesting alternativesdshedess useful. That is, buyers in a buying
center may want to evaluate alternatives, butaé@itent that the sale cannot be closed without
the confirmation of the purchasing department, Wigonly interested in price and availability
information, it may be futile and inefficient foelfers to devote too much effort to presenting
other alternatives. Similarly, solution selling thvits time-consuming collection of data about
customer needs, likely would be less useful.

In the independent stage, purchasing executivassfoa cost reductions and efficiency.
Reck and Long (1988) suggest that they seek thedbtetal costs (or TCO), with an emphasis
on operational efficiencies. Thus, in Cannon anddelt's (1999) framework, the focal

relationship connector is likely operational linkagand value selling should be desired. The
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overriding concern of the sales unit should bedtednine clearly and communicate how its
offering satisfies the criterion of minimizing tAHeCO for the purchasing function and, by
extension, for the firm. Value selling is desigrgakcifically to achieve this goal, though
relationship selling also could be preferred.

In the supportive and integrative stages, purclgagxecutives focus on competitive
objectives, strategic requirements, and integratiomthe buying center. If the buying firm is
trying to maintain a competitive advantage overiitals by building a strategic relationship
with the seller, then the purchasing departmeth@fuying firm, which is part of the buying
center, ipso facto will share its need for deemationships with sellers. In Cannon and
Perreault’s (1999) framework, the focal relatiopstbnnector is cooperation and relationship-
specific adaptations by both buyer and seller.agil{1990) contends that deeper, strategic-
level relationships between buyers and sellerediindamentally from traditional buyer—
seller relationships. A selling strategy that mersgeks to provide expeditious information
exchange will be insufficient to achieve these bigbrder strategic initiatives, which
purchasing desires. Similarly, value selling, whies a narrow focus on trying to establish
and communicate the total cost of ownership, vall Short of the strategic commitment
required. Buyers and purchasers looking for strateglationships need sellers to fulfill
requirements on various dimensions, unlike buyedspairchasers that are not looking for such
relationships. In these cases, purchasing exesutnay prefer solution selling, because they
allow sellers to engage buyers at a much deepel, levline with the buyer’s requirements.
Buyers that seek strategic relationships with selidten do so because they want to move
beyond standard offerings and acquire customizédisns to their complex problems that
generally require the potential sellers to uncavese buyers’ hidden and unstated needs.
Solution selling is appropriately designed to acéithis end. Because some coordination exists

in large organizations, a multispecialty sales piztion, such as key account management,
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also might be preferable. Key account managemeamge with their intense focus on the
buyer, actively attempt to uncover buyers’ hiddew anstated needs and satisfy them by
leveraging input from specialists in various bussanits of the selling firm.

In summary, | expect purchasing departments toirfiadl four categories: passive (price
focused), independent (cost focused), supportaletien/innovation focused), and integrative
(strategy focused). In addition, | expect spegfieference patterns, such that passive functions
prefer product, geographic, and relationship sgllindependent purchasing functions seek
value selling; and supportive and integrative fiormg are best suited for solution selling and

key account management.

4. Study

| wanted a more elaborate view of how purchasiregetives’ interactions with salespeople
vary, according to the type of task/situation ahdirt expectations with respect to sales
executives. To gain insights beyond the preliminanyvey results, | conducted semi-
structured, in-depth interviews and a focus groigtubsion with purchasing executives,
following a grounded theory approach (Glaser analust1967). Grounded theory is well suited
for developing theory on the basis of field datd describing interactions that involve many
parties (Creswell 2013).

| began by contacting purchasing executives witbiwhimy colleagues and | had existing
relationships, then applied a snowballing techniguignd more respondents that matched the
theoretical sampling requirements. Theoretical denmpis characterized by informed
decisions about whom to pursue as the next inteege according to the initial theory. None
of the purchasing executives | contacted for thuslys had been conditioned by the previous
online survey. Between July 2014 and February 2D&&nducted one focus group discussion

and 31 personal in-depth interviews with variougls of seniority, to decrease the threat of

107



single informant bias (Kumar, Stern, and Anders@93). The group discussion and the
interviews lasted 150 minutes and between 40-11tes respectively, totaling 36.8 hours
of recorded audio. The focus group discussion amelinterviews, or 16 purchasing executives
were interviewed face-to-face and 23 interviewsenveonducted over the telephone. The
respondents from 32 different companies represatititent sectors and two geographically
distinct areas, Belgium and India (many of therwieaved companies are headquartered in
Belgium and the US). The diverse companies in #rapde included both local firms and
subsidiaries of multinational companies, with tugiolevels ranging between US$4 million—
$130 billion. The interviewees belonged to familyr®d businesses, publicly listed
companies, and private enterprises. | provideithedata when | discuss the classification (for
confidentiality, | disguise the names of the comesarand purchasing executives). With this
variance in the size and ownership types, | conicestigate whether firm characteristics
influenced purchasing tactics. In the sample, @@diworked in a B2B environment, 11 were
more focused on business-to-consumer settings dnishbstantial B2B components, and 1
company addressed municipalities/governments.idiid were involved in B2B purchasing.
The final topic guide | used for the interviews sistted of 40 questions and 19 themes (see
Appendix 2). The initial topic guide was based ba findings from the survey study and a
review of peer-reviewed marketing articles (e.gndérson and Chambers 1985; Cavinato
1991; Cannon and Homburg 2001; den Butter and L2@8; Tassabehji and Moorhouse
2008; Adamson, Dixon, and Toman 2012). | did n& e exact wording from any of these
prior studies but relied on their ideas as a stgrioint, to trigger open discussions with the
purchasing managers without directing them towashers | received from other participants.
The interview guide is semi-structured becausenefdpen discussions and the researcher’s
possibility to follow topics that strayed from thepic guide. The grounded theory research

method involves constant comparative analysesyS@ad Corbin 1994), such that | refined
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the topic guide each time | learned something nemind the interviewing process and
continued this iteration until | reached saturation

All participants received the topic guide, with tis of questions, prior to their interviews.
Thus they could prepare for the interview, leadimgleeper insights from each interview. As
needed, the interviewer also probed participantarfore information. In the next step, the
recordings were transcribed and coded, in line withrounded theory approach, using the
NVivo 9 software suite. Accordingly, 133 nodes wegmuped into 34 concepts and 12
categories, which served as the basis for the mvithhd cross-case analyses. Finally, |

presented some of the findings from the analysdéset@articipants, to gauge their responses.

5. Results

In line with Reck and Long’s (1988) classificatidndentified four clusters of purchasing
practices aimed at suppliers, then four scholadsvisually reviewed and assigned each
company to a maturity level (low, medium, or higlgpending on their perception of the
professionalism of the purchasing department. énséicond round of reading the transcribed
interviews, the scholars studied the Reck and Lmayger and assigned the companies to one
of the four types of purchasing practices. The tgpes of purchasing practices were passive
(focused on price and service level), independeatéed on TCO), supportive (focused on
solutions and innovations), and integrative (sggte The purchasing departments were
assigned to one of the four clusters based on fih&iith the definition and characteristics of
the respective stage (Reck and Long 1988). For pbeaim the solution-innovation stage, these
purchasers are involved in the sales proposal teahsre very concerned about sourcing the
right product or service to solve their internastmmers current and future problems or needs,
rather than sourcing the cheapest product or se(fAdce focus) or realizing the biggest cost

reduction for their firm (TCO focus). Because thpit guide was not directed to one of the
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past, present, or future single purchasing oppdaitsy the researchers could see the bigger
picture of the purchasing approach associated th@hdifferent maturity stages. In the next
step, the researchers met to discuss their cleestfns and reconcile the disparities. The initial
differences in clustering were differed by maximare maturity level. The clustering finally
shaped 4 passive, 12 independent, 6 supportivel @imtegrative firms.

| also analyzed the transcripts to answer two gquestfor each cluster: (1) “What is the
desired sales relationship?” and (2) “What is tesirdd sales approach?” In turn, | condensed
the answers to these questions and grouped thereafth focus orientation, to identify
commonalities in each cluster. Finally, one or meades strategies were matched to the

different levels of expectations, as | detail next.

5.1.Passive Cluster: Focus on Price and Service-Levebfeements
The minimal representation of companies in this fygroup seems counterintuitive at a first
glance; purchasing executives commonly are perdeagprice squeezerBy salespeople, yet
the interviewees suggest the main focus of mosthasers lies elsewhere, as evidenced by a
range of comments from all four clusters:
“Squeezing is inappropriate.(Company 11)
“Squeezing out the supplier is not necessary, pea®ot the priority.”(Company 19)

“We do not want to be known for squeezing out oyppsiers.” (Company 20)

“When you are pushing your supplier too hard, yall marm your customer too.”
(Company 25)

“High price sensitivity is difficult for our busirss because we always want to start from
a partnership, a loyal relationship(Company 8)

“A contract is more than discussing the pricéCompany 26)

Thus, a common ground across the interviewed psiefaxecutives is that purchasing

has priorities other than price squeezing and igimgoto a more value adding function.
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Companies in the passive cluster remain at theléivel of the purchasing typology (Reck
and Long 1988). Based on the questions on risksare{question 14 in Appendix 2), | found
that these purchasing departments expressed lpghazived risks more than companies from
the other clusters. Moreover, risk reduction is ofgheir priorities. These firms’ industry
orientation is mostly driven by mass productiorisocost-based oriented; only one company
is not globally active; and three of the four firare publicly listed, one is privately held. Two
companies are selling to end-consumers and all doarpanies have turnover levels below
$600 million. Interestingly, three companies argvadn industries that require a great deal of
labor. The assigned maturity levels are either tmvmedium, and the responsibilities of the
interviewees comprises of direct purchases, suclli@et production materials. For an

overview of the companies in the passive clusteage see Table 12 below.
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Table 12: Characterization of Purchasing Departmerg with a Focus on Price and SLAs
Company Industry Headquarter Jc_at_) Responsibility | Revenue Structure Customers Global Firm Focus Leve_:l of .
Number Position Professionalism
Purchasin Direct e E2IE 2ime Mass
12 Textile Belgium 9 50-500m | Public-listed | B2C, mainly Yes . Medium
Manager purchases B2C production
28 Facility France Purchaser Direct 50-500m Private B2B Yes Cost driven Medium
Management| purchases
Managin Direct +
31 Hotel India naging Indirect <50m Public-listed B2C Yes Cost driven Low
Director
Purchases
. . Purchasing D"e.Ct N . Mass
32 Construction India Indirect 50-500m Public-listed B2B No . Low
Manager Purchases production
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For example, according to a purchasing executwa f€Company 12,

“Each purchaser has his own procedure in the buypngcess. Strategic components are
bought by a tender and an estimate contract. Tie filecision will be based on prices and
end of the year advantages, as well as the expdsusapply-disruption risks on a monthly
basis. For the delivery of strategic and criticabgucts, | want to have at least two or three
suppliers.”

As much as possible, these firms opt for multigarsing, purchasing from at least two
suppliers per buying category, to reduce the sugsuption risk. They also recognize that
consolidating the supplier base can help redude sppliers’ prices, as an executive from
Company 28 argue$We make use of a tender once a year to checkdlume discounts at
different suppliers. We don’t want to become topetelent of one supplierThe executive
from Company 12 similarly state%Ve want to reduce the number of suppliers to iaseethe
turnover levels per supplier and group the produnts a category.”The respondents clearly
believe that balancing multiple sourcing and coidsdion of the supplier base both are
essential. The optimum is the point at which thgpsiers can be played off each other, so that
the buyer receives more competitive prices anddsvibie risk of being too supplier dependent.

Respondents also stated that they wanted certamacteristics from sales organizations:
the lowest price after covering the main risks; dadunctional, accurate, financially stable,
and reliable. They wanted a basic sales approachyhich the sales team follows the
instructions provided by purchasing, delivers tequired quality, and offers the best price.
This transactional approach (De Vincentis and Raokh998) suggests that sales firms should
use a simple sales force structure to respond deetmeeds. As | stated in the research

expectations, product- or geographic-based satesdaan fit the requirement. If the buying

firm requires even more risk reduction, relatiopsmarketing may be useful too.

5.2.Independent Cluster: Focus on Cost
As one respondent explains, “It is not about phbageall about the long-term possibilities

and TCO. The benefits should always be higher tharcosts” (Company 29Focusing on
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the total cost of ownership (TCO) distinguishessthpurchasing departments, which seek a
longer collaboration horizon and seek a higherlle¥&ustomer intimacy. Twelve of the 32
purchasing companies are cost focused, with masieoh (10 of 12) being globally active. In
these purchasing functions, | find little homogéyen industry orientation, shareholder
structure, or customer orientation. The price destsi they exhibit is different from that
revealed by the passive cluster, in that theypal a higher price if they identify added value
in the supply chain. For example, an executive f@@mpany 29 states:

“The difference between commodities and differeéatigproducts lies in the margin my
company gets and the price sensitivity we haverasvaur suppliers: the more a product is

differentiated and can bring added value to thdaathe more likely we will get a better
margin for this end product when we are selling it.

Table 13 below provides an overview of these costi$ed companies. These companies are
active in a wide range of industries. Seven ofdéHeted companies are only targeting B2B
customers and five companies are marketing thér at both B2B and B2C customers. All
the buying firms, except for two companies, arébglly active. The respondents range from
managers to Chief Procurement Officer (CPO). Fiempganies have turnover levels above
$1.2 billion. Eight interviewees are involved ovbaesponsibility for both direct and indirect
purchases, the other four are limited to the dipecthases. Seven companies are public-listed,

three are family-owned, and two have a privateediader structure.
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Table 13: Characterization of Purchasing Departmerg with a Focus on Costs

Company Industry Headquarter Job Position | Responsibility | Revenue| Structure Customers Global Firm Focus Leve_:l of .
Number Professionalism
. Purchasing Direct L Mix B2B and B2C, The best .
2 Telecom Belgium Director Purchases >1bn Public-listed mainly B2C No quality High
5 Glass Manufacturing Germany Director Direct >1bn Public-listed B2B Yes Mas; Medium
Purchases production
14 BT USA Fleet Manager DU 500-1bn | Public-listed Mix BZ.B EITE [B2E, Yes Cost driven Low
Rental Purchases mainly B2C
Strategic
Agriculture- Sourcing Indirect Family- Mix B2B and B2C, Mass .
16 Industrial USA Manager Purchases >1bn owned mainly B2B Yes production High
EMEA
Direct + Mass
18 Chemical The Netherlands CPO Indirect >1bn Public-listed B2B Yes . High
production
Purchases
Global .
19 Packaging Belgium Procurement Indirect 50-500m | Public-listed B2B Yes The beSt Low
) Purchases quality
Director
European Direct + Mass
22 Automotive USA Purchasing Indirect 50-500m Private B2B Yes . High
production
Manager Purchases
12 Textile Belgium Purchasing Direct 50-500m| Public-listed X B2Band B2C, |y Mass Medium
Manager Purchases mainly B2C production
Purchasin Dl -
23 Energy The Netherlands M 9 Indirect >1bn Public-listed B2B Yes Job shop Medium
anager Purchases
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Company Industry Headquarter Job Position | Responsibility | Revenue| Structure Customers Global Firm Focus Leve_:l of .
Number Professionalism
Direct + .
25 3D Printing Spain CEO Indirect <50m Private Mix BZ.B and B2C, Yes The pest Low
mainly B2C quality
Purchases
Direct + Family-
29 Road Signalization Belgium CEO Indirect <50m owneﬁi B2B No Cost driven Medium
Purchases
Purchasin .
Manufacturing: . Team Salgs Dm?Ct * Family-
30 ) Belgium ' Indirect 50-500m B2B Yes Job shop Low
Green Energy Team, and = owned
CEO urchases
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Most differentiation in this cluster relies on aluesourcing perspective, to decrease
commoditization pressure rather than focusing eraceting innovations through co-creation
with the supplier. The main goal is to cut wasterfrthe value chain, as articulated by Company
22: "l get suspicious about a salesperson who does proactively talks about how my
company can reduce the costs and or improve aii@s.”

In addition, these purchasing departments want nmteenal support from the other
departments. An executive from Company 30s8uUggling to get more support from our
internal customers An executive from Company 22 elaboraté$t helps when the
organization fully stands behind the procuremenpattment. Then, the salesperson
acknowledges that this department has the powstdp doing business with the supplier.”
Selling organizations seemingly avoid purchasingnash as possible, because they believe
purchasers do not seek value but instead only teamaggle over the price. If the purchasing
department is not involved or is ignored in theiahibuying process, it is likely to get tougher
with suppliers at the time of the purchase. Formgda, the purchasing executive from
Company 23 explains, “I am less price sensitiverwtiie supplier comes in early to help me
with calculations and so on.” When purchasers havénfluence on value sourcing and the
purchasing is done by another department, the panat) function feels forced to showcase its
value to the firm by cutting down the price. As arghasing executive from Company 22
stipulates,‘It happens a lot in organizations that Vice Presids are making procurement
decisions. This is where they are eroding the &iétyi and the power of negotiations from
procurement. That is the biggest problemBLit these cost-focused entities want to be inwblve
earlier in the buying process to prove their vahternally, unlike the price-focused buyers
who are trying to find operational stability at tflogvest price. An executive from Company 5,
for example, notes;We can capture additional value if external salesd internal

procurement people would work more together anchfam earlier start.”
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This group of purchasers wants selling firms tghblem reduce TCO, lower supply
disruption risks, take time to understand the pohl provide saving opportunities, be
transactional, and function as an efficient partralt of which suggest a value selling strategy.
As an executive from Company 5 explainétd,am also responsible for the internal
communication. | need to explain to the internadtomer about the consequences of working
with a particular supplier. Therefore, | need cledata and figures from the selling
organization.” Similarly, the executive from Company 23 wartamart sales people try to
involve me early in the selling process becauséghtrhave an earlier voice of reason to a
project manager.”

These purchasing functions reject relationshipregtbased only on personal or social
contacts, becaus#/hen we are facing a problem, | want the salegespntative in my office
as soon as possible. On the other hand, | strodigljke salespeople who have no important
knowledge to share. They will be sent home whepn ahé/ try to have some small talk.”
(Company 12). Assistance is appreciated if it redube TCO or helps differentiate the offer
from competitors’. Thus, according to an execufren Company 19;The coffee and the
cognac to close a deal are historyWhen the purchasing function is focused stronglyfGO,
as | predicted, the ideal sales strategy is a vedlieng approach, if the selling organization

hopes to match its strategy to the needs of thengwrganization.

5.3. Supportive Cluster: Focus on Solutions and Innovatins
The six firms in the supportive cluster focus otusons and innovations. As the data in

Table 14 below show, five of these companies arelyaowned businesses.
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Table 14: Characterization of Purchasing Departmerg with a Focus on Solutions and Innovations

Company o I Revenue Firm Level of
Number Industry Headquarter | Job Position | Responsibility USD Structure | Customers | Global Focus Professionalism
3 IT Canada Ma}naglng DIl <50m el B2B Yes Job shop Medium
Director Purchases owned
Direct + . Mix B2B
9 Banking Belgium Team Leader Indirect >1bn Family- and B2C, No Cost High
Procurement owned . driven
Purchases mainly B2C
Manufacturing: . Dire_:ct * Family- .
10 ’ Belgium CEO Indirect <50m B2B No Job shop Medium
Metal owned
Purchases
- Direct + .
21 Manufacturing: Belgium CEO Indirect <50m Family- B2C Yes C.OSt High
Wood owned driven
Purchases
Director
Procurement Direct +
24 el Es;ate- USA el Supply Indirect >1bn P.ubl|c- B2B Yes Job shop Medium
Industrial Chain listed
Purchases
Management
EMEA
27 Transpor_ta_uon: Belgium Category Indirect 50-500m Family- B2B Yes Job shop Medium
Heavy Lifting Manager Purchases owned
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When the buying company is in the supportive stgepurchasing function values long-
term relationships with suppliers who can deliveravative, customized solutions to support
the buying companies’ goals. As pointed out by xcative from Company 100ne of the
main criteria to collaborate with a supplier is thhe or she is willing to help my company.
This does not mean that they have to visit me eveek, since | dislike this very much.”

In terms of an ideal sales focus, these purchaskerutives suggest that sales
organizations should focus on achieving clientsilgobe flexible in understanding pain points,
keep promises, create long-term partnerships b@sethovative and customized offerings, be
flexible when needed, be proactive, and providegitaim solutions. In comparison with
independent buyers that focus on cost, the desiageb relationship in this stage is more
proactive:“Suppliers now know that they have to be more ptiva if they want to stay the
supplier” (Company 24). The sales function should act aarmer, appreciating the buying
firm’s culture and recognizing its pain points. Aagl supplier thus enjoys benefits and
protection, as the following quotes reveal:

“We have relationships of more than 10 years. Thagepliers understand and
master the technology. For our company, it is rasyeto change because the suppliers
are very integrated. Today we are looking for imment of the product with the same
suppliers.” (Company 24)

“We would pay a little bit more to one supplierander to keep him in the market
and to make us less dependent on the other suf®)lie(Company 27)

For this group of supportive stage firms, the foisusn innovation and solutions. Based on
the preceding discussion, the research expectatmisthe following set of quotes | affirm
that the most appropriate selling strategy is smuselling.

“The first selection criteria for our suppliers tee knowledge and skills they have in
house to give a solution that serves the diffeir@etnal requests.(Company 9)

“We saw that each hand tool was failing after H6tmonths. We called the supplier and
his team examined the hand tools till they fourdptoblem. Then they designed a custom-
made solution. We really valued the custom-buildt&m to solve our problem.(Company

10)
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We have to find a correct technical solution. Piigéess important because there are
less companies that can offer this specific satui@ompany 21)

The supplier has to understand our new way of naatufing furniture. Our ideas are
very innovative and have to be supported by oupkens. (Company 21)

Purchasing’s role is more about making things happetead of generating savings.
(Company 27)

The companies cannot be grouped by their indutsteyinterviewees’ job positions, neither
do the revenue levels, nor the customer focus slwonsistency in this cluster. The maturity
levels were medium to high. Remarkably, job shephée most common industry orientation

in this cluster.

5.4.Integrative Cluster: Focus on Strategy

Finally, ten buyers in the research sample, predanily global companies with medium to
high maturity levels, have a strategy focus (selelefd5). Interestingly, four companies are
related to the food industry. | also want to paint that a number of the interviewees are part
of the board and or have job positions on the @}lef/their company, e.g., Chief Procurement
Officer (CPO), VP purchasing, or global head ofteenf excellence procurement. This entails
that procurement gained strategic importance irbtheng firm. Next to the relatively higher
maturity levels in this stage, there is a cleatimision between direct and indirect purchasing

responsibilities.
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Table 15: Characterization of Purchasing Departmerg with a Focus on Strateqgy

Company Industry Headquarter Job Position Responsibility Revenue Structure | Customers | Global Firm Focus Levgl of .
Number Professionalism
1 Metal Belgium CPO DITEES > [TelireEd >1bn FLfailEs B2B Yes HEES Medium
Purchases listed production
4 Construction India Purchasing Direct Purchases 50-500m P.Ubhc' B2B Yes Mas; High
Manager listed production
6 French Fries Belgium LEg[UIES ISl Direct Purchaseg 50-500m Private B2C Yes Mass_ Medium
and Board Member production
. Purchaser Business Indirect Public- Mass .
! Brewery Belgium Services Purchases 50-500m listed B2C Yes production High
8 Wholesaler for retail Belgium Purchase manage DITEEE > [Telired <50m il B2B No Cost driven Medium
Purchases owned
11 Aviation Belgium Prqcurement Direct + Indirect 50-500m Private B2B Yes The pest High
Director Purchases quality
13 Industrlal'Squtlon Sweden VP Purchasing Direct + Indirect >1bn P.Ub|IC- B2B Yes The pest High
Provider Purchases listed quality
. . . Mix B2B
17 Banking Germany VP Vendor Direct + Indirect >1bn P_ubllc- and B2C, Yes The k_)est High
Management Purchases listed . quality
mainly B2C
Global Head Centre . . . Mix B2B
20 Milk Products The Netherlands of Excellence DIEEE: > el e >1bn P.Ubhc' and B2C, Yes Mass_ High
Purchases listed . production
Procurement mainly B2C
26 Fine Chocolates Belgium Group Procurement Direct + Indirect 50-500m Family- B2C Yes The pest High
Manager Purchases owned quality
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Their industry orientations are determined eithethe best quality on the market (4) or
driven by mass production (6). Both orientationsf@r long-term and strategic relationships,
so that the selling company and the buying firm taainstorm in close collaboration
throughout their strategic engagement. The diffeeebetween mass production and best
quality orientations is that the latter seeks caitipe advantages through innovations,
whereas the former is searching for competitiveaathges through operational efficiency, by
optimizing the value chain and benefiting from leegm saving opportunities.

In the integrative stage, the supplier base willrbduced to improve the remaining
relationships, as noted in the following quote byexecutive from company 17AVe try to
limit the number of the vendors and we try to havelationship with all of them. It takes a lot
of time to find a new supplier’Furthermore, the purchasing departments in thister
distinguish between what is strategic for the fiamd what is not. They build long-term
partnerships with strategic suppliers and assatistenulation programs to attract external
innovations, in the belief thdtA relationship with a supplier should never be kem”
(Company 11). But non-strategic suppliers are ad@ like commodity buyers, as an
executive from Company 20 explaiffi$he more commoditized the purchases, the more they
will be the responsibility of the specific departrh@nd their production managers. If the
purchases are strategic, they are the responsjhilitthe excellence center.”

In terms of appropriate sales strategies, purchasiecutives with a strategy focus want to
be approached by their suppliers with value-addimegtings. In describing their ideal sales
force, they use phrases such as “strategic engageared “long-term orientation” and seek
to improve their own firm’s sustainable competitimdvantage. They also prefer strategic
suppliers that think about sustainable profitajilattempt to reduce supply disruption risk,
demonstrate honesty when making suggestions, wooktimize the commodity value chain,

and pursue innovations through partnership. Theh@asging executives in this group also were
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opposed to relationship selling based on persansbcial contracts. They notédat “When
we are invited for a restaurant or an event, in®49.of the cases we will decline the meeting.
Also, if you accept one gift from a supplier, eitda a piece of chocolate, you are out of the
company”(both Company 20). Most of the buying firms instleluster are global companies
and the purchasing function focuses on strategmaats. Accordingly, the best sales strategy
match would be a solution-based sales force, cazdbinth key account selling. The following
examples of quotes illustrate that solution-basdithg and or key account selling are the sales
strategies favored by these purchasers.

| now provide quotes to support that key accoutlingefits with strategy oriented
purchasing departments:

“I want to have salespeople coming in that are iwglto build a partnership and
presenting an offer that gives our company a unjgpstion at our customers. | am looking
for these stories in the market that can createealdehlue for our customers, which is the
basis for an interesting relationship for both past” (Company 8)

“It becomes a very open relationship when our sigopldare to share their boundaries.
(Company 11)

“They should treat our bank as a partner from daed (Company 17)

“It is essential before starting a partnership titae supplier is qualified to produce the
amount of goods we need and that he wants to grgeitier with us.(Company 20)

Some examples of quotes to support that solutidingefits with strategy oriented
purchasing departments are provided:

Company 8‘When we have a specific problem, then the manufacwill have to come
and help us to find the answer or the solution.”

Company 11:‘Best practices are seen at the moment when tphplgu is brainstorming
about optimizing our value chain together with us.”

Company 17“The purchaser’s job is not only buying, it is recabout managing the
relationships with vendors.”

Company 20:We really want to look together with our suppli@here we can add
value.”
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6. Summary and Implications

6.1. Research Implications

The research asked three questions. First, whatusohasing executives’ perceptions
of their own goals and buying processes? The relsdaund that in the sample, the majority
of the firms are in the passive and independegestaand focused on prices and TCO. This
is contrary to the literature which has suggestati the purchasing function is in the
supportive, and integrative phases. Second, wekgtachasing executives’ perceptions of
sales strategies? Purchasing executives foundakegpeople still practiced traditional
strategies of creating and nurturing personalimahips rather than strategies such as
solution selling. Third, how should salespeopleahdheir sales processes to purchasing
functions needs; that is, what sales strategiegldisalespeople follow? The evaluation of
this question is the contribution of this research.

First, | demonstrate that the purchasing functiodifferent evolution stages has
different needs. Therefore, the purchasing funat@mnot be seen as static in the selling
process. As the literature review demonstratedptiiehasing function has power over the
buying process. This research suggests that tlel@sing function may have needs that are
distinct from other members of the buying centad sales strategies need to explicitly
recognize the role of the purchasing function dmairtstage of evolution.

Second, this study emphasizes that selling firnesilshapproach their customers
based on customers’ buying styles and requiren{f@istt 1993; Cannon and Perreault
1999; Bals, Hartmann, and Ritter 2009). More speadily, many authors have tackled the
issue of how customers in industrial markets casdggmented by theluying processeasnd
requirements (Choffray and Lilien 1980; Sudharséwaa Winter 1998; Wind and Cardozo
1974; Wind and Thomas 1994). Such segmentatiompis@ursor to more tailored sales

approaches.
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A very important clarification is in order regardithe second contribution mentioned
above. Choffray and Lilien (1980), Wind and Card¢¥®74) and Wind and Thomas (1994),
among others, have suggested that the similagatiddifferences between how the
purchasing units in the buying firms make theiribgydecisions should be used as bases for
segmentation. Their focus is on t@rchasing processhat is, on the tactical roles of the
various constituents within the purchasing unitsy{bg center). On the other hand, | propose
to align selling approaches based on the stratefgahat the purchasing unit as a whole
plays in the buying firm. Clearly, when the purdhggunction evolves from passive to
independent to supportive to integrative stage®Réok and Long’s (1988) classification) it
progressively occupies a higher strategic roldénfirm.

The findings also have implications for researdb luyer—seller relationships in
B2B contexts. Vesalainen and Kohtaméki (2015) etsional governance theory to build a
three-dimensional framework of these relationshsfis)g economic, structural, and social
forms. | show that purchasing departments, at thiéfigrent stages of evolution, largely
determine the kind of engagement they seek wittlleg firm. When the purchasing
function goes from passive to independent to suyeoor integrative, the relationship
moves from purely economic toward the inclusiostofictural and social linkages with the
selling firm. Further research could investigate ¢ivolution of the functional/tactical
linkages (e.g., extent and relative importancecohemic, structural, social ties) between the

buying and selling firm as the sales strategy redpdo the evolving purchasing function.

6.2. Managerial Implications
| develop managerial implications with the cavéat this is a single study in this area
and more research is suggested. This researchstagdlat selling firms in B2B markets need
to understand the stage of evolution of the puiclgasinction of their potential buyers before

developing sales strategies. In practical termssipa departments focus on price and service
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levels; independent departments consider TCO; stippodepartments are focused on
solutions and innovations; and integrative depamntsiare strategy focused.

If different customers have different levels of ghaising maturity, how can sales
managers optimally allocate their resources to meed sales while keeping costs under
control? The practical ramification of the salesparmaking the right ‘pitch’ given the
strategic level of the purchaser is similar to¢bacept of “tie-breaker selling” (Anderson,
Narus, and Wouters 2014). If purchasing perceiueplter salespeople as non-strategic, then
the selling firm can succeed by focusing on onemtil benefit that the customer requires,
rather than trying to sell the complete solutioralirequires a higher level of strategic
commitment and a higher cost of selling.

Customers who focus more on price can be effegtiteagteted with cost-efficient
efforts, such as using third-party salespeoplengaging with self-service and e-commerce
technologies, which frees up salespeople to foausiore value-creating activities. These
buyers are risk averse, so they want a sales agptbat follows their instructions, and they
do not need regular visits by salespeople. Thersekvaluation of its salespeople should
also be in line with the new approaches the satgdpexdopt to accommodate the purchasing
maturity of customers. For example, if a customemands more effort from salespeople but
also takes more time to reach a decision, behdaeed control systems might benefit
salespeople. Customers with less complex requiresnegsulting in shorter sales cycle times,
instead might necessitate more outcome-based teystEmS.

In the independent stage, firms focus on the tamiat of ownership. The most suitable
selling strategy is value selling. Buyers desiguinand assistance with their value-sourcing
efforts. Selling firms can showcase their valuglbgnonstrating how their offering reduces the
TCO and can become involved in earlier stages ef shles cycle, producing closer

relationships with various organizations. Theseebsiyare well aware of their own needs, so

127



they do not need the selling organization to cauya detailed needs analysis. Rather, they
want it to offer a lower TCO, within the parametefghe buyer’s well-established needs.
Supportive and integrative purchasing departmeamsbe serviced by solution selling
strategies. These strategies turn commodity predintd solutions by adding customized
services, in a customer-centric way. Such buyaendadtruggle because they lack clear needs
awareness. To be customer-centric, selling compamast understand the needs of the
customer better than the customer does, then ddaivaistomized offering. It is crucial to
involve customers, identify their needs, and creatations with higher value than the separate
components would. Purchasers in these stages vahseliltative approaches with a focus on

the product or service, with respect for a longrteelationship.

7. Limitations and Directions for Future Research

| hope that the research will be an impetus falitazhal research on the purchasing
functions. Some trends that | did not explicitlydeessed can also be incorporated in the
research. The first area is servitization and hlogv ghift toward services and solutions has
affected the purchasing function. The second trdvad has also affected the purchasing
function is the digital revolution and the easyesxof information for buyers. These trends
can be disruptive and research needs to examinentpact of the trends. Finally, the
purchasing function has been fluid as researchignarea suggests. There is a need to update
research in this area.

Another area for future research involves the that different firms with different
procurement strategies are likely to have diffeegectations from the sales organizations
depending on the criticality of the product/solatithey are buying. In this study, while |

focused only on the purchasing maturity of the fifature research must classify not only the
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purchasing maturity stage but should also take twasideration the criticality of the

product/solution and identify specific sales sw#e for each combination.
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CHAPTER V: CONCLUSION

This dissertation draws on one of the most oveddakreas of research in the Buyer-Seller
domain: The B2B customer’s buyer behavior- esplcialth regards to the procurement
function. In the last two decades, the needs anthdds of the B2B customer has grown at a
rapid pace, influenced by advances in technology ianoreased pressure coming from the
competitive landscape. This has resulted in an eapd purchasing function in the
customer’s organization. This dissertation examimkat the empowerment of purchasing at
the customer side of the buyer-seller equationilerfta sales research and sales practice. The
objective of this dissertation is to explore whaintemporary salespeople and sales
management should be (and not be) doing at thdayweevhen they interact with today’s

empowered purchasers. This thesis consists of taesarch essays.

7.1. Theoretical Implications

The first essay draws on research that is statiaigthe purchasing function is increasingly
dominating the buying process at the customer (e&m., Cousins, Lawson, and Squire 2006).
Furthermore, selling firms are challenged by thepging effectiveness of traditional selling
strategies (e.g., Lichtenthal and Tellefsen 200dék&bn and Adamson 2011). Despite calls by
research to examine the customer side more inl detgi, Williams and Plouffe 2007), in this
research essay, evidence was found that the baller-diterature is still not thoroughly
addressing the purchasing function needs beforeingalknplications for the sales side.
Although literature is still very sparse on thessdunctional impact of what is occurring at
the purchaser side to, then, make implicationdHerseller side, the main research question
was: “Is there a disconnect between the PSM lileeaaind the Buyer-Seller literature? If yes,

what are possible avenues for future sales res®arch
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To answer this question, an extensive cross-lilegateview of the PSM literature and the
Buyer-Seller literature was conducted and reve#ttedunaddressed or scarcely addressed
traditional and trending research topics of the PB&fature. The traditional PSM research
topics Outsourcing, Reverse Marketing, E-Purchasipgality, Global-local Sourcing, and
Risk Management have been scarcely addressed iBuywer-Seller domain. Moreover, the
trending PSM research topics Global-Local Sourciigisk Management, Contract
Management, Ethics & Corporate Social Responggbilitnovation, Knowledge (and HR)
Management have received little attention in Bugelter literature. Also, the Buyer-Seller
domain remains blank on two other emerging topizisaster Management and Green &
Sustainability Management. A main conclusion of thésay is that purchasing needs are not
properly addressed by the current Buyer-Sellerditere and sales function. Areas that need to
be considered to reconnect the Buyer-Seller dontairthe PSM literature stream are
highlighted in a future research grid.

Sales researchers are urged to recognize and w@lighe growing importance of the
purchasing function. Next, in order to better ahgith the purchasing side, sales researchers
should prioritize their future buyer-seller reséanc line with the identified research topics
that are valued as important for both sides obtinger-seller dyad.

Based on the demand for future research studi¢seopurchasing function needs and the
call to address the PSM research topic Risk ManagénSales Strategies, and Knowledge
Management, the second essay leads salespeoplgrimdoption of the purchasing function
needs and practices, while testing the effectivenésew types of sales messaging, as part of
value-based selling. In essence, the effects oftla@ging purchaser-seller landscape require
today’'s salespeople to distinguish their sales awsg in order to create value for the
purchaser. The results revealed that salespeoplékaty to be more successful when they

make use of an adjusted sales messaging basedcomlznation of two metrics: i) The
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salesperson’s knowledge on reducing the Total @égDwnership (TCO) of the buying
company and ii), the delivered input to reduce siskhese two metrics either infer tacit
knowledge or explicit knowledge to be accepted feopurchaser’s point of view.

Next, this study identified a serious ‘entry barrier salespeople who want to transfer tacit
knowledge. This ‘entry barrier’ is the selling coamy’s credibility (Rapp et al. 2014), as well
is the establishment of trust between purchaser satier one of the qualifiers before
salespeople can start transferring tacit knowledge.

Furthermore, this study suggest that when a satespéas not yet qualified as knowledge
manager by the purchaser, they should only prothdepurchaser with a message that only
includes ‘easy to measure’, tangible cost benefita the other hand, where the salesperson is
gualified by the purchaser to bring a sales mes#aafeis based on tacit knowledge, clear
guidelines are suggested on how salespeople shdtddentiate their use of sales messaging
subject to the type of product or service theysaitbng. These guidelines are structured around
the Kraljic purchasing portfolio matrix (Kraljic 83).

Whereas the second essay develops a sales frambasekl on the individual purchaser
needs, the third essay addresses the evolutidregiurchasing department. The first finding
in this essay suggest that half of the purchasingsfare in the first two stages of procurement
maturity, or in the passive and independent stadgese the main purchasing focus is put on
prices and Total Cost of Ownership (TCO). This iimgdopposes the current literature that
suggests that the purchasing department alreadyVased to the two highest phases of
purchasing maturity. A second finding indicatest tlraditional sales strategies related to
personal relationships are still dominating modesapproaches. This essay, however,
examines the most desired sales approach basée uiichasing function needs. Thus, how
should sales managers and salespeople match #hes strategies to purchasing functions

needs?
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First, the results in the third essay demonstitze the purchasing function has different
needs in different evolution stages. Hence, thelmsing function cannot be seen as static in
the selling process and purchasers have needshatistinct from other members of the
buying center. Sales strategies, thus, need tacgékpkecognize the role of the purchasing
function and their stage of evolution. Buildingther on the results of Essay 2, the findings of
this study emphasize that selling firms should epph their customers based on customers’
buying styles and requirements (Abratt 1993; CararahPerreault 1999; Bals, Hartmann, and
Ritter 2009).

Instead of focusing on the purchasing processlasse for segmentation (e.g., Choffray
and Lilien 1980; Wind and Cardozo 1974; and Wind &homas 1994), this research suggest
to match sales strategies based on the purchasiiig the buying company. This higher level
approach is different from Essay 2 because it ausofor the evolution of the purchasing
function. In Reck and Long’s (1988) classificatmfrthe evolution of procurement, purchasing
progressively occupies a higher strategic rolehm firm which implies an extra layer of
complexity to control for. Salespeople, thus, neealccount for the purchasing function needs
that are strongly influenced by the evolution aedde the strategic power of the purchasing

unit.

7.2.Managerial Implications

This dissertation suggests that selling firms aakkspeople in B2B markets need to
acknowledge the importance of the purchasing foncéind the purchasing unit rather than
focusing on sales approaches that avoid the purgh&sction, which should bring a halt to
backdoor selling. Secondly, the sales function salés managers need to understand the
strategic importance of their offer from a purchas@erspective. Thereby, they need to
familiarize themselves with the common purchasiaggliage, that includes the Kraljic

purchasing portfolio matrix (Kraljic 1983), the aapts Total Cost of Ownership, Risk
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Management, and Innovation Sourcing. The Kralji¢rmas deeply rooted in the purchaser’s
tactics and serves as a backbone to organize tleen@ment function. The matrix defines the
profit and supply risks for the purchasing firm.nde, the suggested knowledge management
sales pitch approach is structured around thisixn&tarting from the purchaser’s perspective,
salespeople should position their sales messagéamgible, measurable cost reduction
initiatives when the supply risk has a low impaattbe purchasing firm. On the other hand,
when the supply risk is perceived as high by theclpaser, salespeople can pitch a sales
message that focuses on the less tangible elewiethisir sales offer.

Furthermore, sales organizations need to develolea understanding of the maturity
stage of the purchasing function at the prospectspany before developing sales strategies.
In practical terms, passive departments focus aoepand service levels; independent
departments consider TCO; supportive departmestfoaused on solutions and innovations;
and integrative departments are strategy focusesto@ers who focus more on price can be
effectively targeted with cost-efficient effortsuch as using third-party salespeople or
engaging with self-service and e-commerce techmedo@r transactional and product selling.
In the independent stage, firms focus on the tmat of ownership. The most suitable selling
strategy here is value-based selling. Supportikirtegrative purchasing departments can be
serviced by solution selling strategies. Thesdegias turn commaodity products into solutions
by adding customized services, in a customer-aemtay. Purchasers in these stages value
consultative approaches with a focus on the produservice, with respect for a long-term

relationship.

8. Future Research
This dissertation also has some limitations thatikhbe addressed by future research. First

of all, this dissertation focuses on how the laigates of digitalization revolutionize the
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relationship between salespeople and purchasergeFesearch should address how the next
digital steps will impact the purchasing functiamd hence the sales side of the buyer-seller
relationship.

Similarly, this dissertation does not incorporat@whthe changing roles of the other
members in the decision making unit are effecthng lbuying decisions. There is a growing
body of literature on the cross-functional aspéetsveen different departments and how the
alignment of these should be incorporated in toslayanagement to improve business
relationships. One cross-functional area that la@rsegl attention in research is the marketing-
sales dyad. Future research should also studytientcs and coordination of sales-operation
management, the alignment of the sales and thadaé&unction; as well as the relationship
between the sales and Human Resources departifeatity, how do changes in Buyer-Seller
relationships effect the rest of the organizatiand what are the consequences for sales

management?
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9. Closing Note

This dissertation is partly titled “Salespeople fnoen Mars, Purchasers are from Venus”,
which resembles with the book “Men are from Marsrdén are from Venus — A Practical
Guide for Improving Communication and Getting Whatu Want in Your Relationships”
(Gray 1992). The latter book describes how botheselxave fundamental psychological
differences. Furthermore, each sex is accustomigsl ®@vn society and habits, but not to those
of the other. In the book, the author highlights/svéo improve communication between men
and women. It is about listening to the needsefitier, and relating to what the partner values
as important. Resemblance between the book ang’sodasiness relationships are not hard
to draw. Salespeople need to adhere to the neguisdiasing... if they want to have a happy

marriage/business relationship.

Bert Paesbrugghe, Ghent, 2017.
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APPENDIX

Appendix 1: Sampled Research Questions

Williams and Sample Research Questions and Comments Shared orethlost Important Research Topics when Examining théntersection of Buyer-Seller Relationships
Plouffe (2007)

Selling Process Can we develop a non-cognitive skills battery that useful predictor of both sales behavior quaiitmpetency quality as well as with a black bosfat directly to
and Technique some measure of individual sales performance?
Contents, emotions, direction, outcomes of buyderstalk and additional communications.
How can reps effectively incorporate technologihi@ sales presentation as well as pre and postrieg®n?
How can salespeople remain valuable, or keep tingirvaluable, to buyers that are time pressured?

How can you prepare best for the 'sales call'? Wloexs preparation really start? (i.e. shortly etbe call/meeting or long before in the form ofnzounication tools
usage)

How does your selling approach vary according éoprson's buying signals?
How is social media changing the selling and pwstistrategies between sellers and customers?
How much should the selling be supported by IT?
How salesperson's individual traits (i.e. emotian&lligence) is shaping his/hers technique afecéfeness?
How specially does your selling process map tactlomer's buying process? Overlay them and ptove i
How to balance online and offline sales?
What do salespeople actually do and say durindes smcounter?
In terms of making the sale, how can one disenéatig relevance of salespeople’s personality gréfdm the external factors such as demand letedbnology, etc.?
In what marketing contexts are individual level aggzhes more relevant that management informedappes?
How can we integrate the digital footprint into enstanding the customer's journey / CRM?

Managing effort between market development (lomgteenefit) versus selling (short term benefit)wHo design targets to synchronize market developraed selling
activities?

Personality talent in selling and standardizedni@gkes integration. Why best performers follow tlgits, instead of what instructors teach? Cultdifé¢rences should
be examined, too.

What is the role of ‘digital' in personal selling?
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Buyer Behavior

Sales/Marketing

Strategy

There is still a lot to learn about the linkagesigen activities salespeople do, their consequettveis individual-level drivers and all the corgéncies affecting such
relationships.

Understanding the Purchasing Function.
We need to know much more about personality asaéntral for understanding exchange/interaction
What closing techniques work best and under whadlitions?
What impact do specific communication tools have&riples are declarative versus questions, metapdimiisa host of other possibilities.
What is the optimal sequencing of electronic medtid face-to-face messages in b-to-b sales settings?
What selling techniques yield best sales perforradacdifferent buying situations?
Alarmingly this is mostly a black box in sales r@s#. Are social bonds necessary for selling effebt? What business tasks bond the customer tedlesperson (in a
business rather than personal bond)?
Can you track the ... customer journey?
Consent between actors involved in the decisionimgafrocess, the influence of consumer experiences.
How can a rep plan a presentation, including preost contact, that taps into the proper ratilmgic and emotion from customers?
How can the selling team/center learn about aretathe most important buying criteria?

How necessary is it to adapt individual sellingo@sses based on the emotive characteristic ofufierB Rationale: | wonder how important emotiomigeneral; we
have some clues and there has been some interesirkgbut | don't think enough to tell a sales agar what and how to improve this as a coach ardiming.

Network theories in buyer behavior in the techngtagediated buying context.
Purchasing Department Needs.
Should concern character of business buyers.
The role of 'digital' for understanding modern mgybehavior

This topic, in terms of responses/perceptions/etadns of buyers has been researched a lot inrthégus period. Currently it is still debatable wieamore effective (as
perceived by buyers) - selling or customer oriéotatand some research could focus on that dimrec¢tio.

What kind of services by the company are percefodzk valuable by buyers?

Why is TCO not yet widely accepted by buyers? Dyelosi feel confident enough to perform performaresed (TCO inspired) purchasing?

By which factors can we align the sales strategdh tie general competitive strategy of a busine#® u
How are company's sales and marketing departmetetseacing
How aware are sales staff aware of strategy?ré&Slécted in their roles?

How can mid and upper level management impacterfidid sales performance?
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How can the sales force become more agile in atfiahhas rigorous adherence to a strategic plgraoeument?
How customer oriented and willing to cooperatevaeereally?
Sales Strategy for the Purchasing Function.
Strategy is shifting for a host of reasons. Tecbggl Buying process. There are a million reseat@stions here.
The role of salespeople in process innovation.

Relationships between sales and marketing, congeuegtween strategies, building distinctive andadiyic capabilities and relating them to market dagan of the
firm.

We are living in a bottom up (not top down) netwertkworld - | think the sales funnel is dead - tirgést demographic in the workforce does not likealk on the
phone. You must text or reach them via social/digiiedia. Yet, sales organization are still pushiegk after week to "make sure we hit our numbkdsubt this
selling culture will last more than a few yearsstlhink of the number of firms that move to anmfleor plan and no one has a phone at their desk.

Technology/Sales Account-based solutions (KAM).
Force L
Automation Application of CRM systems.

At which conditions do you implement sales forceoaation?
Can technology replace face to face selling?
Can we develop an inventory of the necessary atéste toward individual adoption of technology ljespeople and their relative importance?
Does automation increase efficiency or is it paregias a threat by sales persons?
Does the use of salesforce automation lead to aéas strategies?
Explore the dark side of technology. There is adeercreated bias towards positive aspects of tdolggo
Gamification in selling.
How are mobile apps changing personal selling?

I think we have to move way beyond sales forceraat®mn studies based on usage. We must now asklbesvthe interaction between technology and hurinapesct
the human brain. How do we fight the distractiortemhnology in a sales context? How do we incréasaervice delivery capabilities of technologyisales call (think
drone delivery or artificial intelligence as a amer service agent).

What is the degree of acceptance of technologyfeation by sales force?
Mapping the technology.

Once, they told me that the North African countegecute B2B transactions through Facebook. | kemeial media is a hot topic, but how these tootstmaused in b2hb
relationships?

Processes are changing. This needs to be studield rmare.
The emerging role of Social Media in B2B.

The impact of Artificial Intelligence on selling stgms.

171



The shift to pull (not push) selling — i.e. contemrketing or HubSpot inbound marketing.
What are the negative aspects of sales force atitmfia
What is the reaction of customers to the increaadhaption of Sales Force Automation (SFA) by spkssple?
What SFA tools are you using to improve clientizalion and retention? Outline the relevance.
Which kind of social media content can create atedd:ustomer value and establish a sustainableetdimg advantage?
Why does SFA so far not provide considerable prtdity gains?
Will the use of SFA lead to replacement of salepfEd
Sales Evaluation How can we improve pay for performance, includilogvtdo managers become better judges of performancklem solvers, etc. Any change in structure iregwther
and Performance things be done. dg
Measurement How do we get better profitability measures foriuidlial salespeople other than the obvious; putitingn activity base costing system?
How should selling teams of complex products bduatad?
| find customer success related performance evaluat b2b markets interesting.
If we are going to move towards inbound marketingtal CRM - sales call metrics should go by thetesside.
Influence of sales controlling using individual estthred common KPIs.
New metrics in sales management.
Optimization of performance metrics. Why salespeajan't know or don't understand how they are exet?
Sales performance measurement (quantitative, gtiedi) — weighting.
Target setting for long term sustainability.
The dark side of getting too focused on a few djmeciot necessarily well-chosen KPIs (so many canigs fall into this...).
The impact of salespeople on brand equity.
This is very important issue, but | would positibmore as an outcome of the topics explored before
What are the best tools for assessing relationtshigding?
What is the best way to assess the efficiencyletsarganizations?
What KPIs do you use to evaluate a salespersondragie to grave? How does this measurement heipgrove their effectiveness vs. merely monitor it.
What KPIs do you use? Are they jointly agreed? Hfwn are they reviewed?

Which is a new metric to evaluate sales performance

172



Intra- Allocation of time to customers and his preparation
Organizational

ISSUES Should salespeople training include rotations thhooperations, shipping, R&D, etc.?

Compound sales channels.
Conflict between different functional areas.
Dark sight of the intra-organizational relationghipimits of intra-navigation, intra-friendship tia-information sharing.

Depending on the sales circumstances. How caratee force be on the same page with service, syppgital media, web,, graphics, budget, etc.hat they all
participate in providing some form of constant naggsto customers?

Fixed and malleable intelligence of salespeoplethadnfluence on sales performance.
How can marketing-sales interactions improve?
How effective is your firm's Sales Enablement psses? What is their scope?
How should salespeople build and manage interrialarks to improve sales and service delivery?
Influence of internal marketing?
Internal navigation issues.

One of the topics of great interest is going de@péne relationships of sales-people, sales-teaaiss-managers. Also relationships with other depnts - such as
marketing department - are important to be stuthed

Sales person as a silo has to go.
System thinking as a driver of network-building abitity
The question about internal coordination/alignnmegds much more attention in the future.
What is the relation of the organizational set-nd the sales process and time shares (talkingetoustomer, administration etc.) spent by the $2¢eson?
Which internal relationships are most importantdalespeople in B2B settings?
What are the major changes affecting the seledfi@alesmen?

Will the company organizations finally change todsamarket-oriented organizations?
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Appendix 2: Study Protocol Essay 2

1.

14.
15.
16.

17.
18.

19.
20.

How is the balance between short-term savings dppidties and long-term
transformational opportunities made?

How do you respond to the following statement: “Wlyeur cost reduction initiatives
are solely focused on achieving a price reducttben the full potential has been
missed?”

How do you respond to the following statement: “@#ien see organizations trying to
improve one aspect of procurement and being friggtray poor results because the
other elements necessary to sustain them are doe¢ss®d or are only superficially
dealt with”

Is “what the procurement function is accountabl® étearly articulated?

What is included in the purchaser’s toolset toagetinderstanding of the sourcing and
purchasing situation?

What does the decision support system looks like?

Is there a structured way, vision, and/or strafegyhe procurement office?

How does the department handle an information atur problem?

What do you think about outsourcing of procurement?

For which kinds of products/services?

Direct or indirect procurement?

. What are the advantages and disadvantages?

How do you respond to the following statement: ‘tigaliber procurement
professionals need to be grown rather than soupced”

What are the main goals for procurement?

What are the implications if these goals are ndf?me

What are the drivers of a successful supplier imdahip when the price of the
competitors is equal?

What are the influencers that would make a procerdroffice less price sensitive?
How does the procurement function value creativd emmovative ideas from the
supplier’s side?

How does the department handle new ideas thatreeglbigger investment?

How do you respond if at each stage of the saéepérsonnel from the supplier’s side

change (e.qg., first contact with sales rep X, sdammntact with business developer Y)?
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21.
22.

23.

24,

25.
26.

27.
28.
29.

30.

31.
32.
33.
34.
35.

Does the procurement’s team also changes depeaditite phase of the sale?
Imagine the best operating Decision Making Unitymur firm. What are its key
characteristics of being successful?
Please compare the procurement of a complex predtich commodity: What are the
main differences in approach, team structure, cosggon system, etc. to handle the
contract?
What are the biggest risks that the procuremenardeyent is facing every day? E.g.,
supply disruption risks
What is the risk of stealing of intellectual progy@r
Has procurement ever shared the risk with the sugpcompany?

Is there an understanding of who is best placedanage risk: your organization
or the supplier?
How many suppliers are supplying the same or sinigms/services?
How often does the CEO make the final decision?
Which of the following risks are being assesseddayr company: financial stability,
ethical performance, quality control, technicallskiepth of skills and supply chain?
In which way do you think that the procurement sal@ company will evolve in the
next years (1-3 y.) and in the further future (4y1®
What are the biggest challenges for procuremetitarorganization?
What are your current expectations from externigsgeeople?
Do you think that these current expectations wilirege in the future?
In addition to your expectations, what do you balsfaequire from salespeople?
Do you have different requirements and or expematfrom sellers who already have

an established relationship with your firm?
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Appendix 3: Topic Guide Essay 3

1. How is the balance between short-term savings oppities and long-term
transformational opportunities made?

b. How do you respond to the following statemekl¢hen your cost reduction
initiatives are solely focused on achieving a preguction, then the full potential
has been missed?”

2. How do you respond to the following statement: “@fien see organizations trying to
improve one aspect of procurement and being friestday poor results because the
other elements necessary to sustain them are dagssed or are only superficially
dealt with”

3. Is “what the procurement function is accountabl® étearly articulated?

4. What is included in the purchaser’s toolset toagetinderstanding of the sourcing and
purchasing situation?

a. What does the decision support system looks like?
b. Is there a structured way, vision, and/or strategyhe procurement office?

5. How does the department handle an information atatur problem?

6. How is the procurement team trained to deal witinglex buying situations?

a. Which of the following types of analysis are usgdhe procurement
department:

- Category analysis: Am | buying the same/similaods and services from

different vendors or too many vendors?

- Item analysis: Am | buying the same item fronfeliént vendors, in different

geographies or business units at different prices?

- Payment analysis: Am | leveraging all possibkcdunts or interest from my

invoice payment process?
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- Vendor analysis: What goods and services amdhaging from a single
vendor?
- Contract analysis: Am | complying with my exigfinegotiated contract
terms?
7. What do you think about outsourcing of procurement?
a. For which kinds of products/services?
b. Direct or indirect procurement?
c. What are the advantages and disadvantages?
d. How do you respond to the following statement: ‘tialiber procurement
professionals need to be grown rather than soupced”
8. What are the main goals for procurement?
a. What are the implications if these goals aremeif?
9. What are the drivers of a successful supplierigeiahip when the price of the
competitors is equal?
a. What are the influencers that would make a peovoant office less price
sensitive?
10. How does the procurement function value creatnatianovative ideas from the
supplier’s side?

a. How does the department handle new ideas ttaireea bigger investment?
11.How do you respond if at each stage of the saéepénsonnel from the supplier’s side
change (e.qg., first contact with sales rep X, sdammtact with business developer

Y)?
a. Does the procurement’s team also changes deymendi the phase of the

sale?
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12.Imagine the best operating Decision Making Unidar firm. What are its key
characteristics of being successful?
13.Please compare the procurement of a complex predticee commodity: What are
the main differences in approach, team structuepensation system, etc. to handle
the contract?
14.Risk aversion: what are the biggest risks thaptieeurement department is facing
every day? E.g., supply disruption risks
a. What is the risk of stealing of intellectual progy@r
b. Has procurement ever shared the risk with the simpcompany?
c. Is there an understanding of who is best placedanage risk: your
organization or the supplier?
d. Which of the following risks are being assessegduyr company: financial
stability, ethical performance, quality controlchaical skill, depth of skills
and supply chain?

e. How many suppliers are supplying the same or sirtgans/services?

15.How important is the effect of “a green suppliedtithg the decision phase compared

to the first contact moment?

16.How much do you agree or disagree with the follgnstatement: “Because they are
complex (>1m) decisions, procurement will probatutyy deliver information to top
management”.
a. Is it necessary to align the level of employeemftwth sides of purchasing,
e.g., very high level manager from the supplieide $n contact with a very

high level manager from the procurement side?
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b. How often does the CEO make the final decision?

17.What is typically included in the compensation ey of purchasers?
a. Is this evolving to another type of compensation?
b. Is it only based on unit cost reduction or alsovalue creation or speed to
revenue?

c. Are the saving initiatives focused on unit costatal cost of ownership?

18.1n which way do you think that the procurement sifla company will evolve in the
next years (1-3 y.) and in the further future (4y1)®

a. What are the biggest challenges for procuremetitarorganization?
19.What are your current expectations from externkgsgeeople?

a. Do you think that these current expectations eithnge in the future?

b. In addition to your expectations, what do you balfaequire from

salespeople?
c. Do you have different requirements and or expemtatirom sellers who

already have an established relationship with yioon?
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