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Abstract 
 
The subject of this study is to examine how power asymmetry will affect B2B 

relationships in automotive industry supply chains. Traditionally automotive industry 
has been seen as highly hierarchical industry. The higher position a company has on a 
supply chain, the more power it will have. The goal of this study is to examine if the 
participating companies of this study have experienced the use of coercive power and 
what kind of effects the use of coersive power will cause to their relationships. This 
study also focuses to the meaning of other B2B characters, such as trust and commitment 
when power asymmetry exists in the relationship. The research method of this study is 
semi-structured interview. The intervies were done in two phases: the first background 
interviews were done in IAA Frankfurt car show at September 2017. The actual research 
interviews were done at end of the year 2017. The key result of this study is that power 
asymmetry clearly exists. The power asymmetry can cause communicational problems, 
sanctions, price bargains, imbalanced possibilities to negoatiate about the terms and 
imbalanced possibilities to join common development projects. It is challenging to 
increase communication between companies that have highly hierarchical company 
cultures. Another important result of this study is that even relationships that have high 
level of power asymmetry can be succesful for both companies if there is enough trust 
and commitment between them. There was no sign that any of the participating 
companies would have used coercive power in their relationships but some of the 
companies told that they had experienced it in their previous relationships. 
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Tiivistelmä 
Tämän tutkimustyön aiheena on voimaepätasapainon vaikutus yritysten välisisiin 
suhteisiin autoteollisuuden alihankintaketjussa. Autoteollisuutta on perinteisesti pidetty 
hyvin hierarkisena toimialana, jossa yrityksellä on sitä enemmän valtaa mitä 
korkeammalla tasolla alihankinta ketjua on. Tämän tutkimuksen toisena tavoitteena on 
selvittää, ovatko tutkimukseen valitut yritykset kohdanneet pakottavan voiman käyttöä, 
sekä millaisia vaikutuksia pakottavan voiman käytöllä heidän näkökulmastaan on. 
Tutkimus pyrkii myös selvittämään, että mitä merkitystä yritysten välisien suhteiden 
muilla ominaisuuksilla kuten luottamuksella ja sitoutuneisuudella, on suhteen 
kehittämiseen silloin kun suhde on lähtökohtaisesti epätasapainoinen. Tutkimus on 
toteutettu kaksi vaiheisena haastattelututkikimuksena. Ensimmäiset, tutkimusta 
pohjustavat haastattelut tehtiin automessuilla (IAA Frankfurt) syyskuussa 2017. 
Varsinainen tutkimusaineisto on kerätty loppuvuodesta 2017. Haastattelut olivat 
puolistrukturoituja haastatteluita.  Tutkimuksen keskeinen tulos on 
voimaepätasapainon selkeä ilmeneminen. Voimaepätasapaino ilmenee kommunikaatio-
ongelmina, sanktioina, hintaneuvotteluina, epätasapuolisina 
neuvottelumahdollisuuksina, sekä erilaisina mahdollisuuksina päästä mukaan 
kehitysprojekteihin. Lisäksi yritysten korkea hierarkia hankaloittaa yritysten välistä 
kommunikaatiota. Tutkimuksen tärkeimpänä tuloksena on huomio siitä, että myös 
lähtökohtaisesti hyvin epätasapainoiset suhteet voivat hyvin, jos yritysten välinen 
luottamus ja sitoutuneisuus ovat korkealla tasolla. Pakottavaa voiman käyttöä ei 
tutkimukseen osallistuneiden yritysten kohdalla ollut havaittavissa, mutta osa 
yrityksistä kertoi kokeneensa pakottavaa voiman käyttöä aiemmissa suhteissaan. 
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1 INTRODUCTION 

 
Some international industries, like car and electronics industry are 

characterized by strong power asymmetry. In these industries customers have 
an ability to keep placing greater demands for their suppliers. Lack of a strong 
brand and market share puts suppliers in difficult position to attain bargaining 
power against their large customers. (Jean et al. 2010). Automotive industry is 
known to have long traditions with high hierarchy and cost competition. Those 
characters are often related to power asymmetry and use of coercive power. 
Typical way of using coercive power in automotive business is price bargains, 
which are not related to any production sensitive reasons. In fact, most of these 
bargains could be seen as a customer’s way to test supplier’s commitment to 
them. The bigger the customer is the more options it usually has with choosing 
their suppliers. If one says no, there are multiple other suppliers waiting to 
have a chance. According to Rindt & Mouzas (2015) study, companies in 
automotive industry need globally commit to deliver superior value to 
customers at competitive prices and to be able to meet shareholders' requests 
and high social and environmental standards. This describes the challenging 
situation well.  

That has been the situation for over 30 years, but now it seems that 
automotive industry has started to look up the long-term efficiency instead of 
the short terms gains. Today, customers and suppliers have a better 
understanding about the importance of knowing the dynamics of their 
relationships. They are developing methods for managing in relationships 
which may be complex, unstable and imbalanced in terms of power, 
dependence and conflict. (Johnsen & Lacoste 2016).  

Relationships dynamics and the importance of companies’ networks have 
been a popular topic in B2B research for a long time. Lately there has been a 
growing interest about the effects of power asymmetry and it’s closely related 
terms coercive and non-coercive power. Most of the earlier studies have 
focused on retail business relationships between suppliers and retailers. (Jain et 
al. 2010; Johsen & Lacoste 2016; Johnsen & Ford 2008). Automotive industry 
differentiates from retail business in various ways. High technical standards, 
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many-phased production supply chains and just in time management with 
minimum amount of warehousing makes the automotive industry environment 
much different from normal retail business (Rindt & Mouzas 2015). Most of the 
studies have focused on predicting the effects of power asymmetry like 
increased amount of conflicts or other characters. None of the previous studies 
has focused on what kind of effects power asymmetry in automotive industry 
has and how it will affect to the relationships between companies.  

This study tries to find out how asymmetry can be seen in automotive 
industry and how its effects become visible in the relationships of these 
companies. The main focus of this study is to find out of how the different 
elements of relationship are seen in automotive business. The goal of this study 
is to better understand the importance of these relationship elements so that in 
future relationships could be managed in the way that the use of coercive 
power would be unnecessary.  

1.1 Central concepts of this study 

Power asymmetry is defined as the imbalance of size and characteristics in a 
relationship (Johnsen & Ford 2008). 
 
Coercive power is power that is managed with fear, suppression of free will, 
and/or use of punishment or threat. (www.businessdictionary.com) 
 
Non-coercive power is the opposite of coercive power. It is a power that is 
managed with information exchange, rewards and motivation. (Johnsen & Ford 
2008). 
 
Dependence. Company’s dependence is related to the amount of alternatives it 
have beyond the current relationship and its value for the relationship 
counterpart. One’s power is based on other’s dependence of one’s actions. 
(Emerson 1962, 32). 
 
Trust is the basic ingredient of any relationship. In supply chain trust exists 
when a firm believes its partner is honest and interested of both parties 
economical welfare (Kumar et al. 1995). 
 
Commitment can be seen as a contract between two firms or as in this research 
trough more modern way; company’s willingness to maintain the relationship 
with its counterpart. (Argyres & Liebeskind 1999). 
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2 LITERATURE REVIEW 

 
Theoretical framework of this study will be presented in this chapter. 
Framework will focus on different aspects of power and characters that are 
often related to B2B relationships.  

2.1 Origins of power in B2B relationships 

Emerson (1962, 32) has defined power as “The power of actor A over actor B is 
the amount of resistance on the part of B which can be potentially overcome by 
A.” According to Emerson power can be measured as the amount of resistance 
by others the one is able to overcome. When defining the term power the 
organizational supply chain approach focuses more on the strategic resources 
one has to offer. It assumes that power in buyer-seller relationships is 
dependend of the strategic importance and the amount of available resources 
that are exchanged between companies. (Cox 2004). Thus, in business and 
especially in B2B concept power can be seen via one’s ability to negotiate better 
contracts and deals with suppliers or sellers and overcome their competitors in 
the same field. Strong negotiating power gives company a winner position, but 
companies should be careful of the way they are using their power. In a B2B 
world where companies are most of the time looking for a longlasting 
partnerships and cooperation, it is essential to be able to balance between 
increasing one’s power and at the same time keeping their partners feeling 
satisfied and valued.  The importance of this balance can be seen through 
stakeholder theory. 

According to the stakeholder theory firms are expected to consider the 
outcomes of their actions far beyond their own revenue. This means that firms 
need to be able to see themselves as a part of a larger network and to 
understand that the choices they make may affect to the whole network. These 
networks or groups expects them to act responsible. (Thorne, Ferrell, & Ferrell 
2008). According to Carroll (1979) the social responsibility of business is in line 
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with economic, legal and ethical expectations. Both large and smaller 
companies’ actions should fulfill these expectations if they want to be 
responsible partners. According to the stakeholder theory one’s success is 
determined by the nature of the firm’s relationships with it’s stakeholders 
(Smith 2003). Stakeholder theory valuates relationships over gains. It sees long 
term relationships with stakeholders as a remarkable value. In short term this 
may reduce firm’s possibilities to maximize profits (Blowfield & Murray 2011) 
but as previous studies suggest, in long term acting legally and ethically right 
will help a company to maintain its partners ja stakeholders longer and to have 
better relationships with them (Russo & Perrini 2009). In long term this will 
save remarkable amount of costs that are related to changing partners and 
implementing new systems. In B2B world countervailing power, introduced by 
Galbraith in 1952, is closely connected with every form of power used in 
business. The origin of countervailing power is to benefit from price 
discrimination by using bargaining power to get differentially lower prices 
(Galbraith 1952). In automotive industry this can be seen as companies hunting 
a stronger market share by negotiating reduced prices with suppliers and by 
passing these saving to their customers. At the ethical perspective of 
stakeholder theory, the companies that are using countervailing power to get 
better gains is controversial at least. According to the ethical perspective, all 
stakeholders have the right to be treated fairly by every partner (Freeman 1984). 
The question if the use of countervailing power is fair or not is related to the 
contracts and both companies interest for cooperation. In managerial 
perspective the use of countervailing power is seen as a part of doing business. 
The managerial perspectives views manager’s main role as to be sure to fulfill 
the expectations of stakeholders who are holding critical resources that 
company needs to be successful in economical viewpoint. (Phillips 2003). 

Studies suggest that companies with rare or especially important 
resources have more bargaining power in supplier-buyer negotiations 
(Emerson, 1962).  The increase of the retailer's countervailing power often leads 
to the producer's concern about its partner's opportunistic behavior and risk of 
supply chain breakdown. This may decrease the mutual trust and commitment 
between group members (Sheu 2015). 
 

2.2 Power asymmetry in B2B relationships 

Asymmetry is defined as the imbalance of size and characteristics of a 
relationship (Johnsen & Ford 2008). The indicators of power asymmetry are 
one’s possibility to influence partner’s actions or to get partner to do something 
that it would not otherwise have done (Munksgaard et al. 2015). Power 
asymmetry is usually considered harmful for the less powerful party of the 
relationship and it has often been seen as a coercive act with no other choices. In 
coercive environment companies are unlikely to succeed at creating close 
relationships that includes both trust and commitment. Even tough in some 
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occasions power can be based on other determinants than size, like having 
especially rare or important resources, it is assumed that the relative size of two 
companies will always affect to the power asymmetry (Harness et al. 2018).  
According to Gaspar’s (2017) research the worldwide regulations allow near 
monopolies to remain active in business and has made large companies 
increasingly dominating. In automotive business there are no companies in 
monopoly situation, but industry’s extremely strict regulations have made it 
nearly impossible for new companies to get any profitable business without 
partnering with bigger firms.  

Cäker (2008) uses terms dominating- and dominated partner when 
speaking about power asymmetry in the relationships. In the research Cäker 
uses the theories of power-based relationship and trust-based relationships and 
those effects to the success of the relationship.  According to the findings the 
dominating partner may act more freely in the relationship, like managing its 
own internal units, while the dominated partner is having challenges when 
trying to balance between the demands of different customers and stakeholders. 
In power-based relationships the dominated partner is doing what it is asked to 
do to maintain the relationship. Usually the dominated partner is willing to 
negotiate and to accept its customers’ demands, like price cuts to stay in close 
relationship with the customer. (Cäker 2008).  

Some forms of power are coercive and negative, whereas other forms of 
power can be present without exploitation by the powerful party and may also 
have positive impacts to the relationship (Johnsen & Lacoste 2016). There is a 
big influence of how the dominating company is using its power. Smaller 
companies may engage in asymmetric relationship as long as they perceive the 
stronger company is acting fairly. (Das & Kasturi 2004; Kumar et al. 1995). 
Asymmetry in a relationship does not automatically mean that the smaller 
company is being coerced. The relative amount of power and the extent to 
which this power is used will influence to the success of cooperation between 
companies. It creates an atmosphere of closeness or distance and affects to the 
expectations and requirements of the relationship. The atmosphere of the 
relationship is a direct result of the way the power is being used. (Johnsen & 
Lacoste 2016). 

According to Cowan et al. (2015) study about exploitative relationships, 
the dependent company may receive benefits below expectations when the 
dominating company is using the coercive power against it. As found out by 
Rindt & Mouzas (2015) study, stronger parties exercise power to be able to 
success at sourcing with competitive prices, being able to switch suppliers if 
needed and to have the flexibility to answer to rapidly changing requirements 
and customer preferences. Companies may take advantage of power 
asymmetry to minimize their own risks that are related to their networks. Risks 
may be related to for example supply shortage, untimely supply, quality issues 
or price changes. To decrease their own risks the stronger party may set the 
rules of contracts and thereby influence to the processes and outcomes of their 
relationships. So-called private rules are usually written in the General Terms 
and Conditions of Trade (GTCT) by the more powerful actor in a relationship. 
Power asymmetry is considered being the force that enables the use of private 
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rules. “Behind retailers' capacity to use private rules and hedge against possible 
risks lies a power asymmetry in the relationships between retailers and 
suppliers of goods and services.” (Rindt & Mouzas 2015, 202). 

The situation is partially a result of a power structure in the market, but it 
is still not truly understood what will keep the situation remain. Dependent 
suppliers may continue to work in exploitative relationships because of 
desperation or because they need to be associated with a bigger, more 
dominant firm (Cowan et al. 2015).  Some dominated companies fear of losing 
the base from their business and many of them seems to keep coercive actions 
as a normal function of business negotiations. For some suppliers it may be a 
strategic decision to stay in coercive relationship. Some of them think that it is 
essential to give up your own goals to be able get closer with the lager 
customers. (Johnsen & Ford 2008). The reason of why dominating partners are 
actively trying to maintain their relationships power-based is most probably the 
cost efficiency and risk management. In big picture it’s not very sustainable 
choice. In the long run it will weaken the efficiency of the whole supply chain 
when customers are actively controlling their suppliers. (Cäker 2008).  The use 
of power and exploitation may kill the trust between partners and to harm the 
development of the relationship (Cowan et al. 2015). 

Power matrix model (Figure 1) from “Power Regimes” methodology 
originally introduced by Cox (2004) highlights the value of understanding the 
complex power dynamics that are present in every B2B relationship. According 
to Cox creating the best possible relationship, including partnership, is possible 
only by truly understanding the effects of power differentials. In successful 
relationship the gains and risks must be shared equally. It is most likely to be 
achieved with mutual dependence. (Chicksand 2015). Interdependence would 
be the optimal situation for minimizing asymmetry when same time having an 
active relationship with change of goods and information.  
 

 

Figure 1: Power matrix (Cox 2004) 
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There still exist a lot of buyer and supplier dominance in the market. New 
companies in the field should analyze the effects of their relationships on 
beforehand. In B2B literature there is a rare amount of details of how the power 
dynamics of relationship can be analysed in practise. Chicksand’s “Five step 
approach for conducting a power analysis” (Figure 2.) offers one guideline for 
managers to evaluate their power position in new possible partnership.  
 

 

Figure 2: Five step approach for conducting a power analysis. (Chicksand 2015) 

 
There are still some environments where mutual trust and commitment 

may develop despite the asymmetry between actors. According to results of 
Johnsen & Ford (2008) in some conditions smaller supplies are able to limit the 
consequences of size asymmetry by taking advantage of exclusivity in 
relationships by providing new technologies to their customers. This enables 
suppliers to build a stronger base for their professionality and makes it easier to 
create value for their partners in future. This leads up to consumption of how 
important it is that suppliers develop a critical self-awareness when cooperating 
with bigger customers. They need to be aware of the liabilities and advantages 
of their relationships. In addition, suppliers can cope better with size 
asymmetry when they are working with customer firm in multiple levels 
(Johnsen & Ford 2008). This means that a smaller supplier may have better 
negotiation value against its bigger customer when cooperation is done in 
several levels. For manufacturer this can mean working together with customer 
in both product planning and designing. When the development work is done 
together, it is more complicated for customer to change the supplier. For 
customer that would be a waste of time and resources when having to find 
other partner that is able to produce similar products or parts and to train them 
how to do it.Before entering to a new partnership it is essential to do the 
evaluation to balance the power of the relationship or to understand that 
partnership is not balanced and work together to minimize the conflicts of 
interests. Starting a partnership with a firm that is focused mainly on collecting 
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gains by cost savings is possible. In that case both partners need to be aware of 
the possible conflict of interest. Firms also need to understand the nature of 
their relationship; instead of other relationship characteristics like commitment 
or trust underlying power differentials will drive this kind of relationship. 
(Chicksand 2015). Suppliers should get experience from multiple big customers 
to find the way of managing and build their customer portfolio (Johnsen & Ford 
2008). Both power and trust can enable dominated actors to know what to 
expect from their business partner, which will help them to evaluate the 
consequences of their relationships. As Cäker (2008) states, the good part of 
power-based relationships is that there is no trust to be lost. 
 

2.3 Forms of power in B2B relationships 

Some forms of power are coercive and negative, whereas most of the forms of 
power can exist without exploitation by the powerful party and may have a 
positive impact for the relationship (Johnsen & Ford 2016). In relationship 
perspective there is a big influence of how the bigger company is using its 
power. Smaller firms may engage in asymmetric relationship as long as they 
perceive the stronger firm acting fairly (Das & Kasturi 2004; Kumar et al. 1995). 

Raven & French Jr (1958) has identified five power bases; reward power, 
expert power, coercive power, legitimate power and referent power. All other 
forms are considered as positive or neutral ways of using power except coercive 
power. The use of coercive power has proved to have mainly negative effects to 
the relationships and that’s why it is the key subject of this research. Reward 
power comes from one’s expectation that their partner will reward them from 
the good work and reaching their targets. This reward can be anything from 
bonuses and gifts to new deals, educations and infrastructure. Expert power is 
based on the perception of partner’s special knowledge or expertise. Studies 
suggest that the expertise does not have to be genuine and that it is the 
perception of knowledge which provides the needed power base. (Harness et al. 
2018). In automotive business this could be a case with smaller new companies 
looking for collaboration with certain larger firms to gain insight knowledge 
and expertise. Even though this form of power is more often related as potential 
power base of larger firms, it is also proved to be one of the effective 
possibilities for smaller firms to get more power. Coercive power is based on 
fear that the dominant partner can give certain punishments. Coercive power 
includes threats and punishments and has been proved to affect several 
problems in inter-organizational relationships. It will also damage the 
willingness to a long-time commitment between both parties. (Munksgaard et 
al. 2015). Coercive power can take many forms. It may be restricting resources 
from the partner and complicating their ability to develop or to get new deals. It 
can also be forcing partner to do something that they would not otherwise have 
done (Harness et al. 2018).  
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According to Morgan & Hunt (1994) coercive power originates from 
benefits of the relationship and from the fear of costs that ending the 
relationship would cause. Selecting coercive power usually happens when the 
other party ignores the problems of the relationship or it seems to be disable do 
fulfil the demands of the other partner (Leonidou, Talis, & Leonidou 2008). 
According to Coser (1956) coercive power is known to be effective in certain 
situations, like when it is absolutely necessary to react immediately or when 
delays may lead to big loses or danger, or in any other situation when there is 
no time for negotiation. Using coercive power may be effective in the short term 
but when forcing partner to do certain actions, it's more likely to create tensions 
between partners and lead to negative consequences in long-term (Leonidou et 
al. 2008). This shows that use of coercive power is not optimal when trying to 
create a long-term relationship with certain partners. If there is an opportunity 
for discussion and negotiation it is always a better way than using coercion. 
This is also proved by Boulding (1989) study which states that coercive power is 
known to end up being a “negative-sum game”, meaning that either both 
parties will lose, or the winner's gain is less than the opponent's loss.  

Legitimate power comes from the formal authority of the dominant 
partner (Harness et al. 2018). This could be seen in the situation where small 
start-up firm negotiates a deal with a large, well known OEM or Tier 1 
manufacturer. In that situation the OEM manufacturer has a strong legitimate 
power over a start-up firm. OEM comes from words original equipment 
manufacturer. In automotive it is used to describe the big manufacturing 
brands such as BMW, Ford and Audi. Tier 1 suppliers are at the top of the 
supply chain and will supply straight to OEMs. These companies are supplying 
automotive specialized devices like safety devices or steering wheels. Tier 1 
companies may work with several OEMs but they are usually tight to work 
with few bigger corporations. Tier 2 suppliers are usually selling their products 
to Tier 1 suppliers. Tier 2 suppliers are usally manufacturing single parts that 
will be used in bigger components. Tier 3 suppliers are supplying raw materials 
like metal or plastic. (https://medium.com/self-driving-cars/the-automotive-
supply-chain-explained-d4e74250106f). 

Referent power is closely connected with legitimate power. Referent 
power comes from smaller companies identification with larger and more 
dominant firm. In the perspective of the smaller firm, working with a large 
well-known company is a good reference to get to work with other larger 
companies. This set-up gives a larger firm more power to influence for example 
terms and conditions because of the value that the collaboration brings to the 
smaller firm. It should be noticed that in case of referent power the value may 
not be created from the actions of the larger firm but more likely by the 
identification with it. (Harness et al. 2018).  
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2.4 Dependence in B2B relationships 

In literature dependence is closely related to power. It is often seen as a 
measurement when evaluating the amount of power. For example, Emerson 
(1962) has stated that one’s power is based on other’s dependence of one’s 
actions. He has also stated that the level of dependence of one actor to its 
partner is directly related to the motivational investments one is willing to do to 
help its partner achieving its goals. If one company has many other possibilities 
and goals outside of its remaining partnership it will not be as motivated to do 
additional sacrifices to keep its partner satisfied.  Based on Emerson’s thoughts 
company’s dependence is related to the number of alternatives it has beyond 
the current relationship and its value for the relationship counterpart. If a 
relationship is more significant to one firm than its counterpart there may 
become challenges for both firms with handling and managing their 
relationship. There are studies showing that customer- supplier relationships 
seems to develop more smoothly if the capabilities, resources and 
characteristics of the relationship are a strategically equal. Together with power, 
dependence is known as one of the key characteristics influencing asymmetry 
in relationships. (Johnsen & Lacoste, 2016).  

One important factor related to dependence and interdependence is 
interaction between companies. The way companies interact with each other to 
have access to the resources and knowledge of their partners will affect to their 
interdependencies. According to Rindt & Mouzas (2015) interdependencies 
among companies are contextual functions like global competition and 
technological changes but at the same time those are basic functions that are 
specific to certain industries. Interdependencies between car manufacturers and 
suppliers are clearly visible in automotive industry. Although the few big car 
manufacturers are highly dependent of their large number of suppliers, the 
possibilities for the suppliers to affect the terms of contract with a car 
manufacturer is still severely limited. For small companies connecting with big 
manufacturers, it seems to be a trade-off for the benefits that are associated to 
working with a strong relationship actor (Johnsen & Ford 2008). Sometimes 
making a deal with dominating partner might be the easiest way to open the 
doors of the industry. Supplier might accept a customer's power over it if the 
supplier believes that it is not being treated any worse than any other firms and 
it cannot see any other way of achieving the same benefits for less sacrifice 
(Homburg et al. 2014).   

In some cases, small suppliers have to make investments on beforehand to 
be considered as a potential partner for co-operation. According to Chang and 
Gotcher (2007) small suppliers are frequently asked to make relation-specific 
investment (RSI) before they start working with their strategic customers. This 
makes them highly dependent of the success of their co-operation. It seems that 
making RSIs proactively should be recommendable for suppliers. According to 
the research results of Chang and Gotcher (2007) making RSIs gives a signal of 
longtime commitment with the buyer and it also facilitate better engagement 
for relationship learning. 
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This can also be seen in strongly asymmetric industries like car industry 
where suppliers are often highly dependent of the continuance of their 
relationships. There is also a growing pressure to keep the costs in minimum, so 
the suppliers are required to do RSI investments on beforehand. To cope with 
the situation suppliers can adopt safeguarding mechanisms which are defined 
by Chang & Gotcher (2007). Suppliers should use safequarding mechanisms to 
make sure that RSI investments are made wisely by minimizing partners 
opportunistic behavior, reducing dependence and maximizing transaction 
value of their relationships. There are two different types of safeguarding 
mechanisms: relationship learning and relational capital. Relationship learning 
has been defined as: “a joint activity between a supplier and customer in which 
the two parties share information which is jointly interpreted and integrated 
into a shared relationship-dominate-specific memory that changes the range or 
likelihood of potential relationship-domain-specific behavior” (Selnes & Sallis 
2003, 80). Using the relationship learning strategy, the supplier may secure it’s 
business by being valuable partner via delivering industry specific information 
to the customer. The relational capital focuses to the quality and the nature of 
connections that employees have developed with each other. The importance of 
relationship learning is also studied by Jean et al. (2010). In their study they 
found that relationship learning has positive effects to the performance of the 
suppliers. According to their results relationship learning is an effective tool 
that can be used as negotiation value for suppliers who should reduce 
transaction costs and develop transaction value to their relationships. The 
effective relationship learning can be used especially in cross-border 
relationships to develop competitive advantages for suppliers who are facing 
the challenges of global competition. 

In Figure 3 there is a model of Key Safety System’s (KSS) Supplier 
Qualification process, which can be found from their publicly available 
“Quality First Supplier Manual”. The picture reveals the amount of work and 
commitment to the process suppliers need to have even before the relationship 
and contract is confirmed by KSS.  
 



18 
 

 

Figure 3: KSS Supplier qualification process 

2.5 Development of trust in B2B relationships 

According to Rousseau’s definition of trust, having risk and being dependent of 
another are necessary components when building trust in the relationship. 
”Trust is a psychological state comprising the intention to accept vulnerability 
based upon positive expectations of the intentions or behavior of another” 
(Rousseau  et al. 1998, 395). In a supply chain trust exists when a firm believes 
its partner is being honest and is interested of both party’s economical welfare 
(Kumar et al. 1995). Trust is the basic ingredient of any relationship. Especially 
in B2B industry trust seems to have a significant role. Also literature has 
acknowledged the importance of trust in developing networks and supply 
chains. Despite of knowledge available, analyzing and developing trust in 
relationships still seems to be a challenge for many companies. 

According to Kähkönen (2014) trust, commitment and information sharing 
are the essential factors for successful collaboration. Without these characters 
the relationship loses its collaborative nature and it becomes more like a 
contract. Increasing trust-based collaboration and information sharing in 
relationships seems to have a positive effect in companies’ commitment to 
collaboration. Trust is necessary to engage two firms into an effective 
cooperation. Also Jain et al. (2013) recognize the importance of trust. They say 
that companies’ trust is having a crucial role in improving relationship’s 
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performance. That’s why companies should pay attention to the way they 
exercise power in their relationships. When companies are trying to create and 
increase trust in their relationship they should avoid using coercive power and 
instead focus on possibilities of non-coercive power. Companies should offer 
incentives, exchange information, and provide expert advice to their partners in 
order to develop trust. They should also avoid threatening, penalizing, and 
giving sanctions to their partners because it may affect to the perception of 
company’s honesty and trustworthiness. (Jain et al. 2013). Also Kumar et al. 
(1995) sees power as a negative and opposite concept to trust in the inter-
organizational relationships.  

Once trust is built it is not a stable condition. Instead the level of trust will 
change with companies’ actions. Trust may decrease especially if power is used 
to dominate and to control the other party (Kähkönen 2014). If the less powerful 
party, usually the supplier, finds out that the customer is only trying to 
minimize costs and to make short-term gains, the relationship will remain at 
arm’s length. Losing trust in business relationship is especially harmful when 
trust is already expected on beforehand in so called trust-based relationships. 
Since trust is presumed, any lack of trust will be a problematizing device. If a 
dominated supplier starts to suspect that a customer uses information for other 
purposes than they officially state, trust may be lost, and the relationship will 
be in a crisis. (Cäker 2008). 

Developing trust takes time and is the sum of many details. In 
international trade it may help a lot if company understands the cultural norms 
and values of the cooperating firm. Lee & Trim (2012) have examined the 
marketing differences between Korean and Japanese firms. They found that 
understanding the cooperating firms’ culture and norms lead to higher loyalty 
and better sense of mutuality alongside developing trustworthy relationships. 
(Lee & Trim 2012). 

2.6 Development of commitment 

Commitment is a psychological state that determines the relationship between 
two parties and is one of the biggest influencers when making the decision of 
whether or not to continue in that particular relationship (Meyer & Allen 1997). 
The traditional way of viewing commitment is through a contract between two 
firms. Preparing and signing a legal document that sets out the terms and 
conditions of the cooperation make the formal contract. The informal contract 
may be formed from the social contracts and the power of the contract is based 
on respecting and obeying the social norms of the society (Argyres & 
Liebeskind 1999). More modern way of analysing commitment in B2B 
relationships is based on to the origins of a firm’s motivation to stay in the 
relationship. The modern way splits commitment in three distinctive forms. 
According to Meyer & Allen (1991) commitment can be divided in three 
dimensions: affective commitment, normative commitment and continuance 
commitment.  
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Affective commitment is thought to be the strongest form of commitment 
and it is built step by step with working together to reach the common goals. In 
affective commitment the emotional bond between companies is considered to 
be extremely strong. In the highest levels of affective commitment, the 
relationship is part of both companies identification. (Meyer & Allen 1984). 
Normative commitment will arise when both parties have certain set of norms 
that will force them to keep working together.  In normative commitment both 
parties have a feeling of obligation to stay in the relationship. (Allen & Meyer 
1990). Continuance commitment is related to high level of challengies that 
switching a partner would cause and commitment of resources that may be 
crucial especially for the smaller partner. This could be for example making 
structural changes to production line or adopting a new CRM system that fits 
with systems of their partners. Continuance commitment will keep maintaining 
because of the high switching costs that will be the consequence of leaving the 
relationship. (Meyer & Allen, 1984). Bansal, Irving & Taylor (2004) has studied 
the motivational aspect of commitment in B2C environment. They determined 
the reasons for a customers to stay in the relationship for all three forms of 
commitment. In affective commitment customers stay in relationship with firm 
because of they want to, in normative commitment because they think they 
ought to and in continuance commitment because they need to, or they have no 
alternatives. 

Agyres & Liebeskind (1999) have instead divided commitment in only two 
forms: affective commitment and calculative commitment. The affective 
commitment indicates the amount of how strongly the relationship partner 
wants to maintain in a relationship. The calculative commitment expresses the 
level of a firm’s need to be in the relationship. This view of Argyres & 
Liebeskind unites normative commitment and continuance commitment as one 
form. This division is also been used in the research of Jain et al. (2013).  
According to their results, the form of commitment has a big influence on the 
development of trust. They found out that a high affective commitment can 
increase the development of trust even in otherwise unfavourable conditions. 
High calculative commitment instead has a destructive effect for building trust 
even in otherwise ideal conditions. If companies wish to increase the level of 
trust in their relationships, they should focus on developing affective 
commitment in their relationships by actively working together and trying to 
find the common goals to be achieved. (Jain et al. 2013). 

Lately the thee dimension model of Meyer & Allen has received some 
critique, and researchers have conseptualized commitment as five 
dimensionsional construct. The model of five dimensions of commitment was 
first introduced by Wang (2004). Wang’s study focused on reasons of why 
employees commit to their workplace. Wang presented the five dimensions of 
commitment as: Affective commitment, Active continuance commitment, 
Passive continuance commitment, Normative commitment and Value 
commitment.  

The dimensions developed from passive forms of commitment towards 
active forms of commitment. In Wang’s theory normative commitment and 
affective commitment have the same definition as in Meyer & Allen’s (1984) 
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model. In Wang’s model continuance commitment is devided to two different 
forms. Passive continuance commitment propose that employee does not have 
any better options but to stay in the current workplace. Passive continuance 
commitment can be seen as the traditional continuance commitment, which 
reflects the lack of alternatives. Those employees who have the high level of 
passive continuance commitment do recognise the costs of changing their 
workplace or they are staying only because of they do not have any alternatives. 
Wang describes the active continuence commitment as the ”ideal commitment” 
that is related to more active form of motivation. Thus active continuance 
commitment is closely related to feelings of individual achievements, like 
opportunity to improve and learn and also the possibility of promotion. Value 
commitment refers the employee’s willingness to do efforts on behalf of the 
employer company because of employee’s feeling of value congruence. Value 
commitment is closely related to affective commitment but those two are not 
identical. Employee with high value commitment is working hard when 
employee with high affective commitment is emotionally attached to to 
company but may not be working with extra effort. (Wang 2004). 

Another five dimensions of commitment model was introduced by 
Keiningham et al. (2015). The study of Keiningham et al. focused on the 
development of commitment in B2C- relationships. Based on the results they 
formed their own five dimensions of commitment model, including Affective 
commitment, Normative commitment, Forced commitment, Habitual 
commitment and Economic commitment. Forced commitment arises when 
consumers don’t have other alternatives because of the scarcity of the products 
or the consumer related reasons, like a distant location. So forced commitment 
could be seen as the B2C version of Wang’s passive continuance commitment. 
When customer is forced to stay in the relationship because of the lack of 
alternatives the customer may have negative feelings and low intentions to stay 
in the relationship eventhough the relationship would remain. Habitual 
commitment is based on consumer’s behaviour happens automatically and 
continuosly without consideration between available alternatives. In the long 
run habit will form the repeated consumption. Habitual commitment will make 
consumption easier for the customer since it reduces the need for comparing the 
alternatives. Thus loyal behavior that arises with habitual commitment may be 
build automatically and without any special intentions of supporting one 
company. (Keiningham et al. 2015). Economic commitment is based on the 
previous investments made for the brand or company. This may include the 
fear of losing the earned bonuses or reward points. Economic commitment can 
also be related to the fear of losing a certain status or access. Customers are 
committed to a company because they doesn’t want to loose the gained benefits 
or points they have got. Also in some cases economic commitment may be 
related to the possible costs that could affect from the change. Economic 
commitment may increase the loyalty towards the brand or company in the 
longrun.  (Keiningham et al. 2015). 

According to Keiningham et al. (2015) study’s results, especially affective, 
normative and habitual commitment have a strong positive effect to customers 
having positive associations and repurchase intentions of goods. Instead 
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economic commitment seems to have a stronger effect on increasing the 
repurchase intentions for services than for goods. Forced commitment has a 
strong negative effect for all repurchase intentions. (Keiningham et al. 2015). 
Both models have lot of similarities in the definitions of different dimensions. In 
this study the five dimensions of commitment is based on Keiningham et al 
(2015) model, which suits better to the environment and challenges of 
automotive industry.  

The experiences of the partner firm during the first weeks of the 
relationships seems to have a big influence on developing commitment. In their 
research Meyer et al. (2002) studied employees’ commitment to their 
organisations. Some of the results can also be reflected to B2B environment and 
to the interorganisational relationships. According to the findings of Meyer et al. 
(2002) when the first experience is positive, it is likely to continue to produce 
positive thoughts towards the partner. it is a good base to build the affective 
commitment. 

Mutual commitment between exchange partners has found to be the 
essential factor in success of the relationship and a vital part of producing 
benefits for a firm (Geyskens et al. 1996). In automotive industry switching a 
supplier usually causes extra costs and longer delivery times, which may harm 
the whole supply chain. Increasing especially affective commitment can lead to 
longer relationships, which will most likely decrease the switching costs but 
also increase the product quality and efficiency. 

2.7 Measuring the relationship performance 

B2B literature and research are highly focused on finding the key characteristics 
for long-lasting relationships and effective supply chains. Constant changing of 
suppliers and looking for new better partnerships takes a lot of companies’ 
resources. It may affect high switching costs which may easily reduce the 
performance of the whole supply chain. In this light it is not a surprise that 
literature suggest firms to focus more on the long-term effects of their 
partnerships instead of only short-term gains. Level of trust and the form of 
power has named to have biggest influence on performance of the relationship. 

Jain et al. (2013) and Jean et al. (2010) has focused on this subject. In their 
study, Jain et al. (2013) have investigated about what kind of effect coercive 
power and non-coercive power have on development of trust, how these 
relationships are affected by commitment and what kind of effect the 
development of trust has on performance of the companies in the supply chain 
(Figure 4). According to the results trust is having a strong effect on strategic 
performance. Strategic performance was also proved to have strong effect on 
financial performance. It is suggested managers should work for building 
affective commitment in their relationships. (Jain et al. 2013). 

On suppliers’ side besides developing trust, also relationship learning has 
proved to affect positively on their market performance. In Jean et al. (2010) 
study, market performance was described as sales growth and increased 
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marker share. According to their results relationship learning can also serve as 
governance mechanism for suppliers to reduce transaction costs and enhance 
transaction value in their relationships with customers. Some manufacturers are 
still trying to control their suppliers either in saving costs or trying to get them 
working in certain way. In contrast to their intention, the customers who try to 
control their suppliers may restrict the efficiency of the supply chain (Cäker 
2008).  

 
 

 

Figure 4: Jain et al. (2013) research model 

2.8 Relationship conflicts 

According to Ford (1962) conflict is a measure of differences between the firms 
over the question of which way of the relationship will be developed. Conflict 
may arise from the differing expectations, goals and cultural norms of the 
organizations. For example, one may prefer for short-term rather than long-
term gains or may attempt to reduce the mutuality in the relationships 
(Munksgaard et al. 2015).  

In literature conflict is seen more as a dynamic process rather than a single 
state. Pondy (1967) introduced conflict as a set of states where each builds up 
upon the previous one. States were identified as latent, perceived, felt, manifest 
of conflict and conflict aftermath. The latent conflict can be based to the 
competition of the common resources. It can be also related to situations where 
employees are frustrated for not having enough autonomy in their work. The 
perceived conflict may arise from a latent conflict or from misunderstanding of 
each other. By involving suppliers in the project’s core team and using the 
manpower of the cooperating company, it is possible to improve 
communication between companies. The felt conflict happens in B2B relations 
when managers may be challenging the value of their companies. This may 
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cause a lot of pressure to the individuals, which increases the risk of 
personalizing the conflict. The manifest conflict can be defined as one’s 
behavior that is frustrating the other participants. In a complex project, the 
manifested conflict may follow a path towards negotiations, voluntary 
mediation and it may finally end up with a court decision. Conflicts between 
one project and a specific supplier may have effects later in the same project or 
in the future of their relationship. (Pondy 1967). 

Some researchers have criticized Pondy’s stages view of conflict, for not 
taking account of the dynamics and other characteristics of interaction within 
relationships. According to Vaaland and Håkansson (2003) an individual 
episode affecting conflict must be viewed in the larger picture of interaction 
between two firms. Companies are usually trying to establish harmony in their 
business relationships and avoid conflicts. Minimizing conflict can reduce 
overhead and production costs and shorten the production time. On the other 
hand, conflict can be used as a tool for increasing creativity and innovation in 
projects. Even tough companies need to have a certain level of stability to 
enabling their daily operations working smoothly, time to time the stability 
needs to be disturbed by challenging activities to create possibilities to identify 
new solutions. (Vaaland & Håkanson 2003).  

2.9 Research model from theoretical framework 

The results of earlier studies that are presented in previous chapters strongly 
support the view that the use of coercive power decreases trust and 
commitment. At the same time trust and commitment may develop to high 
level even in otherwise strongly asymmetrical relationships. This view forms 
the base for this study’s research model (Figure 5). Kähkönen (2014) states that 
relationship does not exist without trust and commitment. Without trust and 
commitment the relationship is like a contract. Trust and commitment seem to 
be developing together and both have an important role for the success of the 
relationship. Relationship and its characters are not stable. The changes in 
characters may support or destroy the relationship. The success of relationship 
can be seen by its strategical and financial performance of both partners. 
Conflicts are part of the relationships. The way conflicts are solved will affect 
the future of the relationship. 
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Figure 5: Research model of this study 
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3 METHODOLOGY 

 

3.1 Research method 

3.1.1 Research philosophy 

It is indispensable for the researcher to understand the philosophical basis of 
the study (Hirsjärvi, Remes & Sajavaara 1997, 120). Ontology is related to the 
nature of reality and to what we know about it. The philosophy of this study is 
constructivism, according to which, the reality is always considered to be 
subjective and proportional because it is based on researcher's findings 
(Metsämuuronen 2011, 216-217). The goal of this study is not to re-create 
common rules but more likely to broaden the understanding of the issues 
between supply chain operators. Epistemology is focused to the relationship 
between the researcher and the research phenomenon. It raises the question of 
what is known at the first place (Metsämuuronen 2011, 216-217). In this study 
the epistemological view is subjectivism, which highlights that the findings are 
formed by the researcher and are based on individual researcher's constructions 
of reality (Metsämuuronen 2011, 218-219). 

3.1.2 Qualitative research 

This study is a qualitative research by its nature. In qualitative research the 
chosen theories are usually based on the empirical data of the research. The 
goal is to understand the phenomena and the meanings and assumptions it 
may hold. The main difference between qualitative and quantitative research is 
that qualitative research method is focused on explaining and understanding 
the phenomenon when quantitative method is more focused on numeric results 
and statistical generalizations. (Bryman & Bell 2007, 402-403; Eskola & Suoranta 
1998, 46).   
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Examining the meanings of different phenomena is the key focus of 
qualitative research. The data is collected in interaction between participant and 
a researcher. Notable in qualitative research is that it is highly dependent of the 
context, which means that the findings should never be generalized. Even 
though the aim of the qualitative research is not form generalizations the 
research process is usually proceed from single points of views to general. 
(Hirsjärvi & Hurme 2015, 18). The researcher's role in the study is to choose and 
interpret the concepts in data collection and analysing. Effects of researcher's 
subjective views and choices cannot be delimited from the results of the study; 
the findings should always reflect the participants’ world view. It is vital that 
the researcher is aware about one’s own subjective views and don't revile these 
views with research participants. (Hirsjärvi & Hurme 2015, 23-25). 

Methodology is a vital part of the study and it is used to tell from practical 
side of how the world is understood: how the phenomena or certain issue could 
be studied. Methodology is splitted into different methods, which will work as 
a guideline to collecting data and analysing it. Chosen methodology will 
determine of which tools will be used for collecting the empirical data and 
which tools are used for analysing it. In the field of research there are two ways 
of forming the theory for the research. Those are deduction and induction. With 
deductive way theory is used as the base for the whole study. The work is 
systematically proceeded from theory to the hypotheses and data analysing. 
This form is mostly used with quantitative research. In inductive research 
theory is formed as a result of the empirical data of the study and it is mostly 
used with qualitative research. Deductive and inductive approaches are both 
theoretical extremes and it is rare that either of the models are strictly chosen to 
one research. Most of the studies include features of both models in different 
parts of the study, which is called abductive approach. (Eriksson & Kovalainen 
2008, 14-16). 

The research approach of this study is abductive. The theoretical 
background of this research includes theory of power, dependence, 
commitment and B2B relationship. Abductive approach means that part of the 
theory is formed before the empirical data has been collected (Eriksson & 
Kovalainen 2008, 14-16). In this study the first suggestion of the theories was 
chosen based on previous researches made about power asymmetry. Certain 
parts of the theory were chosen and tested at the first interviews. After the first 
interviews, some parts of the theory were changed and questions modified 
before actual research interviews. The final form of the theory was created 
when the analysis of the empirical data was finished. 

3.1.3 Selection of participants 

In qualitative research the participants of the research are usually selected by 
chosen form of sampling Hirsjärvi, Remes & Sajavaara 1997, 155). In this study 
the participants are chosen by purposive sampling. With purposive sampling 
the researcher can choose research participants with certain characteristics that 
researcher evaluates important for the research (Bryman & Bell 2007, 499-500). 
In this study the participants are asked to take a part in this research based on 
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their professional history, title and the field of business. Based on these 
qualifications it was assumed that these participants can give some new 
industry specific information and share their views and experiences about the 
issue. Since the aim of this study is to better understand of how power 
asymmetry and the use of coersive power is seen in automotive industry and 
which kind of forms the coersive power has in the industry it was clear that 
participants needed to have experience from the key positions of the companies 
in automotive industry. It was also important the participants of this study 
represented the different levels of the supply chain: OEM, Tier 1, Tier 2, Tier 3 
manufacturers. 

3.2 Data collection and analyse 

First data was collected in September 2017 from IAA Frankfurt car show. The 
first 3 short interviews were made to ensure that the primary data collected for 
this research would be accurate. Data was transcripted (appendix 1) and 
analysed. After first three interviews, it was clear that power asymmetry does 
exist in the automotive industry and that trust and commitment between 
companies are extremely important for successful supply chain. There were still 
some questions that needed more defined answers in the final interview round. 
One of these was the importance of trust; all the participants said that it is 
maybe the most important thing in long-lasting relationship but right after they 
said that it never happens. One of them said that trust is important but actually 
there is no trust in their business because all of the so-called trust is based on 
contracts. In the final interview round question related to trust and 
commitment were more focused in determining what trust (and other 
characters) is and how is it seen in their relationships. 

The primary data for this research was collected during December 2017. 
The data was collected with purposive sampling because of the relatively small 
amount possible participants. Using purposive sampling means that 
participants are chosen based on the assumption that they can increase the 
understanding of the research phenomena (Hirsjärvi, Remes & Sajavaara 1997, 
155). 	 In total 30 emails and companies’ contact forms were sent to possible 
suitable companies doing business in Tier 1, Tier2 or OEM manufacturer level. 
Interviews were asked from participants who had enough knowledge about the 
history of company’s relationship and supply chain functions. The participant 
should work closely with purchasing and/or producing.  

In this study the empirical data was collected via interviews. One of the 
interviews was done by a phone call and others were done face to face. Three 
interviews were made with company representatives from different levels of 
supply chain. The detailed information of the participants can be found from 
Table 1. 

 

Table 6: Participants of this study 
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Company: supplychain position Title duration 

(hours) 
Company A Tier 1 managing engineer 0:16 
Company B Tier 1 engineer 0:10 
Company C Tier 2 supplier managing engineer 0:10 
Company D Tier 1 vice precident 1:06 
Company E OEM supplier/assemblies purchasing manager 1:10 
Company F Tier 1/ subb-assemblies manager of the 

automotive department 
0:55 

 
Interviews were semi-structured. In semi-structured interview the 

questions are same for all the participants, though the order of the questions 
may vary in the interview situation. Participants will answer to the questions 
freely with their own words and there are no given alternatives to choose from. 
(Eskola & Suoranta 1998, 63-64). When the goal is to examine certain 
phenomena and its justifications or one’s experiences about it, or if the subject is 
sensitive, the semi-structured interview or theme interview are suitable 
methods for the study (Metsämuuronen 2011, 245-247). According to Eskola & 
Suoranta (1998, 64) the interview method should be chosen based on the best fit 
for the research questions and goal of the research. 

The semi-structured interview was the best alternative for this study. Also, 
theme interview could have been another suitable option based on the goal of 
the research. Semi-structured interview method was chosen for two reasons; 
because the chosen participants were working at the companies in different 
levels of the supply chain it was important that all of them got to answer to the 
same question so that the answers were comparable. Also the themes of the 
question were relatively large so with theme interview there was risk of 
misunderstood between researcher and participants. Thus it seemed better to 
create semi-structure interview questions based on the research themes. This 
method has also been used in previous studies of the same theme.  

The interview guide was developed on the basis of the studies by Lee & 
Johnsen (2012) and Munksgaard et al. (2015) researches. Duration of one 
interview was about 60 minutes. Interviews with Companies E & F were done 
face to face in each company’s head office. The interview with Company D was 
done via phone call. Every interview was recorded and transcripted. Interviews 
with Company E and Company F were done in Finnish and the transcript was 
translated to English afterwards. All other interviews were done in English. 
Data was analysed with thematic analyses, typification and classification. 

The empirical data was analysed to used to form the findings of the study. 
In qualitative research the goal of the analysis is to organize and clarify the data 
to find new information of the research topic. The aim is re-forming the data in 
the way that information would be provided in simple and easily readable form. 
This process is often made with multiple techniques because only one technique 
is not usually enough to provide the information needed. (Eskola & Suoranta 
1998, 100).  Analysing process starts with organizing and transcribing the 
interviews. Analysing continues with coding, which can be done with several 
methods and with or without theoretical assumptions. The interview 
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framework can be used as a one tool for coding. In its simplest mode coding 
means organising data into groups that easier to read and form findings. 
Usually researcher separates the relevant and repeated parts, sentences or 
words from the data and code them in to the groups. (Eskola & Suoranta 1998, 
109-112). 
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4 RESULTS 

 

4.1 Existence of power asymmetry 

Most of the experiences of companies facing asymmetry in their relationships 
were related to asymmetry of companies’s size or to the asymmetry of their 
position in the supply chain. Experiences of power asymmetry wasn’t told 
straight, but it seems to be experienced indirectly through the size asymmetry. 
The power asymmetry seems to exist in both directions in the supply chain: 
towards suppliers and towards the clients.  

 

“If you have a new supplier and for the supplier it’s very important that you are a 
big customer or small customer.  If you are big customer for them, they will walk 
through-burning loops for you. If your business is not enough for this supplier, 
you’re the next door the third or four guys on the line” Company A 

“Sometimes it is like Finland to Sweden, it is a bit like a love-hate-relationship. We 
handle things differently, but they still seem to be having the trust in us always. So 
that our cooperation is working well, there’s nothing. But off course when they are so 
big so that sometimes they are crashing us over” Company F 

” Unfortunately, we are here in sort of between a rock and a hard place, but we don’t 
have the power that our client has. But I have been in these situations where I have 
been noticed that even the companies as size of XX are not having enough power 
against some mega size suppliers.” Company E 

“I think that if we produce a whole application with different components, we are in 
the better position to offer it to the next customer than if we only offer small little 
parts because, yeah, everyone wants to have the cheapest supplier and it’s really (big) 
competition in situation. So yeah, I think it’s better to deliver the whole application to 
customer than only single parts.” Company B 
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Power asymmetry was seen via different processes. In some cases the 
asymmetry starts at the beginning of the relationship. One of the biggest 
companies had the ability to choose their suppliers and this is how they 
described the process that they have: 

 

“We go there with purchasing and supply quality people and we make what we call 
a pre-order. Pre-order is like that that we look at the different processes of supplier as 
we normally do also with our supplier but why we call it pre is because then we see 
it before its on the news and before we know we will accept them…. We have also 
interviews with the supplier and if we are not 100% sure that they are also ok on the 
social responsibility we wont accept them. … And when we have then said that ok 
this supplier looks fine we are normally giving them perhaps a smaller order and if 
everything works ok, and when they are proving them selves with smaller basis we 
can continue with them in a larger scale. This would take probably about one and 
half years from when have found a new supplier to introduce them properly. That’s 
kind of time frame it takes to new supplier.” Company D 

 
According to Company D, the suppliers are required to do some 

relationship specific investments before they will get the confirmation about the 
contract with Company D. In this case it means that the supplier will start to get 
profits from their cooperation only after one and half years of working together. 

Most of the examples of how of power asymmetry was experienced were 
related to the costs of reclaims or fines. Smaller companies felt that they didn’t 
have ability to affect to those fines or they didn’t have enough power to get 
their complains heard. In some cases companies felt that they had to pay the 
mistakes that other companies down in the supply chain had done. 
 

“Like some things I feel tricky. Like when they give notice of defects, they will 
automatically decrease it. Regardless of I would accept the reclamation or not. They 
will reduce those reclamation costs and stuff from our receivables. It is not always 
the like if I will get that refund or not. Most of the times it work well but yes, they are 
overriding us in these situations … It is like, in principle we have a chance to reclaim 
to the car factory on some products or parts but very rarely those will have any 
effects. ... The handling of the reclaims was not the same kind than what they are 
requiring from us. And that’s a bit different thing. It will take a lot more work hours 
from us to answer for reclaims. They don’t see it the way that they are actually also a 
supplier for us. It would help a lot…Only if we are able to clearly show that it was 
not our mistake. But it always takes a lot of work to get it off. So if it concerns one to 
two parts then what would be the reclaim costs compared to what we could get back.. 
thinking of how much time and money it would take that you get thirty euros back 
from your client. That’s why we easily drop it. “” Company F 

“Not always. Sometimes, yeah, we didn’t make the mistake, but we have to look that 
we get the situation handled and yeah, sometimes I think that’s not fair” Company B 

 
In some situations the power asymmetry became visible through partners 
highly hierarchical organization structure which caused problems when 
supplier were trying solve the situation. 
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“Like prefer to go there and touch it and see of what that fault is. Not the way that in 
there their production someone will make a report to their manager who will take it 
to production quality engineer, who will notice about it to the production manager 
and who will then throw it to us. So there is kind of a mail man in between. In some 
cases, it is working but if we could get a contact who is already working in core, so 
that we would be able to discuss directly with the person who has noticed the fault.” 
Company F 

“In here we go quickly to straight, necessary contacts and the hierarchy of the 
organization is completely different. But still in Middle-Europe, in here we are 
talking like one to another and from level to another level, on both sides. But in there 
(Middle-Europe) there the message will go like stairs: one side up and other side 
down… So, we don’t always get enough straight contact with the actual people who 
have the essential knowledge. That’s how it is sometimes, and it goes better the more 
the cooperation will weld together. But it is the hierarchy that is keeping us apart. … 
Many times, there is still a problem that we are quite a small player compared to 
them and those their processes and hierarchy and the organization is so different 
from us that many times we have not been able to get through that easy, quick and 
cheap way of doing things.” Company E 

 
Power asymmetry was can also be seen via the customers’ demands. They may 
be asking to produce something special or to produce it on short notice. 
Denying to fulfill those demands may have a risk of losing the projects in the 
future. 

“It depends how big the effect is for customer. If they know it is also their fault that 
they didn’t inform us immediately about this situation there is no problem. But if 
they tell us six or eight weeks before that they need more parts and we are not able to 
handle this, there can be some restrictions or that we will not get future projects or 
something like that. So we also have to follow the demands of the customer. 
“ Company B 

“Of course, it can be like that. That they demand something we can’t provide. But in 
long-term that is how life is working in this business. It’s typical behaviour of this 
industry. Demands for many years now I see it has, I don’t know how we should do 
it but they are there. It’s difficult for our industry also.” Company D 

4.2 Use of coersive power 

When speaking about coersive power or “the bad way of using power” two of 
the three companies at the primary research interviews told that it does exist in 
the industry. They had heard about one or more companies who has been using 
it previously or is still using it.  

“Of course there is (coersive power). You can say that has came already at end of the 
eighties, and I can say it openly I don’t mind, it came with the GM, General Motors, 
and then that has never stopped. They started their rule. That is where it came 
originally and that was prosecuted by purchasing area of GM and because there was 
things going on that shoudn’t go on and so on.. They were the bad behaviours 
towards their suppliers what they prosecuted. But never the less it’s still out there. 
It’s still same thinking out there from the biggest players they should use their power 
to their supply base. I mean that’s part of the game but we don’t like it… “I think it 
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exist a lot. But I don’t support it. When I come across I always raise my voice and I 
say I don’t support it, I don’t understand that.” Company D 

“It is used wrong a lot. But it never gets, it is very dangerous and with incompetent 
hands it is used wrong. But usually gets back like boomerang to those who has used 
it wrong. It will hit them sooner or later.” Company E 

If as a client or purchaser you can dominate the other then it will be pretty easy.” 
Company E 

Both companies D and E denied that they would have been using coercive 
power towards their suppliers or customers.  

 

“We don’t use that too much. We are humble in this organisation towards our 
suppliers. They are side by us. But I would say that normally you would have 
problem with that but if you are the biggest one you could get also used at the game. 
Sometimes people try to use that in a bad manner but we are not…” Company D 

“No no. As I said we are not that kind of to be very honest. We are decent people. We 
get something from our supplier and we give them something from us. It’s a 
relationship, it’s not taken, it’s a given thing.” Company D 

 
 
The effects of using corsive power was described to be bad. According to their 
answers using coercive power seems to a be a short-sided solution. Using it 
against partners were thought to decrease the commitment and trust in the 
relationship. It was also described as bad behavior.  

 

“Sometimes you will have to get some kind of favour specs. So if you put somebody 
in a bad position and then you want a favour from them they will not give you the 
favour. That’s my decent way of living as personal that’s something I normally do in 
my work and that’s how my leadership looks in business organisational world.” 
Company D 

 “But usually gets back like boomerang to those who has used it wrong. It will hit 
them sooner or later…You can always win some single battles, but you will lose the 
next one. The motivation will decrease. There is no matter if the client is tight in 
authoritative leadership. You can easily rule people with fear until the certain line, 
but it will affect the reaction that people will start to cop out in every possible 
opportunity. It will weaken the commitment all the time.” Company E 

“I don’t understand their business to be honest but I think they are absolutely worst, 
they are so big that they don’t honour the standards of sophistication they come with 
rule the standards to be able to save money at the end of the day but it many times 
back, sorry about .. that’s kind the fact it cost them10 times more than they were 
coming to save.  They look stupid so that’s one way of using power in bad way, an 
awful way it gives you very big problems. It gives you like if try to save couple of 
times and then it will cost you 100 times at end of the day. I don’t understand how 
you can walk in that way... They work completely a without manner, which means 
that they threat their people, their suppliers, their customers. I don’t understand how 
that can work. When you use your power it’s the bad manner” Company D 
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Both companies D and E said that they have suffered from the use of coercive 
power by other companies in the same supply chain. Partners who have 
previous experiences about being the victims of coervice power have had 
challenges to learn to trust their new partners, which will cost extra work and 
money to both of them. Company D told that they won’t tell openly about their 
experiences to companies who are using coercive power because they are afraid 
that they would be shout out.  

 

“Surely it will take everyone’s time and energy when instead we could do 
cooperation. It is sure that it will lead up to bad situation. We have had to face it a lot 
in the way that we will get these suppliers who have already got into victims of this 
tramping, so they will try to cash us out with everything. In all of the sudden we 
might a message from them that the new it-system has brought them extra costs, here 
is 3-million-euro bill, pay it within one week.“ Company E 

“We don’t support it. We have to accept it, but we don’t really. Some times we can 
say we are really frustrated with that kind of behaviour we don’t like being in that 
kind of game. Sometimes we have to play along but we never give any positive mark 
for that kind of behaviour. We would say that .. it comes a lot with bigger players 
and it came out years ago. We suffer from it sometimes you can say but we don’t tell 
it openly because sometimes we would not get with them any business.” Company D 

It seems that decision of using coersive power is related to company’s culture, 
management style and the nationality of the company. Participants didn’t want 
to mention any nationalities, except Middle-Europe but according to their views, 
there is not happening any coercive use of power at the Scandinavia or Nordic 
countries. 

 

“I don’t want to mention any nationalities or country culture of management but it is 
easy to count nationalities. I would say some nationalities do like that. I don’t want 
mention names but I think Scandinavians are not that, but other nationalities are.” 
Company D 

“It means that even supplier, if supplier treats harshly which you see in Middle-
Europe very much.. There you see all the time of how everyone is trying to 
maximally cash each other’s, well this is a sick situation. “ Company E 

 “I think it is little bit connected to culture little bit connected to management 
styles. … I would say like if you don’t delegate the responsibilities further down in 
the organisation properly you never get that kind of behaviour that is expected. If 
you never delegate then people get scared from that behaviour as well. And it is also 
little bit as I said about culture and style, it’s related to where you are in the world. If 
you may say very very ruff in some part of the world its more horror driven and 
some part of the world it’s I would say it’s not so horror driven.” Company D 

Both of the companies D and E said that they are trusting a lot for the signed 
terms and conditions with their clients and suppliers. If supplier has delivered 
for them some faulty parts it may cause expenses for that supplier. Either of the 
companies did not thought it as a fine or as a way of using power. It seems to be 
more like following the contract. 
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“I don’t want to use the term fine. Based on its amount many people will think it as a 
penalty how I would call it, it is disruption cost. We will have a image that all the 
process goes around like clock with extremely short changes. If at some point we will 
notice a fault and we can get the situation covered by taking the fault affected 
versions of cars out of the line – it will still affect the skewness of the production 
line. … We have a cost per hour which is reasonable but if we need to skew the 
production line then its price tag will 3 to 4 times higher.” Company E 

Other companies who had not experienced any coercive power focused more 
on how those kind of situations could be avoided. On above citations there is 
Company D’s thought about the influence of culture and company’s 
management style but also Company C’s representative highlighted the 
differences between nationalities when making contracts. According to him it is 
important not to sign any contract without understanding the future effects of it.  
Also negotiations and striving for a win-win situation were important. 
Company F highlighted the importance of honesty and open communication. 

“In our company, we have kind of legal department who checks the terms of 
condition. If we don’t agree to our customer’s terms and conditions we will raise our 
hands off course. We don’t want to just sign a contract without understanding 
impacts for the future. So in Japanese company I think they are checking very deep in 
the details of terms and conditions. Because in automotive; just want to have a 
contract and sign and afterwards, lets see what happen. So this is what I have the 
experience since the last four companies which I worked for a American companies, 
Japanese companies and for German companies. They had very different culture in 
signing contracts and terms of conditions.” Company C 

“I think there’s always a negotiation, a win-win situation. So it should be fair because 
everyone just lets say refer someone, because everything should be legal and it’s the 
most important things. That’s why ISO standards, Lets say neglected some kind of 
regulations. So we have to follow the norm. That is the most important thing.” 
Company C 

“But we are playing very openly so that they know of how fast we are producing and 
what is the margin that we get from it. So it is like, they don’t even start to cut it 
down. I would say that surely, they would find someone who would take the money 
and do our job. But would they find with that price if they would screw us out with 
money? I don’t think so. Probably price will not be the issue.” Company F 

4.3 Dependence 

Almost every company said that they are really dependent of their suppliers. 
Some of them even said that they couldn’t run their business without them. But 
when they were asked about of which one they are more dependent on, or 
which one would be harder to replace, it was clear that no body wanted to loose 
their customers.  

“I’m extremely dependent of my suppliers. They’re basis can stop my line and if my 
line is staying still, the line of the customer stands still. It is like that. So we are tier 1, 
if the models doesn’t walk out to the customer because of the housing is missing so 
from the supplier, dead end. So it’s extremely important. We are dependent of the 
suppliers on the commitment and the deliveries in time.” Company A 
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“If you lose the trust of the customer it’s really difficult to find a new customer to 
new projects because they all have the contracts with other suppliers but if you only 
buy small parts or materials it’s easier to get a new supplier which deliver products. 
So yeah, it harder to lose a customer than a supplier.” Company B 

Part of the reason why customer is more important is that companies seemed to 
be trying to minimize the risk related to their suppliers. They were either 
having multiple suppliers for certain product to avoid the bottle neck situations 
or they had the strategy of doing all the important parts inhouse and only 
ordering from their suppliers the kind of parts that they could easily order from 
somewhere else too.  

“Well, the pieces that we have that will be delivered from the suppliers are, let me 
say the lowest knowledge pieces. The heart like the inflator and also the cushions 
comes from us. Okey. So, there is a lot, there is really a lot that can go wrong with the 
inflator and also with cushions. That’s why we think, that field must be owned by 
us. … So that’s why we own that and little parts like housings, the things that you 
can actually really replace very quick. Like this supplier is dead because of what ever 
he is, he is bankruptcy. We can switch to another one. Because of stamp parts, like 
the housing or a steel or plastic can be made by anybody. So I’m dependent of the 
supplier but if he doesn’t deliver in the certain time we have to stop this relationship 
and move to another.” Company A 

 “I think dependence, that’s the trickiest point. If you are a supplier of us, then you 
have a sort of dependence to us. We think that its ok, we give them their orders every 
day but we don’t want to come in to opposite direction where we get dependent on 
them. It means that normally when we were with our supply base we don’t want to 
have a bottleneck situation which means we would have people sitting in the corner 
we could not choose somebody else. For buyer that is the most disturbing situation 
could be coming. If we can say we are not, we don’t feel comfortable, We don’t want 
them, we think they should be dependent on us but we don’t want to be dependent 
on them and that’s really why we have this more than one supplier quality where we 
need to have more than one supplier.” Company D 

“Sometimes when you go with the new technologies you have to have a certain 
period of time when you are alone because perhaps there’s only one alternative but 
then we have to accept that in that certain period of time there will be more 
alternatives in technology. You don’t want to see that for a long time. You can have it 
for a short time normally.”Company D 

 
The same kind of risk management was also seen towards their clients with 
Company E and Company F. Both of the companies didn’t want to bee too 
dependent of their one major client. Company F already had previous 
experience about trusting too much on one client when the producing of Saab 
was suddenly stopped and they had to start looking for the new clients. 

“Yes absolutely. We have a very long time goal and to be their parter as long and 
deeply as possible but in risk management point of view it would be good to have 
other clients too. At this point we really don’t have much capacity to sell but I guess 
that next we will hope to have one or more other clients. But absolutely, we will 
always strive for as long time cooperation as possible and for example now last year 
we got awarded as their best partner.” Company E 

“XX is such a big client for us that we should probably confirm this from our CEO, 
but as I have understood is that we don’t necessary want to raise it anymore. So like 
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other business needs then to grow up in the same relation. Now we are in kind of our 
target level with one client and that may not have been our goal, but it has turned out 
to be a good thing. What we will start to get now is the automation that we have now 
had a chance to do with XX. We have been studied a lot about this and it is 
something that what towards we are striving very much and what we are aspiring 
also beyond automotive industry.” Company F 

“It is important client but not the way that our business would fall down with it. And 
then on the other hand, if we would stop suppling for them.. sure it would affect 
some pain in their end but it is very one way, they would be able fix it quickly.” 
Company F 

“It was a big crash at the end of last decade but since we have got a lot of new client 
base and it has expanded a lot. When earlier Saab had probably about a 90% share of 
this company. If could that in its worse times the revenue of us has dropped down to 
4-5 million a year during 2008. But after that with new clients we have had a growth 
of one million per year so now we are at good upward swing.” Company F 

4.4 Trust 

According to most of the answers the basis of trust seemed to be built on 
contract and not so much on emotional trust.  

“It’s really important but I think there is not really trust in between all of the 
suppliers and customers. It’s really; you have contracts where is everything written 
down. What you have to pay if you can’t make what the customer wants or.. It is not 
a trust situation, it’s more a controlled situation and everything is yeah, written 
down. “ Company B 

“Normally we make business agreements. That’s the hardest thing you have to make, 
the hardest thing is the paperwork to assess littlebit stations to different this and this, 
what we should pay and you know that’s very hard facts.  I think from very start to 
the end they do what they should do and we say what we should say. You can argue 
with them but if something goes wrong there.. That would be the first region of trust 
for me if they cant complite: it could be different, it could be that they cannot do 
what they said they would do with volumes or bad quality. They may have problem 
with fulfilling the commercial agreements. We normally call it QDC: Quality, 
Delivery, Cost the three letters that we use. QDC is what we try to have as our 
biggest three. And if they are working according to them they are consuming our 
trust.” Company C 

” There is nothing more important. The trust in timing and quality is the key. If the 
supplier delivers what has been agreed this is the goal. I mean this supplier will 
make it, but actually it never happens. It never happens, also with perfect suppliers it 
is that you’re listening their five or four star suppliers, they are always, they are also 
doing the mistakes. It also depends of what kind of engineers at the suppliers are 
working with; are these new guys, are these really experienced guys. There are some 
fields where you can, you know walk in the trap with also the supplier. But in 
general, trust, so the commitment of timing and quality and if the supplier delivers 
one time in exactly that agreed quality and time then perfect. It cannot get better.” 
Company A 

 
It seems that the contracts will form like a first level of trust: if the terms are not 
filled then there is no trust between partners or the trust will stay at the very 



39 
 
low level. Instead if the expectations are met, then the trust and the relationship 
between companies may be developed further. Thus it seems that building trust 
will still mostly happen by working together and fulfilling the expectations in 
the long run. 

“I think, If you have a lot of projects with the customer and the customer feels that 
we are able to handle all the projects and I think that’s a good base for the future that 
there can be trust for each other if all parties have a feel that it works and yeah, I 
think that’s the best way to make it for a long time for several years to work together. 
And if all is doing fine then the customer, yeah, it’s a fluent.” Company B 

“Actually, it will be borned with working, it has to be earned every day. And every 
day you have earned it again.” Company E 

Culture seemed to have some influence on how the trust can be built and how 
big value the trust has when making decisions about the new cooperating 
partners. This was highly highlighted by Company C.  

“We have two different cultures, its the Asian culture and a European culture.  
European one is we count on the performance and Japanese company is, believe on 
lets say traditional, trust and yeah. This kind of different culture. In European the 
cheapest one will be the winner with high quality. But Japanese traditional way they 
allways know each other since many years so it’s based on trust.” Company C 

“It’s based on the experience with the suppliers and off course with the 
recommendations of our customer. So mostly our materials for this company we are 
buying this from Japan because we trust such kind of suppliers which we work for 
since many years.” Company C 

 
Open discussion and honesty were mentioned to be the key for developing 
trust when the basic level of trust had been filled and companies had started 
their cooperation. In many answers the company representatives were talking 
about “being open” and having an immediate reaction and information when 
noticing a faulty part. Those representing the role of a client said that they can’t 
pre-check the parts so it’s extremely important that they can trust that all the 
items they get delivered from their suppliers are good quality. And if there has 
been a mistake they will get the information about the fault as soon as possible 
to minimize the damage. 

“So everybody should a have responsibilities to stop when something is not working. 
That’s what kind of philosophy we have in our company. We should have a some 
kind of whistle blowing if see something is not okey and when If the customer 
doesn’t know it we should fix it because the customer should not feel that they get 
something they have not asked. And we promote that people stop as early as they 
hear something is wrong. Then we promote that the biggest heroes in the company 
are those who really understand that if we don’t stop these or change these or do 
something now we will have problems in the later on. That’s the very big impact for 
the company. We need to have people who understand that to take responsibility 
and try to highlight for their closest friend to start working for the organisation that 
this is not working, how can we correct this or how can we change this problem. 
That’s what we have been promoted for many years. That’s part of our partnership. 
We are open, our company philosophy is that we are very open with this kind of 
behaviour. You can say that the behaviour should be promoted. You try to do 
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everything correct. That kind of behaviour is not always promoted in other 
companies.” Company D 

“We promote really if our supplier come and say you know we have delivered for 
you this faulty part then we give them a big applause. Instead of starting to fight 
with them we say thank you because that is the best we can do. Now we can correct 
what is wrong and to not make them call 6 months later that there is something 
mistaken and we didn’t tell you because we thought perhaps you would be angry…I 
mean you cannot expect that nobody will ever make something wrong but if you 
have that philosophy that’s ok, in the rest of the world we will not do something 
wrong. But when we do something wrong we have to make sure that we are aware 
of it.” Company D 

“Unfortunately, that (getting faulty parts) happens too because we don’t have any 
acceptance inspections. Last time we had one of those might have been in early 
eighties. Our business is based on that everyone delivers quality stuff: everybody 
delivers the right amount of right quality products in a right time. That is the 
assumption every day. In real world the reality is that always in some point you 
realize that it didn’t go like that.” Company E 

“It means that we are playing openly. That we are not hiding this here and we are 
also expecting them to open with us. As open as they can. Then it means that if faults 
are made then we will stop the line immediately and tell them about the situation. 
That we have noticed this and if we are afraid of that the faulty parts have already 
gone to deliveries, we tell them that and we will send some staff to check those 
delivered materials so that it hasn’t gone to production yet. “ Company F 

Company E also highlighted the importance of trust in building a reputation as 
a trustworthy partner in future relationships. Their representative believes that 
they got a contract with their current client because of their good work in the 
past with different client, who had endorsed them. 

“Well everything starts, let’s think of our customers to whom we will make huge 
promises. In my opinion sometimes crazy promises when we are selling projects like 
these. Our cooperation with Daimler started with very quick timing. The whole 
negotiation period lasted only few weeks and what I believe is that their decision (to 
work with us) was affected remarkably by their conversations with our previous 
customer Porsche. I am sure that they have been talking with each other a lot … So 
probably the work we had done with Porsche was now fruitful in the way that they 
(Mercedes) had the courage to go and try with us – even though even they didn’t 
believe to the timeline we had promised for them. But when succeed to do it with 
small tolerance delays – because for them it was important to get new cars to the 
market quickly, more capacity to the production- and when we reasonably managed 
to achieve what we had promised and quite quickly managed to get the quality level 
of the cars high. So it is the trust we have built but as I said it needs to be earned 
again every day. You need to keep with that level and you will lose it quite quickly if 
you can’t. It is everyday work to get it.” Company E 

 

4.5 Commitment 

Commitment to stay the long-term relationships seemed to be more need based 
than emotional based. Companies seemed to commit to those partners whom 
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are vital to the success of their business or whom they have confirmed to be 
trustworthy partners. Even tough commitment is based more on facts than 
emotions, it still seems to be a stronger bond than just an agreement. It seems to 
be more like a two-way benefit: both of partners will get something extra out of 
the relationship like education, machines and softwares or the partner may be 
flexible with their working hours or holidays.  

“We don’t focus on working with one supplier if we don’t believe in one supplier so 
you cannot say. I mean we try look at it as a very long term use. If we have like a 
1000 suppliers in a direct material area, we try to always go down with that that 
number because we have the manual we have use. We used to have 1700 now we 
have 1000. That’s one task we have. The other task is if we bring in a new supplier 
that should be a strategic reason that they could give a new let’s say a way of 
working in that strategic. They introduce our supplier. We try to avoid exceeding our 
suppliers we try to get rid of all our suppliers but normally you cannot say of how 
many year we prolonged with one supplier because in some areas we many of those 
suppliers we have worked for decades but some areas like electronics we are 
bringing new suppliers because we have introduced some new technology so we 
have some suppliers couples of years old. And additional are like stamping or 
injection moulding you can say we have had same suppliers for many years. 
Normally if we take a new supplier we try to stick with them and take them in to 
community for strategically reasons.” Company D 

“I think commitment is perhaps that they will have invest in us in certain timeframe 
or favour our missions. I mean commitment is for me perhaps more the long-term 
volume as I described. The whole our supply base is very long term to do. So we 
don’t give any benefits to someone who give us something very short sided. We only 
have what is long sided. We are more in people in that perspective. That’s perhaps 
the big difference between others and us in the industry” Company D 

“Well this whole factory is based on it, this would be here without it (commitment). 
In my opinion it can never be too much highlighted. Even though this “hero of the 
car factory” launched by this certain instance, sounds to me a bit grotesque. But it is 
hard to assimilate that we would be some kind of heroes. In that sense it is correct 
that there are few dozens of people working in key positions whom are extremely 
commitment here when working. Off course there are 4000 of us and everyone needs 
to be committed in every task. It would work other otherwise. But especially that 
core team that has been here for a long time, they have year by year been very 
flexible because of their commitment. As I mentioned we often have these kinds of 
situations that we have a new project in short notice and there was agreed on 
holidays but now we can’t make it. So, it naturally works like that.” Company E 

“Well I would believe it is that we know them, and they know us. And would think 
its also that we are able to work a bit across. So that they are bit like a one leg here in 
our business. And on my behalf, I have been working at the car factory before I came 
here. So I know the organization there. So it is the way that I know what it happening 
there and they know how things are done in here. That’s how it goes. … Well it is 
that we are striving to answer to their needs and according to the delivering program, 
to produce them materials with on going flow as a daily material delivery. Then it is 
like if it seems that we don’t have enough time or days and the delivery won’t be 
ready in time, then we will work also the weekends…actually, it kind of fits perfectly 
to this. This is just a right size and we get those robots done and we learn that 
robotics and things like that. And then this is a flowing income. So would probably 
say that the best of our clients, at least for now.” Company F 

The strategical facts and resources were highlighted in the answers of 
companies D and E. According to their answers it seems that commitment may 
exist mainly because of the high technical standards make it’s hard and risky to 
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take in new suppliers. Also the price and service quality are key factors when 
deciding to keep working with current partner.   

“It’s important if we work with one or five suppliers you can say it’s a big headache 
for us. If we take in a new supplier, we should be able work with them for many 
years. Because it’s a lifelong work taking in a new supplier. We have to make lots of 
audits and production quality function has to be more together with purchasing. In 
working with new suppliers, we try to improve our current supply base. The little 
story of auto business is that we are very very, you can say conservative in this 
perspective because if there are new technologies, we must put in new suppliers but 
otherwise we try to really stay in the same kind of business where we’re already 
in…There is so much what have to be correct. In automotive world we have very 
strict modifications. When we buy something, we have a drawing normally and the 
drawing is stating exactly what kind of material there should be, what kind of 
tolerances there should be and what kind of look it should be: perhaps it should be 
printed or be some kind of frequent of the sharpness. You know this one is so 
difficult to achieve in short time that when you have received it, you try use that kind 
of supply base, so we don’t always switch to new suppliers but it’s also big work to 
switch products between suppliers” Company D 

“It is purely rotten this game. Euro is the best consult and they need to have a need 
for this extra capacity. They need to get more cars in to the markets which will 
produce them financial benefits. And to get them to use exactly our capacity then we 
need to be competitive in every aspect: quality, price, in overall functions, in ability 
to bring in new products quickly as possible. But these are not the real reasons. Yeas, 
the cold facts are the reason why they are doing it (work with us). There is no charity 
in business.” Company E 

4.6 Cooperation 

When participants were describing the meaning of cooperation and how it 
affects to their relationships with suppliers or clients, there were few themes 
that raised up. Shared projects and cooperation in multiple levels seemed to be 
important factors for a successful cooperation. Companies that seemed to be 
especially happy with their relationships were highlighting the shared 
development projects. 
 

“It means extremely intense cooperation in every level. So we cannot have that like 
sales department would handle everything. Our sales department is, by honestly 
said, half blind about the practical work. They are mainly handling only the costs 
technical things and the costs management related to the occurring changes and that 
kind of stuff. But yes, every department needs have their own play partners with 
customer, whether its supply chain management, buying, logistics or assembling or 
body welding. All of them have their own customer contacts with whom they are 
negotiating with. There is no other way to work it but with very very wide and deep 
cooperation.” Company E 

“They demand us to be very cooperative company. So we cannot say that our usual 
buying parts, they would not except that, they would stop the development together 
with us. That’s how we do stuff. We don’t offer much from our style. What they 
come to look from their side to look at it it’s more like a cooperation of how you 
design how each thing should look like at the end of the day.” Company D 
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“Sometimes we try to do things differently and we will learn a lot from them. And 
especially in the beginning of the new project we will get from them a lot of 
information about which kind of production processes they are using and then we 
will be able to speed up our own processes by using the readymade thought. We 
don’t have the time and money to do it the same way, sometimes we need to apply, 
so it helps a lot in getting started.” Company E 

“Cooperation is like that we will work together in new projects. Thus we are the 
selling partner and part of the offering competition. Then when it is resolved that we 
will be working with them and we need to purchase adhesive machines and stuff, we 
will get support and education from them. Now when we have purchased welding 
robots to that new product even more, we get to use these XX welding softwares. 
They immaterial rights for these softwares so we get use those. Then we have the 
same kind of opportunity when purchasing some machines.” Company F 

 
The possibilities of joining to development projects with clients seems to be 
related to firms position in the supply chain. Company D said that their clients 
are expecting them to develop something unique for them but at the same time 
they are very rarely having the same kind of projects with their own suppliers.  

“Normally, you can say in the customer relations we are seen as a very very 
innovative, very very highly technological, very engineering driven company, which 
means that we have put a lot of resources in to research and development that’s 
typical to us. We have given ourselves a new product that we sell in five years which 
always comes with a new development. And that’s how we have been growing also 
through new products that we have developed ourselves. We are highly innovative 
and highly technological. That relates to our customer base.” Company D 

“No, no, not really. I mean the supply base is more guided by our specifications and 
drawings. We don’t have the resources and I don’t think it gives so much fact that we 
develop it that kind of way. Because we buy very specific parts that are indrawing 
parts in our final product. In some areas there could be some technological steps or 
frame tools that we want to do but it’s more rare then. In most cases we just buy at 
the market. Off course there is some operations on the wall but it’s more given by out 
of the drawings, it’s not specific. It’s not as open and highly technological as with our 
customers.” Company D 

Even though the position in the supply chain was important for Company D, 
there were also controversial experiences. Company E is delivering assemblies 
straight to their OEM client but still thinks that the differences in size and 
culture makes it hard to have common development projects. On the other 
hand Company F, who is a supplying for Company E, said that because of their 
long history and nearby location they get to take part on Company E’s projects 
at time to time.   

“We do get a lot of all kinds of information of what we are doing in here and they try 
to learn about what we do here. Many times, there is still a problem that we are quite 
a small player compared to them and those their processes and hierarchy and the 
organization is so different from us that many times we have not been able to get 
through that easy, quick and cheap way of doing things. Our client is running with 
so much bigger processes than we are. “ Company E 

“Middle-European culture is still quite different than Scandinavian or Finnish 
culture. In here we go quickly to straight, necessary contacts and the hierarchy of the 
organization is completely different. But still in Middle-Europe, in here we are 



44 
 

talking like one to another and from level to another level, on both sides. But in there 
(Middle-Europe) there the message will go like stairs: one side up and other side 
down. Something happens here (showing by fingers: down left) and then it comes 
back from hear (showing by fingers: goes to up, down to right, and from there back 
up and down in left). So, we don’t always get enough straight contact with the actual 
people who have the essential knowledge. That’s how it is sometimes, and it goes 
better the more the cooperation will weld together. But it is the hierarchy that is 
keeping us apart. That would be one thing that would make it easier.” Company E 

 
 
The way of companies handeled the problematic situations, like when 
discovering faulty parts, got a lot of attention in participants answers. One 
common theme seemed to be customers willingness to solve the problem 
together with suppliers. It seems like the high standards of automotive industry 
require both ways cooperation to solve the problem quickly as possible. Still 
there seemed to be different ways of communications especially between 
Company E and Company D. Company D seemed to take more active role 
when solving problems with their supplier while Company E seems to have a 
more distant role and leaving the main responsibility for their suppliers. 

“We have to promote that when something goes wrong we try to find the way and 
correct what is wrong. And in our supply base we have to really help them and they 
off course have to find the solution but we help them not to argue with them or try to 
shut them out. We have to help them and find the solution. There is their 
responsibility to tell but we have to be supportive in this kind of discussion. But 
otherwise it will hit us in the end of the day so it is very obvious that we do the same 
with all of our suppliers. Normally in all the way of our customers we have the 
similar behavior through the whole chain you can say... That’s very critical in our 
perspective. If it’s only that we discovered before we have put it in our final product 
then we can off course limit the effects. Then we can start using perhaps other parts 
until they have corrected the faulty part. But if it goes all the way to the customer 
and they even assembly it in their cars then we will get very big problems as.. I don’t 
know if you have followed that. There is catastrophe called Takata they’re faulty 
parts of airbags, which now explode, and they are dangerous. That has been going 
on for many years and now they are bankrupted. They will replace all their 
customers for their all faulty parts. So that’s the highest risk you have when your in 
first in delivering to the end customer. That you can get all the cost involved with 
you if you deliver faulty parts. In very fast passion you have to find the solution for 
what was going wrong and to make sure that doesn’t happen for the next time. 
That’s our biggest nightmare if we say that we should entry the similar problem like 
the name of the competitor I mentioned.” Company D 

“We have a system called Partner Net, where we will load all the possible data and 
then supplier will receive a notification by email that we have something important 
to say. And then they log in to the system to see what’s going on and then they have 
certain number of hours to give us their first answers for what in their point of view 
has been the problem in the bottom, why it has happened and what are their 
immediate actions to solve it. It is their job to give us the details about their 
production and describe to us that in which phase of their production this has started, 
has it happened multiple times and can they figure it out. Goal is that the problem 
will be caught as soon as possible and to do the corrective actions so that it won’t 
happen again. Later, after a few days they must send us the final report in which 
they will describe the long-term improvements and changes in production process 
they are going to do to make sure that these same problems won’t happen again in 
the future.” Company E 
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The biggest challenges that the companies of this study were having with their 
cooperation seemed to be related to high hierarchical levels and cultural 
differences, but also to the high safety standards.  

“Like prefer to go there and touch it and see of what that fault is. Not the way that in 
there their production someone will make a report to their manager who will take it 
to production quality engineer, who will notice about it to the production manager 
and who will then throw it to us” Company F 

“So there is kind of a mail man in between. In some cases, it is working but if we 
could get a contact who is already working in core, so that we would be able to 
discuss directly with the person who has noticed the fault. .. No. It is like. You can’t 
get to call directly to production. They will very fast give you feedback for doing it. 
And the same thing: nobody from production will never call to us because these SQ 
and Sourcing would see that people are jumping over them” Company F 
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5 DISCUSSION 

5.1 Theoretical contributions 

The purpose of this study was to examine how power asymmetry is seen in 
automotive industry and how companies are handelling the possible difficulties 
power asymmetry may cause. Another purpose was to get better knowledge 
about the role of other characters in B2B relationships when power asymmetry 
exists in a relationship. According to the results, dealing with the power 
asymmetry seems to be common part of the daily work among participating 
companies. In most of the cases of this study the power asymmetry was a result 
from size asymmetry. In this study’s cases it was the client that was bigger and 
had more power on negotiations.  

For some companies asymmetry caused more problems than others. 
Company F described the situation being like a love-hate-relationship. Most of 
the problems were related to reclaim costs that clients were charging from their 
suppliers. Clients expect their suppliers to have an efficient process for 
handeling the reclaims. Each supplier of the chain has 24 hours to give their 
report about what has gone wrong and why. Sometimes suppliers has to pay 
reclaim costs or fines for a faulty part that wasn’t their fault. Company F 
described that arguing with client would take more resources than what the 
monetary value of the fine is so it is easier just to pay the fines.  

As found out in Johnsen & Ford (2006) study, the asymmetry in a 
relationship does not automatically mean that the smaller actor is being coerced. 
Smaller firms may engage in asymmetric relationship as long as they perceive 
the stronger firm acting fairly (Das & Kasturi 2004; Kumar et al. 1995). The 
results of this study support the Das & Kasturi (2004) and Kumar et al. (1995) 
findings. Most of the smaller firms were satisfied with their cooperation with 
bigger or more dominant firms. Some of the firms recognized the power 
asymmetry and their role as less dominant partner but were still satisfied with 
relationship and their role in it. They thought that despite their dependend role, 
they had still been treated fairly.  

Two of the dominant partners admitted straight that they have different 
rules than what their suppliers have. They didn’t have strict delivery times or as 
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big risk of getting fees if the delivery is being late. Company D also had better 
chance to get involved in development projects with their customers. They said 
that they don’t do the same kind of projects with their suppliers. The imbalance 
of the shared projects affects to suppliers possibilities to increase their 
professionality and to increase the closeness of the relationship. According to 
the study of Johnsen & Ford (2008) the exclusivity and the professional value 
that shared development projects could bring to the relationship are the key for 
the smaller firms to create the kind of value to their partners that will create a 
longlasting relationship. Common development projects would be especially 
important for smaller suppliers. According to the results of this study it seems 
that the shared development projects are mainly happening between Tier 1 and 
OEM suppliers. Shared project rarely happens between smaller suppliers like 
Tier 3 or Tier 2 suppliers and their clients. 

The clear use of coercive power didn’t came out in the interviews. 
According to Harness et al. (2018) study the coercive power can take many 
forms and it can be for example restricting resources from the partner or forcing 
the partner to do certaing things that they would not athorwise have done. 
Many of the companies said that they don’t accept the use of coercive power at 
all. Even tough the clear use of coercive poewer could not been seen, 
participants were telling situations that had some similar features with using 
coersive power. Some suppliers told about fines that they may get if they are 
delivering faulty parts. They said that in some cases it is nearly impossible to 
recognise the fault when they pack the delivery. Fault may be the kind of fault 
that will be visible only later when client paints the part. Stopping the 
production at Tier1 / OEM production line may cause suppliers expensive fees 
to pay.  One of the participants told about pre-orders that they will make for 
new possible suppliers. It may take up to one and half years for supplier to get 
the confirmation of the new contract. Before contract they asked to deliver 
multiple test sample and to go trough different audits. Supplier candidates are 
asked to do a lot of relationship specific investments before they will get any 
compensation from their cooperation. These situations were explained to be a 
part of terms and conditions deal or existing because of the high safety 
standards.  

Previous studies have suggested that coercive power is harmfull for the 
relationship and that it will decrease the trust and commitment in the 
relationship (Sheu 2015). In Boulding’s (1989) study using the coercive power 
has named to be the negative-sum-game in which both parties will lose or the 
winner’s gain is not enough to cover the opponent’s loss. The results of this 
study supports the findings of earlier studies. Many of the participants 
described coersive power being a lose-lose game. Even tough any of the 
participants had not experienced coercive power in their current relationships, 
few companies told that they had experienced it on their earlier relationships or 
know some companies that are still using it. The way the power is used will 
have direct results to the atmosphere of the relationship (Johnsen & Lacoste 
2016).  

Raven & French Jr (1958) has identified five power bases; reward power, 
expert power, coercive power, legitimate power and referent power. Among the 
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participants of this study the most common forms of power were reward power 
and expert power. Also at the starting point of the relationship companies 
seems to have had characters of referent power. According to the results of this 
study these companies seems to use mainly positive forms of power that could 
also be called non-coercive power.  

In this study all of the participants described themselves to be dependent 
or extremely dependent of their customer and suppliers. When they were asked 
more defined questions about their dependency of their suppliers versus their 
depency of their clients they described that losing the suppliers would stop 
their production lines but it is easier to find a new supplier than a client. Some 
of the companies even described that they had kept all the strategically 
important parts in their own manufacturing and outsourced only simple mass 
production parts. If something would go wrong, it would be easier to find a 
replacement. This refers that among the participants of this study it seems that 
the dependence is not in balance in the automotive industry. According to 
Johnsen & Lacoste (2016) customer-supplier relationships seem to develop more 
smoothly if the capabilities, resources and characteristics of the relationship are 
strategically equal. According to this study’s results the capabilities, resources 
and characteristics of relationships are not equal between companies.  

Trust and commitment were seen as extremely important part of the 
relationship. Most of the participants said that there wouldn’t be relationship 
without trust and commitment. Also several researches has proved trust and 
commitment as necessary parts of the relationship. Interesting in the answers of 
this research was that when speaking about trust, most of the participant’s told 
about terms of a deal and how the trust will be build little by little when parter 
is fullfilling their expectation, which means honoring the contract. Many 
theories and definitions of trust is based on the assumption that trust is an 
emotional state. In example Rousseau et al. (1998, 395) has stated ” Trust is a 
psychological state comprising the intention to accept vulnerability based upon 
positive expectations of the intentions or behavior of another”. According to 
Kumar et al. (1995) trust exist in supply chain when a firm believes its partner is 
honest and interested of both party’s economical welfare. Rousseau et al. and 
Kumar et al. descriptions of trust include possible risks and setting oneself 
vulnerable. That kind of emotional trust was rarely found from the answers of 
participant companies. Instead, it seemed that trust was based on signed Terms 
and Conditions and was ment to minimize the possible risk.  

According to he findings of this research the emotional form of trust 
towards trade parner is hardly visible in automotive industry. One explanation 
is that emotional form of trust is hard for employees to recognise or the 
relationships in automotive industry are so tightly build around the 
documented terms and conditions that emotional trust seems unnecessary. 
Only company E and F were describing emotional trust in their answers. Also 
company D told about their philosophy of rewarding their suppliers if they 
notice a fault and tell it to company D. This kind of action is one example of 
how the trust can be explored in automotive industry. 

Developing trust takes time and is the sum of many details. In 
international trade understanding the national cultural norms and values of the 
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cooperating firm may help in process (Lee & Trim 2012). The findings of this 
study support the Lee & Trims findings. The differences in cultural norms and 
hierarchical levels was mentioned to be one the factors that made cooperation 
and communication between companies challenging. One of the participants 
mentioned that they prefer to cooperate with Asian suppliers because they have 
been working with them earlier and they know that they can trust them more 
than what they can trust to companies from western countries.  

Commitment is a psychological state that determines the relationship 
between two parties and is one of the biggest influencers when making the 
decision of whether or not to continue in that particular relationship (Meyer & 
Allen, 1997). Trust and commitment seemed to be developing together. One 
can’t exist without another. Also previous studies suggest this finding. 
According to Kähkönen’s (2014) study trust, commitment and information 
sharing are the key factors for successful relationship. The signs of high level of 
commitment was seen in the answers by changing resources and as a 
willingness to work long days and weekends if needed. Company E company F 
relationship was an good example of that. Companies were committed to work 
together by having mutual projects and sharing program licences and 
education. Companies have been working together for decades and both of 
them are satisfied with the relationship.   

Most of the relationships had features from affective commitment, 
habitual commitment and economic commitment. The relationship between 
Company E and Company F was clearly different from the relationships that 
other companies were described. Their relationship seemed to based on mostly 
affective commitment and habitual commitment. Other companies relationship 
seemed to be based on mix of affective commitment, habitual commitment and 
economical commitment. There seemed to be no clear features of forced 
commitment or normative commitment with any of the participating 
companies. The features of economical commitment were mostly related to the 
costs that changing the supplier or customer would cause.  

The most of the companies were satisfied with their relationships. 
Companies that were highly satisfied had clear processes for creating trust and 
to the change of information and resources. They felt that they were treated 
fairly. Company E and F relationship had also a long history in personal level 
and a lot of shared development projects.  

The high standards and safety regulations was named to be the reason of 
why companies don’t like to shop around as company D stated. Looking for a 
new partner seemed to be a strategical decision and is made by customers only 
if it gives some new competitive advantage for them or they lack trust towards 
their current supplier. Changing supplier takes a lot of customer’s resources 
and that’s why it seems to be a common advantage to maintain in the 
relationship. No use of coercive power was found among the participant 
companies in this study. All of the companies described themselves to be 
satisfied with their relationships and cooperation with suppliers and clients. 
The results of this study supports the Jain et al. (2010) and Jean et al. (2013) 
findings which refers that developing trust and commitment may have positive 
effects on increasing companies strategical performance.  
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Because of the lack of coercive power there was no evidence related to the 
effects of the use of corcive power. The results of this study highlights the 
importance of developing trust and commitment in the relationship. All the 
participating companies were satisfied to their relationship and many of those 
relationships have lasted many years. It can’t be said that the companies would 
have had succesfull and long lasting relationships mainly because of non-
coercive power. This study supports the earlier findings (Jain et al. 2010; Jean et 
al. 2013) that trust and commitment seems to be the key elements of the 
successfull relationships. The results of this study also suggest that the cultural 
norms and communication have important role in the relationships. Many 
companies named communication as one of the things that they would like to 
develop in their relationships. Also different hierarchival levels seemed to be 
causing problems for the participating companies.  

5.2 Managerial contributions 

Based on the results of this study it seems that trust and commitment play 
important role in determining the success of the relationship. In asymmetric 
relationship the importance of trust and commitment seemed to be remarkable. 
According to the results of this study managers should focus on developing 
trust and commitment if they hope to build longlasting and profitable 
relationships.  

For suppliers trust seemed to be formed through good quality and ontime 
deliveries. Clients gained trust by treating their suppliers fairly and being able 
to communicate with them. Especially in situations of handeling the faulty parts 
the open communication that goes both ways seemed to be important. 
According to the findings of this study managers should focus on developing 
communication with partner companies. The ability to communicate in 
multiple levels seemed to be one of things that still needs to be developed. It 
seems that high hierarchical differences are sometimes making the efficient 
communication difficult. 

In this study there was one pair of companies who have had a long history 
together. They described that during the decades they have had many common 
projects and they know each other on a personal level. This supports the earlier 
literature suggestions that especially small companies should use the 
relationsip learning and actively try to participate to development projects with 
their partners.  
 

5.3 Limitations of the study 

The aim of this study was enlight the importance of different features in B2B 
relationships in automotive industry. The aim was also to understand how the 
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possible use of coersive power would be seen in the relationships and what 
kind of challengies the power asymmetry would cause.  

The results highlight the importance of developing trust and commitment 
in the relationships which have a high level of power- and size asymmetry. 
Instead no clear signs of the use of coersive power was reported. Despite the 
results of this study, it would be shortsided to say that power asymmetry does 
not exist in the automotive industry anymore. There are several limitations that 
must be taken account when making conclusions based on this research. 

The participating group of this study consist 6 employee from 6 different 
companies. Considering the size of the whole automotive industry and the 
hundreds of companies from small part suppliers to Tier level companies and 
OEM’s, the sample of this study is relatively small. To be able to make 
conclusions regarding a whole automotive industry the research group should 
be remarkably bigger. Also the nature of qualitative research means that the 
results are valid only within the participant group of the research. Thus the 
results can not be expendend to a wider group.  

The nature of power asymmetry and coersive power must be noticed 
when evaluating the the results of this study. Especially coercive power has a 
negative image and companies seemed to be carefull when speaking about it. 
Companies participating this study were telling their views openly but they all 
said that they don’t support the use of coercive power. Interview invitations 
were sent to 30 companies but only these 3 answered. Some of the companies 
sent back their sustainability report but denyed from the interview. Would it be 
possible that any company who is using the coercive power is not able to speak 
about it? If this assumption is true then the real amount of coersive power in the 
industry will be challenging to examine.  

5.4 Future research 

This study can give the knowledge of power asymmetry and coercive power 
only from 6 companies view. In future there is a need for a new study with 
bigger sample of companies to get real and trustworthy information about the 
situation in the whole industry. The participanting companies of this study 
were mainly from the nordic countries. In pre-interviews made in IAA 
Frankfurt several companies told about cultural differences according to trust 
and the use of coersive power. In future research these cultural differences 
should be taken account better.  

The power asymmetry itself and the different forms of it would also need 
its own research. There seems to be many ways of how power asymmetry is 
reflected to companies’ cooperation. Understanding this better could open the 
new ways for companies to solve the possible problems and conflicts.   



52 
 
REFERENCES 

 

Argyres, N. S., Liebeskind, J. P. 1999. Contractual commitments, bargaining 
power, and governance inseparability: Incorporating history into 
transaction cost theory. The Academy of Management Review 24, 49-63. 

Banzal, H. S., Irving, P.G., Taylor, S. F. 2004. A three-component model of 
customer to service providers. Journal of the Academy of Marketing 
Science, 32, 234-250. 

Blowfield, M., Murray, A. 2011. Corporate responsibility 2nd edition. Oxford: 
Oxford University Press. 

Boulding, K. E. 1989. Three faces of power. Newbury Park: Sage Publications. 
Bryman, A., Bell, E. 2007. Business research methods. New York: Oxford 

University Press.  
Carroll, A. B. 1979. A Three dimensional conceptual model of corporate social 

performance. Academy of Management Review 4, 497-505. 
Chang, K. H., Gotcher D. F. 2007. Safeguarding investments and creation of 

transaction value in asymmetric international subcontracting relationships: 
The role of relationship learning and relational capital. Journal of World 
Business 42, 477–488. 

Chicksand, D. 2015. Partnerships: The role that power plays in shaping 
collaborative buyer–supplier exchanges. Industrial Marketing 
Management 48, 121–139. 

Coser, I. 1956. The functions of social conflict. New York: Free Press. 
Cowan, K., Paswan, A. K., Van Steenburg, E. 2015. When inter-firm relationship 

benefits mitigate power asymmetry. Industrial Marketing Manegament 48, 
140-148. 

Cox, A. 2004. The art of the possible: relationship management in power 
regimes and supply chains. Supply Chain Management: An International 
Journal 9, 346–356. 

Cäker, M. 2008. Intertwined coordination mechanisms in interorganizational 
relationships with dominated suppliers. Management Accounting 
Research 19 (3), 231-251. 

Das, N., Kasturi, R.V. 2004. Building and sustaining buyer-seller relationships in 
mature industrial markets. Journal of Marketing 68(3), 63-77 

Emerson, R. M. 1962. Power-dependence relations. American Sociological 
Review 27, 31–41. 

Eriksson, P., Kovalainen, A. 2008. Qualitative methods in business research. 
SAGE Publications. E-book. 

Eskola, J., Suoranta, J. 1998. Johdatus laadulliseen tutkimukseen. Tampere: 
Vastapaino. E-book. 

Ford, L., Fulkerson, D. 1962. Flows in networks. Princeton: Princeton University 
Press.  



53 
 
Freeman, E. 1984. Strategic management: A stakeholder approach. Boston, MA: 
Pitman. 
Galbraith, J. K. 1952. American capitalism: The concept of countervailing power. 

Boston, MA: Houghton Mifflin. 
Gaspar, R., E. 2017. Large firm dominance on country's entrepreneurship 

potentials. Journal of Global Entrepreneurship Research 7(1), 1-16. 
Geyskens, I., Steenkamp, J. E. M., Scheer, L. K., Kumar, N. 1996. The effects of 

trust and interdependence on relationship commitment: A trans-Atlantic 
study. International Journal of Research in Marketing 13(4), 303-317. 

Harness, D., Ranaweera, C., Karjaluoto, H., Jayawardhena, C. (2018). The role of 
negative and positive forms of power in supporting CSR alignment and 
commitment between large firms and SMEs. Industrial Marketing 
Management 75, 17-30. 

Hirsjärvi, S., Hurme, H. 2015. Tutkimushaastattelu: Teemahaastattelun teoria ja 
käytäntö. Helsinki: Gaudeamus. E-book.  

Hirsjärvi, S., Remes, P., Sajavaara, P. 1997. Tutki ja kirjoita. Helsinki: 
Kustannusosakeyhtiö Tammi.  

Homburg, C., Wilczek, H., Hahn, A. 2014. Looking beyond the horizon: how to 
approach the customers' customers in business-to-business markets. 
Journal of Marketing 78(5), 58-77. 

Jain, M., Khalil, S., Johnston, W. J., Cheng, J. M-S. 2013. The performance 
implications of power-trust relationship: The moderating role of 
commitment in the supplier-retailer relationship. Industrial Marketing 
Management 43, 312–321. 

Jean, R-J., Sinkovics, R. R., Kim, D. 2010. Drivers and performance outcomes of 
relationship learning for suppliers in cross-border customer–supplier 
relationships: the role of communication culture. Journal of International 
Marketing, American Marketing Association 18(1), 63–85. 

Johnsen, R. E., Ford, D. 2008. Exploring the concept of asymmetry: A typology 
for analysing customer–supplier relationships. Industrial Marketing 
Management 37, 471–483. 

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

Keiningham, T. L, Aksoy, L., Buoye, A., Frennea, C. M.,Mittal, V. 2015. A five 
component customer commitment model: Implications for repurchase 
intentions in Goods and Services industries. Journal of Service Research 
18(4) 433-450. 

Kumar, N., Scheer, L. K., Steenkamp, J. E. M. 1995. The effects of perceived 
interdependence on dealer attitudes. Journal of Marketing Research 32 (3), 
348-356. 

Kähkönen, A-K. 2014. The influence of power position on the depth of 
collaboration. Supply Chain Management 19(1), 17-30. 

Lee, C., Johnsen, R. E. 2012. Asymmetric customer–supplier relationship 
development in Taiwanese electronics firms. Industrial Marketing 
Management 41(4), 692-705. 



54 
 
Lee, Y. I., Trim, P. R-J. 2012. How mutuality reinforces partnership development: 

Japanese and Korean marketing perspectives. Industrial Marketing 
Management 41, 770–779. 

Leonidou, C. L., Talis, M. A., Leonidou, C. N. 2008. Exercised power as a driver 
of trust and commitment in cross-border industrial byer-seller 
relationships. Industrial Marketing Managent 37, 92-103. 

Metsämuuronen, J. 2011. Tutkimuksen tekemisen perusteet ihmistieteissä. 
Helsinki: International Methelp Oy. E-book.  

Meyer, J. P., Allen, N. J. 1997. Commitment in the workplace: Theory, research 
and application. California: Thousand Oaks. 

Meyer, J. P., Allen, N. J. 1991. A three-component conceptualization of 
organizational commitment. Human Resource Management Review 1, 61-
89. 

Meyer,  J. P., Stanley, D. J., Herscovitch, L., Topolnytsky, L. 2002. Affective, 
continuance, and normative commitment to the organization: A meta-
analysis of antecedents, correlates, and consequences. Journal of 
Vocational Business 61, 20-52. 

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

Munksgaard, K. B., Johnsen, R. E., Patterson, C. M. 2015. Knowing me, knowing 
you: Self- and collective interests in goal development in asymmetric 
relationships. Industrial Marketing Management 48, 160-173. 

Phillips, P. A. 2003. Customer-oriented hotel aesthetics: A shareholder value 
perspec- tive. Journal of Retail and Leisure Property 3(4), 365–373.  

Pondy, L. 1967. Organizational conflict: concepts and models. Administrative 
Science Quarterly 12(2), 296-320. 

Raven, B., French, J. R. P. 1958. Legitimate power, coercive power, and 
observability in social influence. Sociometry, 21(2), 83-97. 

Rindt, J., Mouzas, S. 2015. Exercising power in asymmetric relationships: The 
use of private rules. Industrial Marketing Management 48, 202-213. 

Rousseau, D. M., Sitkin, S. B., Burt, R. S., Camerer, C. 1998. Not so different after 
all: A cross-discipline view of trust. Academy of Management Review 
23(3), 393–404.  

Russo, A., Perrini, F. 2009. Investing stakeholder theory and social capital: CSR 
in large firms and SEMs. Journal of Business Ethics 91, 207-221. 

Selnes, F. & Sallis, J. 2003. Promoting relationship learning. Journal of 
Marketing 68, 80-95.  

Sheu, J-B. 2015. Power shifts and relationship quality improvement of 
producer–retailer green channel dyads under government intervention. 
Industrial Marketing Management 50, 97-116. 

Smith, J. H. 2003. The shareholder vs. stakeholder debate. MIT Sloan 
Management Review 44, 85-90. 

Thorne, D. M., Ferrell, O. C. Ferrell, L. 2008. Business and society: A strategic 
approach to social responsibility. 3rd edition. Boston: Houghton Mifflin 
Company. 

Vaaland, T. I., Håkansson, H. 2003. Exploring interorganizational conflict in 
complex projects. Industrial Marketing Management 32(2), 127-138. 



55 
 
Wang, Y. 2004. Observations on the organizational commitment of Chinese 

employees: comparative studies of state-owned enterprises and foreign-
invested enterprises. The Journal of Human Resource Management 15(4-5), 
649-669. 

The automotive supply chain explained (Cited 1.4.2019). Available:  
<URL:https://medium.com/self-driving-cars/the-automotive-supply-chain-

explained-d4e74250106f > 
KSS Quality First Supplier Manual (Cited 12.3.2019). Available: 
<URL:http://portal.keysafetyinc.com/supplier_docs/Forms/AllItems.aspx?Ro

otFolder=%2Fsupplier_docs%2F01%2E%20KSS%20Quality%20First%20Su
pplier%20Requirements%20Manual&FolderCTID=0x0120006CA55561661
57E45A33D3D065951F8AD&View=%7bF751E655-B328-45AD-8F11-
82E290C62B38%7d > 

Business dictionary (Cited 1.2.2018). Available: 
<URL:www.businessdictionary.com> 
 
 
  



56 
 
EXAMPLE TRANSCRIPTS FROM THE INTERVIEWS 

Interview 1: Company A, Frankfurt 20.9.2017, duration 00:16:14 
 

- Could you please describe to me your supply chain as a big picture: what 
is your position in it? 

- We are actually a Tier 1 supplier for airbags and for steering wheels and 
seatbelts and our supply chain is basically we are self-developing and 
producing inflators and the cushions, sometimes also the covers. And 
then we have suppliers for metal components so for example our 
housings and stuff like that we buy from external suppliers. So that 
means our supply chain is limited to just few components of our 
modules itself. Some of the suppliers we have to select and some of the 
suppliers for wheels, customer selects by their own because they want 
only to work with this supplier and we don’t have to select the supplier 
they are basically pre-selecting the supplier by our customers. So in 
terms of the module for passenger airbags were basically producing 
ourselves the inflator, one component, were developing, were producing 
the cushion the second component, were also producing the housing in 
certain components. And there are these three components we are 
buying from other suppliers. That is how we live in the supply chain. 
 

- And how are you feeling about your position in a supply chain? Are you 
happy with that or do you wish any changes to it? 

- Well as an engineer, the supply chain, the purchasing, our purchasing is 
the most important key factor. So the engineer can actually only talk to 
our internal purchasing guy and explain him the situation with the 
supplier and he has to fix it. The engineer has actually no force down to 
the supplier to tell them what to do. Because the engineer doesn’t buy it, 
it’s the purchasing guys buys the parts from the suppliers. That’s to me 
as the most tricky point because you always have a person in between. 
They understand the purchasing side and the financier side but not the 
engineering side and sometimes this makes it extremely difficult. But 
what this is, I think it’s mainly everywhere in development the same case. 
Because the engineer is not directly linked to the suppliers. If we are in 
the prototype phase we have our suppliers for the prototype parts. Ok, 
this is a different supplier, this.. it  he is just delivering prototype units to 
the engineering. If we are moving over to the production it comes to the 
production suppliers and they are always in our company, they are 
always named by the purchasing guys. The purchasing selects three, four, 
five, six different supplier and we are basically choosing the best location 
of the supplier and for sure also the costs, the best price of the supplier 
the quality of it. So this is the part of the purchasing takes care. But if you 
have problems later on or in between, the development over to the 
production process, your problems with the suppliers is tough to really 
get the supplier to work as you want it. Okay, you always have 
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purchasing in between, and the purchasing doesn’t you know, it’s 
basically, its’ their interest to find the cheap supplier that delivers the 
part lower price than the other ones but it’s not always the best supplier 
for the engineer. So this is the kind of interaction we have which I don’t 
like. Where the engineer is basically not really directly linked to the 
supplier. That is to me the most critical point. But we lose also kind of 
communication and we lose the kind of knowledge transfer. The 
supplier has most likely really the best knowledge of this product. He 
knows exactly how that stamping part should look like, he knows 
exactly how that stamping part should look like in your product. And 
now there is purchasing in between. Excuse me but purchasing, they 
know a lot but not about the product and this is the link that I’m missing 
directly. 

- Okey, so would you say it’s more a internal problem of the company? 
- It is a kind of the problem of how you organise your business. Do you 

always have to have purchasing in between and the purchasing has the 
right to make the judgement or is it engineering who can make the 
judgement? This is the kind of organisation. 
 

- Have you confronted any challenges or problems related to the 
functioning of the supply chain?  

- Can you repeat it? 
- Have you confront any challenges or problems with the supply chain? 
- It is such a general question… in principle if you have a supplier that 

work with you for a longer time you don’t have any issues. You can get 
directly in contact with them. They are basically working also with the 
direct contact, so the engineer is not going over the purchasing. If you 
have a new supplier and for the supplier, it’s very important that you are 
a big customer or small customer.  If you are big customer for them they 
will walk through burning loops for you. If your business is not enough 
for this supplier, you’re the next door the third or four guys on the line. 
So, the challenge that I have with is the supplier is, if you are having 
production problems with the part in the field and you’re basically 
trying to organise an AD report for that sometimes the suppliers are they 
are good in that process in creating an AD, creating a route course on the 
license, and sometimes the suppliers they are too slow. They are just 
because you are a small size company or the small size customer for 
them, your trying to.. you know, move the bigger ones ahead and the 
smaller ones are basically in the back. So this is the challenge that you 
have. You have to push the suppliers to make that job and you have get 
the supplier actually to improve their process, improve their tooling and 
all this kind of stuff and this always the question back and force regards: 
We offered you something, you bought it, and you want to change it 
because we don’t fulfil for example your credit correction’s or your 
drawing in totally. But then always start this discussion back and force. 
You’re drawing of what’s not ready in time and we quarter based this 
and this.. So it’s just a general question. How can I answer that? There 
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are problems that we have with the suppliers but they are most likely not 
product related. They are basically their process, our process, and also 
their response time it is the critical factor. Response time is everything in 
our industry: we got a problem it’s near to the production the most likely 
if we have suppliers, the suppliers are for production. If something 
happens in the production, it’s it risks to stop the line of the customer. 
That means you have to have in 24 hours an answer. If you are not 
responsible for the problem but your supplier or your even the supplier 
after supplier, so the tier 3 supplier is. Imagine what that chain means for 
you. You start that process that comes maybe three days, four days, five 
days afterwards with an answer. You know the customer is doing? He is 
freaking out. So that’s kind of problems that we are living. 
 

- Have you ever had a situation when the supply is really late and then 
when you said it’s kind of a domino effect when the supplier is late and 
then it moves forward until the next step always, does they get penalty 
for it? 

- It depends on a contract. You saying if they get a penalty for it?  
- For sure. If it’s definitely written in the contract that they have deliver in 

this quality with this milestone and they don’t deliver the drawings says 
whatever you have to have and there’s plus/minus ten millimetres 
tolerance and they are out of it, they have to correct that and... If can not 
make it in time, they have to, they would be charged for sure. Okey, they 
have to pay money for this. It’s a contract and it really is.. It is only as 
good as the contract is. So if the contract is not stable enough and you 
have not fixed milestones you have not fixed the quality that you will 
except in this phase then it’s basically really on open book and the 
supplier can deliver whatever they want and you cannot re charge them. 
One of the big things is you’re getting higher number of effortless first of 
two parts and you’re basically check the parts controlling the part and 
then your measuring the parts, most likely it is the first of tool samples 
are the ones that cause you any related time are the ones for you to start 
already using in some samples of the customer. And most likely the 
parts of the first samples are out of tolerance. So this is the kind of umm 
the deal that you always have. You have to go back to the supplier and 
say that you have to you know change your process, whatever copier 
made us right, these are the cushions that you have. And then if they 
completely fail, they would be charged.  
 

- How big or how important do you think is the trust and commitment in 
the, in your supply chain? 

- It doesn’t get more important. There is nothing more important. The 
trust in timing and quality is the key. If the supplier delivers what has 
been agreed this is the goal. I mean this supplier will make it, but 
actually it never happens. It never happens, also with perfect suppliers it 
is that you’re listening their five or four-star suppliers, they are always, 
they are also doing the mistakes. It also depends of what kind of 
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engineers at the suppliers are working with; are these new guys, are 
these really experienced guys. There are some fields where you can, you 
know walk in the trap with also the supplier. But in general, trust, so the 
commitment of timing and quality and if the supplier delivers one time 
in exactly that agreed quality and time then perfect. It cannot get better.  

- Okey. So then if they succeed for delivering of what you have ordered in 
time and in good quality, they can expect a long relationship? 

- Exactly! That’s the key for us to the customer and the key for our 
supplier to us. Yeah, that’s the main thing. 
  

- How dependent you consider being of the supplier of about the 
suppliers of yours and then the retailers? I think I must revise: How 
dependent you are from your suppliers or your retailers? Or is there any 
difference? 

- I mean, I’m extremely dependent of my suppliers. They’re basis can stop 
my line and if my line is staying still, the line of the customer stands still. 
It is like that. So we are Tier 1, if the models doesn’t walk out to the 
customer because of the housing is missing so from the supplier, dead 
end. So it’s extremely important. We are dependent of the suppliers on 
the commitment and the deliveries in time.  

- Would you say that you are more dependent of your suppliers than your 
retailers? Is there one part that would be easier to change for another? 

- Well, the pieces that we have that will be delivered from the suppliers 
are, let me say the lowest knowledge pieces. The heart like the inflator 
and also the cushions comes from us. Okey. So, there is a lot, there is 
really a lot that can go wrong with the inflator and also with cushions. 
That’s why we think, that field must be owned by us. That’s why we do 
this. If there are many changes to the cushions, there are many changes 
to folding, there might also be changes to inflator size and inflator power. 
So that’s why we own that and little parts like housings, the things that 
you can actually really replace very quick. Like this supplier is dead 
because of what ever he is, he is bankruptcy. We can switch to another 
one. Because of stamp parts, like the housing or a steel or plastic can be 
made by anybody. So I’m dependent of the supplier but if he doesn’t 
deliver in the certain time we have to stop this relationship and move to 
another. I hope I answered to your question.  

- Yes you answered and that was actually the last question so thank you.  
- Your welcome.  

 
 
Interview 6. Company F, Laitila, December. Tier 1 supplier, duration 00.55.47 
 
 
So could you please tell me about your responsibilities? 
 
Well kind of an overall responsibility of our automotive side. Our CEO is 
responsible for the overall business. I take care of our (automotive side) 
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offerings, customer relationships and keep the production spinning. So almost 
everything is a it under my control. 
 
And how big your organizarion is? 
 
Now we have around 110 to 120 employees plus 17 supervisory engineers 
working for us. 
 
Ok. So as a small business in automotive industry you have quite many 
employees.  
 
Yeas we have. Or in that way that those who are working directly in 
automotive side, they we have 37 employees today.  
 
Yes. And what is the main product or service of your automotive industry? 
Our main product is a building service. We do these kinds of sub-assemblies 
from the components that our clients have delivered for us. 
 
And which kind of market area do you have in automotive, where are you 
selling to? 
 
It is Finland yes. We are selling those assemblies to XX. 
 
And could you tell me a bit more about your customers? At this moment I 
know you have at least XX, what exactly are producing for them?  
 
To them we are producing those, we are combining those components by 
welding. Clients will deliver the materials for us and in here we will make the 
subb-assemblies so that it will fit better to their own sub-assemblies. Because we 
can make these single, so called production cells that can be added to the sub-
assemblies, in which will better suit to the production line of the car factory. So 
because for them it would we too tight space to do it. And about the other 
clients..(searches information from laptop) Yes. At the moment XX is our 
biggest client by revenue. They will cover about 20-25% of our sells. And it is 
relatively really a bigger client because in those numbers, there is no material 
costs included.  As an example, our next biggest client XX is nearly as big. They 
also cover about 20% of our revenue but with them there is also materials 
included, so it’s like that. The rest of our client base is, well.. were are doing this, 
this a engineering workshop and we do the sub-contractor services for metal 
industry based on our clients needs, what the client wants. We have also our 
own product: Sisu putki, which we strive to sell to the global markets and to 
make it known, so that it is the company’s own. But most of the times we are 
sub-contractor engineering workshop. Other bigger clients we have is that XX 
that provides components to the wrapping machines and the XX which is  now 
the biggest of our smallest clients. They have closed their functions in Urjala 
and moved it to the Czech. From Czech we will have about 7% of our revenue. 
So it’s like that. We have 10 main clients, who will bring about 80% of our 



61 
 
revenue and them we have a lot of smaller, a much smaller customers, maybe 
around 50-100 customers.  
 
So you have a classical dividend that 20% of our customer will bring 80% of our 
revenue. 
 
Yes, that is how it goes. At the early days XX has founded precisely to support 
the functions of our client. That from there, I don’t remember the name of who 
has founded this but he has been asked to start this kind of business. First they 
were in Vehmas. Afterwards they have moved here in Laitila. So it was 
founded in 1973 and purely to answer the needs of the car factory which meant 
manufacturing Saab and the sub-assemblies and the assemblies of the new parts 
for Saab. During 90’ and the last decades there were produced the parts of Saab, 
we were actually a part supplier. And then when that Saab died, I quess it can 
be said since even in Sweden they don’t have any other function but electrical 
side today. So with that, the automotive was totally gone from this company 
nearby 2008. Except of the times that car factory was manufacturing XX then for 
those we must sold. But then it ended up too and there were a few cold years 
when nothing happened at automotive side. It was a big crash at the end of last 
decade but since we have got a lot of new client base and it has expanded a lot. 
When earlier Saab had probably about a 90% share of this company. If could 
that in its worse times the revenue of us has dropped down to 4-5 million a year 
during 2008. But after that with new clients we have had a growth of one 
million per year so now we are at good upward swing. So that from the 
beginning when the manufacturing of XX started in Uusikaupunki, from that 
time we have also been back in automotive business. But in between there was 
a time when we weren’t. 
 
How long customer relationships you usually have? 
 
Yes, those are long relationships. So that.. from there car factory, it is from the 
year 1973 that relationship. Though in between there was the time that it wasn’t 
but off course by then when the car factory was also cold that there wasn’t any 
(producing), they always had some prototyping going on and we were along in 
those. Any concepts they had we went to build it. So yes, a very long 
relationship it is. And now when I look at this list of our clients, then years. I 
recognize some of those from the time when in beginning of 90’ I have been 
here doing my own engineer thesis and the half of these 30 of our biggest 
clients have been working with us since that. So those are very long 
relationships. 
 
Would you say that it really is more like relationship instead of just being a 
supplier and a client? 
 
Yes. The biggest clients, yes. Those are really long relationships. During the last 
7 years there is one company XX that has became as new big client. 
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If you are thinking about the relationship between you and XX, how would you 
describe it? 
 
Yeah, well how to say. Sometimes it is like Finland to Sweden, it is a bit like a 
love-hate-relationship. We handle things differently but they still seems to be 
having the trust in us always. So that our cooperation is working well, there’s 
nothing. But off course when they are so big so that sometimes they are 
crashing us over. But on personal level there are also nice people working so we 
have get along well and that when, needed we will get a help from there for 
some certain things. Some big machine purchases we are able to do with their 
help so that is a good thing. Otherwise we would be helplessly lagged behind. 
 
Do you situations where you get to develop new ways of working or new 
products with them? Or are the instructions always given from them? 
 
Yes, kind of we get, but the demands are quite readymade yes. That is true. But 
sometimes we are doing it in the way that if they have some intstuructions or a 
manual from their client about how something must be done: that which dot 
will be put to where first, then so it will be done. Even though I would be 
happy to see it the way that if we are producing for them these sub-assemblies 
then we should be able to order about which kind of jigs and other stuff are 
needed. And then they would deliver those jigs to here and then we would hit 
those jigs in those spots. When now if we are expected to produce those jigs and 
to solve out of how it should be produced but the concept has already been 
locked in, then is quite a hard case. And then when we should also be able to 
compete with the price also. 
 
Do you have feeling that your hands are tight?  
 
Yes. Like if we would mae the same king of jigs that XX has and they have a bit 
more of money to use for it.. then well if would make the exact same kind of jigs 
and tell them and it will cost this and this much and then they would ask of 
how much it will cost in Germany.. we wouldn’t be asked to do it then. They 
expect us to find some lighter way to produce it but, in the way that it still fits 
to the lines of their instructions. 
 
You mentioned about the price, how you been in the situations where you need 
sell your services cheaper than what would be healthy for the business? 
 
Yes. We have to do it all the time. 
 
With whom do you have those price negotiations? Is it with your client? 
Yes, because they are the client whom we are selling to. That otherwise they 
will do it by themselves. So that we must be able to do it cheaper that what it 
would costs for them do it by themselves. 
 
Ok. And in long run is it still profitable? 
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Yes it is. It goes like when we have finished the concepts and then starts the 
producing time. When we are selling the service then we will count that certain 
production time. We can count of how fast the robot is moving and what is this 
action time, the production time. Then when we reach that time, we will start to 
strengthen the screw and to see of where we can cut out some seconds. And 
from there it comes anyways. The total that we have is 15-20 sub-assemblies  
and it’s production takes approximately 1700 seconds. From there we will start 
to go down until it’s around 1300 seconds. With these volumes it means that we 
can cut off five people’s hours from the production.  
 
So you consider it as a fair deal in total? 
 
Yes I do. Like some things I feel tricky. Like when they give notice of defects, 
they will automatically decrease it. Regardless of I would accept the 
reclamation or not. They will reduce those reclamation costs and stuff from our 
receivables. It is not always the of if I will get that refund or not. Most of the 
times it work well but yes, they are overriding us in these situations. 
 
Can you give some example about those reclamations? Are those solely your 
mistakes or can be related to something else too? 
 
Yes, it can be like that if we get faulty parts from somewhere else. Components 
are coming from suppliers and if de don’t notice that is in the small defect in 
form of a big curve or something like that which will become visible at the 
painted surface only when the paint is already on. So then it has some dent or 
something like that which we don’t even have a chance of noticing, these may 
come. Mainly when if the reclamation comes, those are correctly validated. 
What should I say, which would be a typical? The typical would probably be 
the kind of nut welding. The nut has been faulty and the welding has failed but 
it extremely hard to say if it has been our fault or whose fault it is. Off course it 
can be that if we have an electrical fault in our infrastructure and that’s why the 
nut will be welded badly. But there are times when the nut is has been zinc 
coated, the thickness if the zinc varies that is causing the changes with how well 
the nut will be welded. So those are like that. These are a bit of spiritual things 
to able know it. 
 
So you feel like you should have a crystal ball to know it? 
 
Well yes. Every one that comes ( the nuts) we should have it to now exactly the 
thicknesses for sure.  
 
Do you then have a possibility to send those reclaims further? Or are those only 
left in your hands? 
 
It is like, in principle we have a chance to reclaim to the car factory on some 
products or parts but very rarely those will have any effects. More likely I have 
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held a list of disruptions which I will communicate to their purchasing manager 
that these sorts of things happen. It is not really hard to do those reclaims. I 
used to do it for some time during the production of the XX but when I had 
done 20, the handling of the reclaims was not the same kind than what they are 
requiring from us. And that’s a bit different thing. It will take a lot more work 
hours from us to answer for reclaims. They don’t see it the way that they are 
actually also a supplier for us. It would help a lot. 
 
So basically if those reclaims occur, you will the suffer it on your own? 
  
Well yes. Only if we are able clearly show that it was not our mistake. But it 
always takes a lot of work to get it off. So if it concerns one to two parts then 
what would be the reclaim costs compared to what we could get back.. thinking 
of how much time and money it would take that you get thirty euros back from 
your client. That’s why we easily drop it.  
 
What do you think are the most important characteristics to keep the 
cooperation working well with your clients, and in this case with XX? 
 
 
Which would be the most important characteristics? Well I would believe it is 
that we know them, and they know us. And would think its also that we are 
able to work a bit across. So that they are bit like a one leg here in our business. 
And on my behalf, I have been working at the car factory before I came here. So 
I know the organization there. So it is the way that I know what it happening 
there and they know hw things are done in here. That’s how it goes. 
 
Yes. Next I will give you a few terms and I hope that you would tell me about 
what those terms means to you in your work and in your relationship with XX. 
First one is trust. 
 
It means that we are playing openly. That we are not hiding this here and we 
are also expecting them to open with us. As open as they can. Then it means 
that if faults are made then we will stop the line immediately and tell them 
about the situation. That we have noticed this and if we are afraid of that the 
faulty parts have already gone to deliveries, we tell them that and we will send 
some staff to check those delivered materials so that it hasn’t gone to 
production yet.  
 
And I guess they are happy with it? 
 
Yes. Even though in Finnish style they will be cursing and a bit acting up first. 
But at the end of the day everyone are satisfied that we were able to catch the 
reason and then we are able to move forwards. 
 
Right. And how about cooperation? 
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Well, Cooperation is like that we will work together in new projects. Thus we 
are the selling partner and part of the offering competition. Then when it is 
resolved that we will be working with them and we need to purchase adhesive 
machines and stuff, we will get support and education from them. Now when 
we have purchased welding robots to that new product even more, we get to 
use these XX welding softwares. They immaterial rights for these softwares so 
we get use those. Then we have the same kind of opportunity when purchasing 
some machines.  
 
Yes. So it is smart for both parties. 
 
Yes, that will happen. And about cooperation: if they have some need for their 
corporation’s project then we will that prototype together. We will offer 
consultation about it and about how some components should be produced.  
 
Yes, and how about conflict? 
 
It usually always has money involved. It’s like for some things we may have 
had to argued, but we have not really drifted to it (conflict). We have been 
closed to conflict, but we have always managed to work it out through 
cooperation. We have managed solve things.  
 
So you haven’t have any severe conflicts and you have been able settle the hard 
situation? 
 
Yes, we have been able to solve it. Usually the things causing it are related to 
something like when doing the offering and we have offered (to do) the whole 
component, in one component as a presumption in one picture and in model 
stage it showed that there is a whole in that component our job was to assembly 
the nut into it. But then when those components came to us, there weren’t those 
wholes at all. We had to get a five times more expensive nut assembling 
machine so that we could make the perforations at the same time. These 
situations are causing it. 
 
And then commitment? 
 
Well it is that we are striving to answer to their needs and according to the 
delivering program, to produce them materials with on going flow as a daily 
material delivery. Then it is like if it seems that we don’t have enough time or 
days and the delivery won’t be ready in time, then we will work also the 
weekends. 
 
Right. And how about power? 
 
Well that we don’t have in here much, that’s correct. To that it is hard to say. XX 
really has the power in this thing. 
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How do you feel that they are using the power towards you? 
 
I would say that mainly fairly. Sometimes some people may be a bit more 
difficult with that than some others. But I would say that mainly with those 
people who are in straight contact with us, so that we can provide this 
relationship, those are acting quite fairly.  
 
And then the last one would be dependence. 
 
I ques in here we are as much dependent in each other, both ways. Or as little I 
would maybe say today.  
 
You too have a little different situation compared to what it was at the times of 
Saab. During those days you were much dependend on it and it’s important 
client today too, but maybe.. 
 
Yes. It is important client but not the way that our business would fall down 
with it. And then on the other hand, if we would stop suppling for them.. sure 
it would affect some pain in their end but it is vey one way, they would be able 
fix it quickly. 
  
So if we imagine the situation where they would start to bargain about the 
prices too much and you would not accept it – either or of yours business 
would stop to it? 
 
Yes, no it wouldn’t. But we are playing very openly so that they know of how 
fast we are producing and what is the margin that we get from it. So it is like, 
they don’t even start to cut it down. I would say that surely, they would find 
someone who would take the money and do our job. But would they find with 
that price if they would screw us out with money? I don’t think so. Probably 
price will not be the issue. 
 
Sure they also know your limits with that.. 
Yes, it is when you are making deals. First they will reach my paint point and 
then they go to our CEO and bargain out a little more. That’s how it is 
sometimes. 
 
Right. And when you have a long history with XX then you must have other 
value points besides money: location, personal relationships.. 
 
Yes. We are so nearby here that we are that we are like an extension of their 
welding house. It takes half on hour to deliver the items. 
 
What is the main goal for you to cooperate with XX? Or have you set some 
goals? 
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No, probably we haven’t set any official goal. Now we probably will, well by 
it’s revenue, XX is such a big client for us that we should probably confirm this 
from our CEO, but as I have understood is that we don’t necessary want to raise 
it anymore. So like other business needs then to grow up in the same relation. 
Now we are in kind of our target level with one client and that may not have 
been our goal, but it has turned out to be a good thing. What we will start to get 
now is the automation that we have now had a chance to do with XX. We have 
been studied a lot about this and it is something that what towards we are 
striving very much and what we are aspiring also beyond automotive industry.  
 
So in case of XX the goal is to maintain the cooperation in the way as it now? 
 
Yes. And actually, it kind of fits perfectly to this. This is just a right size and we 
get those robots done and we learn that robotics and things like that. And then 
this is a flowing income. So would probably say that the best of our clients, at 
least for now. 
 
Right. As they said in their interview that the factory is closed only 2 days a 
year. It means that cars are built up all the time and that means also ongoing 
work flow for you too. 
 
Yes. It is a decent work load so that is good. During autumn when the XX were 
in production, half of our production sides employees were working with car 
production. 
 
And what do you think is the reason of why XX on their side has been 
committed to work with you? 
 
I guess it is this location and then we have this experience. Long history 
anyways so they do know that there would always be other options on the east 
side too. And yes I know that there are also those people who would actively 
want more suppliers besides us in this area. I guess it is the advantage that we 
have location and the experience to working in automotive industry. Besides 
Stera there is no other firms.  
 
And is there something that you would like change in your relationship with 
XX? You earlier mentioned some things.? 
  
Yes. It could be deeper that cooperation. So that if they would only let me a bit 
more in to their production. I know which way I need to go to find out certain 
things but so that (I would like) it would be clearly open. Like in those projects 
we are all the time reporting that how our share is proceeding. But from them 
we get the message from changes suddenly out of nowhere: that they are ahead 
in some things and that they need somethings ahead of timetable. If we would 
be more in in there and we would here of which stage they are working. And so 
that they wouldn’t be doing those testing by themselves but would take me and 
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few of my colleagues to do it: we would go there, make the tests assemblies and 
see what could be done to it. That part I would like to develop. 
 
So would it be like predicting the process better? 
 
Yes. So that what we are producing for them, we should off course get a clear 
picture about it. Like prefer to go there and touch it and see of what that fault is. 
Not the way that in there their production someone will make a report to their 
manager who will take it to production quality engineer, who will notice about 
it to the production manager and who will then throw it to us.. 
 
 And then you start to read it here.. 
Yes then I start to read it here. So I would prefer it the way that. That in opinion 
the food chain is too long, it should..That hierarchical line there in car factory: 
there is sourcing that handles the mandatory purchasing side and then they are 
supervising the work of their clients supplier and stuff. Then there is supplier 
quality, so which are throwing here everything that they are given at the factory. 
So there is kind of a mail man in between. In some cases, it is working but if we 
could get a contact who is already working in core, so that we would be able to 
discuss directly with the person who has noticed the fault. 
 
Right. So what kind of possibilities you have? Do you have like phone number 
to call or?  
 
Yeah No. It is like. You can’t get to call directly to production. They will very 
fast give you feedback for doing it. And the same thing: nobody from 
production will never call to us because these SQ and Sourcing would see that 
people are jumping over them. 
 
Have you got any explanation for it or do you know why it is like that? 
 
I don’t know why it is like that. I don’t know why it couldn’t be thought that 
there could be also other ways to do it. There is their own hierarchy. Car factory 
has renewed  a lot now when they had a consulting firm making a organization 
reform, it was a XX thing. But at the time when I was there, there were so many 
layers in that organization and from there everyone has now dropped one or 
two steps downwards. There it is, it was, it is still so hierarchical, even in 
history it was hierarchical and now today when they still have these 90 decade 
leaders working so.. 
 
It is not so easy to let go of the familiar manners? 
 
No, it is not. It is like so hierarchical by tradition. That’s how I see it. I already 
saw it when I was working there for a moment. In between I was working at the 
cellphone office at Nokia and with electrobil, where was a totally different 
organization structure. So that when I went to there car factory I was like: wait 
a secobd, now we got 15- 20 back in time and this hierarchy. 
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As in total: how satified are you to your cooperation with XX? 
 
Well I would say that overall I am satisfied. In those frames and with these 
organizations well. This goes quite much up to that I have personal 
relationships to there. So that if someone else would be my follower then for 
them the job would be remarkably more difficult. It may be like that to them we 
are also able to shout but not by anyone else me or our CEO. We can give them 
a hard speech but not anyone else from there. 
 
How the cooperation with XX has affect to your companys profitability? 
 
Positively. Yes, it has been effected positively. It is an important client. 
 
And has that cooperation effected to your other networks? Have you got some 
new partners because of it? 
 
No other way but that we got that automation. And some new machine 
suppliers to whom we are a bit married then produce those cars. It will affect to 
production by that robotics automation and trough those but I don’t see that it 
really would have effected. But by that part yes that we can say that we are a 
supplier in automotive industry and that we are TS certified company. It has 
effected to a few new clients. 
 
Right. So it is kind of referral of certain quality and trustworthiness? 
 
yes. So that they can expect that we have the certain assembling tools and the 
customers know that they can require the use of it. 
 
yes. So here were all the research questions. Do you have anything you would 
like to ad or specify something that we talked about? 
 
No. I would say that on average things are going well. This is ok: it will give us 
some headache, but it will also give us money. It will be all right.  
 
 


