Jacob, F., Schatzle, S., Zerbini, F., “Culture as aue in cross-border supplier
assessment”, Proceedings International Marketing Tends Conference 2015

Prof. Dr. Frank Jacob
ESCP Europe Wirtschaftshochschule Berlin
Heubnerweg 8-10, D-14059 Berlin
flacob@escpeurope.eu

Sarah Schatzle
ESCP Europe Wirtschaftshochschule Berlin
Heubnerweg 8-10, D-14059 Berlin
sschaetzle@escpeurope.eu

Prof. Fabrizio Zerbini
ESCP Europe Paris Campus
79, avenue de la République

F-75543 Paris cedex 11

fzerbini@escpeurope.eu

ISBN: 978-2-9532811-2-5



Culture as a cue in cross-border supplier assessnten

In cross-border B2B settings customers can usesbppliers’ culture as a cue in making supplier
assessments. In order to better understand theamieats behind this we propose an adapted
framework of culture as a two-level phenomenon Wwitihme country as a surface-level category and
organizational competence as a deep-level cateGoryan empirical validation we undertook an
exploratory and qualitative study among 17 puraigasigents from car manufacturers in three
European countries. As methodology we applied tepegrid analysis. 8 competence traits related to
culture could be extracted: customer competentiejegfcy competence, project competence, solution
competence, technology competence, innovation ctanpe, relationship competence, and quality

competence.



Introduction

Buying and selling across borders has always bégermaendous importance for companies
acting in business-to-business (B2B) markets: litiraks of history, manufacturers needed to
procure input factors for their operations thaeonfhad to be sourced from countries or
regions other than their home base (Monczka, HaltjfGiunipero, & Patterson, 2011). In
turn, suppliers needed to look beyond the boungarfi¢heir own home countries in order to
find a customer base large enough to ensure ther@mbdemand needed for survival and
healthy growth (Anderson, Narus, & Narayandas, 2088d since the beginning of the
1980s, an ever growing increase in internatioradrhas impacted market conditions for all
sectors of modern economies even more significghdyitt, 1983). This is particularly true
for countries of the European Union, where todayweerage two thirds of trade crosses
borders (Eurostat, 2011).

Culture has been identified as a decisive devicexplaining the differences between
marketing in a purely national context in conttastnarketing in an international context
(Tse, Lee, Vertinsky, & Wehrung, 1988). In a crbossders B2B setting, the role of culture
may be a very particular one: as has been suggespedcurement literature (e.g. Carter,
Maltz, Maltz, Goh, & Yan, 2010; Blocker, 2011; yapplier’s cultural origin as observed by
a customer may be a cue for preference shapingeooustomer side. One quite early study,
in fact, goes as far as stating that “ ... locatias heen found to be the most important
supplier characteristic” (Hakansson & Wootz, 197%1) in industrial supplier selection.
Observed culture — in contrast to inherent cultuteus potentially plays a pivotal role as a
salient attribute within cross-cultural B2B markgisodes. Knowing about and
understanding the presumably rather implicit memas behind this role of culture could be
of major importance to both, suppliers and custem®ased on such insight customers could
perhaps more purposefully direct their purchasiegsions and procurement activities while
suppliers could use it to fine-tune their marketamgl selling. Researchers would be able to
better make sense of how B2B market transactiomsadorders unfold.

Previous research in consumer marketing has taektather similar effect by looking at so
called country-of-origin effects (Bilkey & Nes, 188Saran & Gupta, 2012). Here,
information on a country-of-origin is describedaasue for product quality with a symbolic
and emotional value to consumers (Verlegh & Stemmka 999). Country-of-origin effects in
consumer marketing, therefore, primarily pertaiptoducts or brands as objects of customer
choice making (e.g. Bilkey, 1993; Lee, Lee, & L2813). While the existence of country-of-
origin effects is generally acknowledged for B2Bisgs (Bradley, 2001; Verlegh

& Steenkamp, 1999) too, specific differences betw82B and consumer marketing settings
need to be considered. In B2B settings, procuremathipurchasing people on the buying
side take a more holistic perspective by lookirggpad deal more at characteristics of the
supplier organization as object of assessmenternitrast to a more narrow perspective on
the product as typical for end consumers (CunningBaNhite, 1973). This position is also
often purported in more fundamental writings on keéing in B2B settings, according to
which competition is between firms (Morgan & Hub994) — and, thus, not products. A shift
of emphasis in country-of-origin research from prcicto firm-level considerations
particularly for the B2B sphere has therefore bepggsted (Samiee, 1994). Writers in
industrial purchasing literature who took a morenmative approach by suggesting formal
decision models for systematic supplier selecteg.(Min, 1994) have somehow conformed
to this call by including suppliers’ home countiyitare into proposed criteria lists for
supplier evaluation. However, this supposes amatioomprehension on the side of the
acting parties on culture as a selection criteri®yncontrast, the effect we want to address in
our research is more implicit and could be congdexs a perceptional “bias” (Carter et al.,
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2010, 357) rooted in (observed) culture. Both défeces taken together justify a research
perspective in its own right which up to now andite best of our knowledge has not been
taken yet (see also Cunningham, 1980; Tate & Ell2009; Ulaga, 2011).

The purpose of this research, therefore, is tebetiderstand the nature and role of culture as
assessment cue for customer preference buildirsgipplier firms in inter-cultural B2B

settings. To do so, we will first position the tojm existing streams of thought and extant
literature. This will then be followed by a primgrqualitative empirical study aiming at
identifying corresponding cultural dimensions ahnelitt relevance for a customer’s supplier
assessment in a specific inter-cultural B2B setting

Theoretical background
The nature of culture

The role of culture as prime determinant is redylsiressed in marketing writings
(Cleveland & Laroche, 2007). Definitions of cultumee manifold and include that of Kroeber
and Kluckhohn (Kroeber & Kluckhohn, 1952), thateyivby Trianidis (Triandis, 1972), and
the more recent framework provided by Nisbett e(Nilsbett, Peng, Choi, & Norenzayan,
2001). A very prominent definition goes back totimgs by Geert Hofstede who framed
culture as “the collective programming of the mwmdich distinguishes the members of one
human group from another” (Hofstede, 1984, p. 2B0fstede also developed the much
acclaimed Value Survey Module (VSM) which consddtsriginally four and later five
cultural dimensions or traits. These include: podistance, individualism, masculinity,
uncertainty avoidance, and long term orientatioofskéde’s VSM is helpful in that it
explains how a cultural context shapes values wthieh again impact perception, thinking
and decision making of individuals. The framewdhkis, paved the way for viewing culture
as a two levels phenomenon where a surface-ledeh aleep-level are to be distinguished
(Stahl, Maznevski, Voigt, & Jonsen, 2010). Surfémee! culture reflects overt demographic
criteria, such as nationality or national backg@ain, 2001). In contrast, a deep-level
approach to culture assesses underlying valueaits. tBoth interact.

There is also much agreement on culture origindtioig different layers of establishment,
such as national, organizational, or professioaa. (Carter et al., 2010). In this sense,
cultural influences on individual decision-makinghlavior, such as norms of thinking and
perception, can emanate from many sources, reguitia distinction of e.g. national culture,
organizational/corporate culture, and professicoélre. In addition to considering upper
layers solely as sources of culture, others alsgectured and empirically demonstrated links
even among those upper layers, more particularlydtteet al. who found in their study “an
association between national culture and corpandtare” (Hewitt, Money, & Sharma, 2006,
p. 388). Thus, we can argue that genuine charatitsrion a company level are subject to the
specific national culture surrounding this compaaryjdea also clearly expressed in the
theoretical reasoning by d’lribarne (d'Iribarnep2RD However, this link is not yet fully
understood in marketing research (Cunningham, 1880) thus, needs more clarification.
Figure 1 illustrates the traditional national/orgational-to-individual link in contrast to a
national-to-organizational link.
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Figure 1: Levels of culture

When shifting the focus away from the individuatiaowards the company or organization
as the carrier of culture a first but perhaps nformal implication is to replace nationality as
for example documented in an individual’s passpgrihome country as the general category
to characterize the surface-level. A firm's homentoy is thereby understood as “the nation
with which it is identified culturally ... typicallyhe home country is the area of the firm's
core operating units, and often the nation thastituites the largest portion of the firm's
sales” (McGahan & Victer, 2010, p. 146). More faaching implications from this shift,
however, are to be expected on the deep-level vtherealidity of Hofstede’s VSM with its
five well known value dimensions is often questidii@r a general review see Spector,
Cooper, & Sparks, 2001; Venaik & Brewer, 2013) rddanna et al. (Karahanna, Evaristo, &
Srite, 2005) therefore suggest resorting to alteredrameworks for deconstructing culture
and develop an independent proposal by drawinglynostprevious work of Rokeach
(Rokeach, 1973). For that matter they conceptu#fiaecompetence dimensions may be
better suited than value traits to explain cultsiteipact when the company or organization
constitutes the object of analysis in contrasheindividual: “We posit that ... organizational
and group cultures involve predominantly the aatjars of competence” (Karahanna et al.,
2005, p. 12). Deep-level culture as pertaining t@mpany or organization would then be
represented by firm competences instead of theev@tstem as proposed for the individual.
Figure 2 illustrates the shift in perspective orfate-level and deep-level when comparing
the individual and the company as carriers of calt@imilar ideas have also been developed
in the field of innovation management where catisaliare postulated between the cultural
context of the company (home country culture), iratmn capabilities of the company
(competences), and company performance (innovatiur), 2009; also Quatraro, 2009).
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Figure 2: Surface-level and deep-level of culture

Based on this reasoning we conclude that the coné@ompetence deserves increased
attention in our effort to understand the naturewfure on the level of the company and its
role in supplier assessment across borders.

The competence culture link

Competence could be a key for better understartimgature of culture on the level of the
organization. While behavioral sciences traditibnlloked at competence as a personality
trait (Anderson, 1980), the competence-based uwenvanagement sciences (Prahalad &
Hamel, 1990; Freiling, 2004) puts the focus on oiz@ions, companies in particular.
Competences, also competences or capabilitieghiere defined as “complex bundles of
skills and accumulated knowledge, exercised thrarghnizational processes, that enable
firms to coordinate activities and make use ofrthesets” (Day, 1994, p. 38). They, thus,
complement resources and establish the foundatioiné emergence of competitive
advantages of a firm (Barney, 1991). This competipower results from distinctive features
of those competences including their nature asiecemf customer value, their uniqueness in
the market place, and their immunity to attemptsofation (Teece, Pisano, & Shuen, 1997).
The latter is often traced back to the rather ta&itire of knowledge as standing behind those
competences (Day, 1994). Tacit knowledge contiasdgied knowledge and typically is
shared among members of an organization. In ocdexplain the emergence and diffusion of
such tacit knowledge writers from the competencgetaiew (Grant, 1996) further refer to
theories of knowledge creation (e.g. Nonaka, 1294l the great emphasis that is given to
socialization there. Socialization in knowledgeati@n is described as a learning mechanism
that does not require language and, instead, én dfdsed on sharing experience. The same
authors (Grant, 1996; Grant, 1991) also point ttucel as a major conduit for socialization.
Culture would thus contribute to the shaping ofamigational competences which in reverse
could be categorized as higher-order, i.e. “capisgslgoing beyond the scope of single firm
command” (Quatraro, 2009, p. 1334) or “capabilitiest have a distinct national ... stamp”
(Foss, 1996, p. 7). Similar thoughts, in fact, hagen put forward in writings on what could
be called localized knowledge spillovers or intrsttct competence (i.e. Camisoén & Forés,
2011; Quatraro, 2009) where the context, howevas, Mmited more narrowly as a
geographical district and not the larger territofyhe supplier home country.



When shifting our focus from the level of the indwal to the level of the organization we
could, thus, precise a specific understanding titiceias the collectively shared set of
competences which distinguishes companies of onetgocontext from those of another.

Observed culture and perceived competence

Customer companies in B2B markets interact witlpsaps not only to procure products and
services as input factors to their own operatiarnsalbso to get access to such competences
they deem important but do not dispose of currgf@érbini, Golfetto, & Gibbert, 2007;
Goffin, Szwejczewski, & New, 1997). By a somewhatguloxical contrast, the tacit nature of
competences that makes them so valuable on theamtehampers exactly these attempts of
identifying and assessing external sources of ctenpe on the other hand. A customer
company might therefore be very limited in its dbito diligently collect, consider and
process information on a supplier's competencelprahd forced to resort to more implicit
and indirect modes of assessment making. The eliboiikelihood model or dual-process
theory with their distinction of a central and aipkeral route of thinking provide a
theoretical foundation for that (e.g. Petty & Biin®012). Scarcity of mental resources and a
lack of overt information thereby forces peoplalé&viate from elaborated modes of cognition
(central) and reverts them to rely much more orribcs and cues (peripheral). Put
differently, ambiguity from perceived informatios disambiguated using contextual cues
(Trope, 1986). Culture with its double nature oisérg simultaneously both, on a surface-
level and on a deep-level could provide exactlg tunctionality and thus fill the gap as
found before. The prior makes culture easily idatile and, hence, suitable as a cue and the
latter provides access to at least some of thenrdton undisclosed otherwise. In other
words, supplier home country culture could actragrgortant cue in assessing a supplier’s
competence profiles. Others, in fact, refer to #ascountry equity” (Papadopoulos &
Heslop, 2001, p. 427).

We explicitly stress that this does not refuteakisstence and importance of many other both
explicit criteria and implicit cues in assessingu@plier's competence structure. However, the
salient nature of our argument to us justifiesraiependent perspective. It also seems worth
mentioning that the notion of culture as a cuecfampetence has been put forward previously
in the country-of-origin literature (e.g. Fiske, dtly, Glick, & Jun Xu, 2002) where it was
discussed extensively (Chattalas, Kramer, & Taka@ag). However, the use of the term in
that context was one-dimensional and clearly judgalg€high versus low competence) in
contrast to the multi-dimensional and categoricalarstanding of competence assumed here
and adopted from the competence-based view oirtingéompetence profile).

Our theoretical discussion can be summarized #®afe] Despite much evidence from extant
literature to assume a key role of culture as aitweoss-border supplier assessment, insight
into the mechanisms behind this effect is rathmitéd. A framework with the supplier home
country as the category to describe culture onfaserlevel and competence as the
equivalent on a deep-level bears the potentiaktgihg to fill this gap.

Our reasoning also yields questions that arecgigih and need to be answered in order to
advance the endeavor we pursue, as among themretyinghat are the primary
competence traits that are typically subject tastamer perceived cue effect from a supplier
home country culture? Following writings by Huntuiii, 2010; Hunt, 2013) we consider
answering this questions a contribution to the@yaliopment in marketing. In the next
section we will, therefore, present the design ahalysis of data, and the findings of an
empirical study we undertook to investigate exatttlg issue.



Empirical study
Methodology selection

In general, a qualitative approach to empiricatéaesh is recommended if the question under
investigation is rather novel and elements fording detailed research models are still
merely unknown or unclear (e.g. Malhotra, Birks\Wdlls, 2012; Hunt, 2013). Special
emphasis to a qualitative research mode is alsessd for the application in the wider field
of issues in cross-cultural management (Javalgin@t & Brashear Alejandro, 2011). Both
criteria apply to our project and qualitative resbatherefore, seems to be an avenue
worthwhile pursuing. Focus groups, depth intervieavel projective techniques are general
categories of qualitative research procedures. ies@mny undoubted advantages the prior
two, i.e. focus groups and depth interviews, ageilialy criticized for several inherent
disadvantages (e.g. Bailey, 2008), among themdetery to nourish biases related to the
interviewer and a limited capacity to provide f@ngralizations due to a low level of
standardization. Projective techniques are defaseth structured indirect way of
investigating the whys of situations” (DonoghueQ@@®. 47; also Webb, 1992). Repertory
grid technique (RG) fits into that third group abpedures and has been praised for
overcoming precisely the shortcomings mentionedteefior focus groups and depth
interviews (Lemke, Goffin, & Szwejczewski, 2003hd& method is conceded to be powerful
in uncovering or surfacing complex tacit percepsiorhile at the same time being
characterized by a high level of standardizatioen¢¢, RG is both “phenomenological ... in
that it would attempt to capture the participarg @erceptions and constructs [and]
idiographic in that those individual responses waubt be lost in a statistical averaging
exercise” ({Smith 1995 #2423, p. 162). RG allowsdimgle respondent analysis as well as
for multi-respondent studies (Jankowicz, 2005)Ids@f prior application within the
marketing discipline include research on luxury d@@Heine, 2009), on business
relationships (Lemke et al., 2003), and studiegdastrial products (Lichtenthal &
Goodwin, 2006).

The RG method originates from Kelly’s personal ¢aret theory (Kelly, 1955; Kelly, 1963)
and was later elaborated by other representative®tivational research (e.g. Fransella &
Bannister, 1977). According to this theory indivaditimake sense of their environment (other
individuals, events, things, etc.) by assessingrashor stating similarity and dissimilarity.
The dimensions of similarity and dissimilarity aegerred to as the personal constructs and
help people to organize their thinking. As Kellgtstd, “a person’s construct system is
composed of a finite number of dichotomous conssiu&elly, 1963, p. 59). RG aims at
uncovering a person’s repertoire of such merellicitfronstructs and rests on two major
pillars in practical execution: a triadic elicitati procedure and a grid based rating procedure
(Jankowicz, 2005). To administer triadic elicitatidirst, a sample set of elements needs to be
specified. This set of elements represents thedfpbjects under investigation, e.g. other
individuals etc. Second, from this set of typicalpund ten objects a sub-sample of three is
drawn and the respondent is asked to select twofdhtee that are similar to each other and
different from the remaining third. Finally, thespondent is invited to justify his grouping
verbally. This justification should contain a geaderation term reflecting the construct and
two contrasting poles for that generalization. Otinig is completed a new sample of three is
drawn and the procedure reiterated until saturas@eached, i.e. results repeat. The grid
rating builds on the list of construct developedirch a way. By applying a standardized
table format (the grid) respondents are requestedtt each single element from the set of
objects by each single construct on a scale betieetwo respective and opposite poles. The
scale numerically spans between 1 for the pole thighpositive valence and 7 for the pole
with the negative valence. A practical hands-omguo RG procedures is provided by
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Jankowicz (Jankowicz, 2005). The type of constroatsstudy would strive to uncover is
customer assumptions on supplier competences g lidhind information on supplier
home country and stemming from the culture asatra&tterizes this home country.

Based on the large fit between our broader resasbjettives and the nature of RG we
decided to build our empirical work on this method.

Sample selection

A qualitative approach to data collection impliedifferent mode of sampling as compared to
quantitative research. While representativenegsiamtitative studies typically is reached
through what is called random or probabilistic shngp scholars suggested a purposeful or
purposive sampling approach for qualitative worar{@lowski, 1995). “The logic and power
of purposeful sampling lies in selecting informatiach cases for study in depth” (Patton,
2009, p. 169). Translated to our study purposefai@ing includes the systematic and
appropriate choice of an industry sector, of congmman the customer side of this sector, and
of informants from within those companies to figalhdergo the RG interviews.

As for the industry sector it should first and foi@st clearly be business-to-business. Within
the B2B sphere the sector should also “manifespliomenon of interest intensely (but not
extremely)” (Patton, 2009; p. 171). In order toson generalizability and avoid
unsystematic distortion, although never completedth sides of the market, supply and
demand, should each be characterized by as muatnodgeneity as possible. The sector
should also exhibit a history in and a sufficiemtcaunt of cross-border trade. Reasons of
pragmatism in research suggest to us finding asedtere geo-regional dispersion despite a
prevalence of cross-border trade is not too extengill these criteria seem to be met by the
automotive sector in Europe, with car producershencustomer side and component
manufacturers as suppliers. First, both OEMs apglgrs are companies, thus providing for
a B2B setting. Second, since the concept of thenaaibile as the core for both, car
manufacturing and component production, is so defined and fairly standardized a high
level of inter-organizational homogeneity for baeitles of the market emerged. Third,
according to information publically available thgiufinancial reporting and pertaining to the
period 2012 major automotive OEMs in Europe souatddast 68 percent of their overall
procurement volume from suppliers in Europe reicifuy the existence of a sufficient amount
of cross-border business within the sector. AnthfdEurope is a rather narrow region,
however, still inherits different cultural areasente, cultural diversity can be studied.

ACEA, the European car makers’ industry associatists 14 member companies in 2014.
12 of them have their focus in producing passenges, two clearly in commercial vehicles
which were therefore excluded from our sample adesj those in passenger cars eight can
be assumed to have their home country in Europke\lie others have a home base outside
the region leading again to their exclusion. Theigat passenger car manufacturers are
dispersed over five different countries: GermamgnEe, Italy, the UK, and Sweden. Among
them, the German, French, and Italian manufactuteesly outperform the UK and the
Swedish manufacturer with respect to volume outpegisured in number of cars. We, thus,
decided to compose our company sample of Frenam&g and Italian passenger car
OEMs.

Supplier assessment in general and across boxgécalty lies in the hands of procurement
managers within car manufacturing companies. Tewigjre as a cue for supplier assessment
would come to live with procurement managers wlardfore can be considered as
organizational key informants (Campbell, 1955; &idL974) for our research purpose.



In 2014 the researchers in this project establisioatiicts and received agreement to co-
operate from altogether 15 respondents as chaeddrefore by using their existing
academic and professional networks and acquairdambés sample size is not untypical for
gualitative research and exceeds the minimum tblésif 12 sometimes stated for content
analysis (see below) in particular (Krippendorf)13). Table 1summarizes demographic data
of those respondents.

Table 1: Demographics of sample respondents

average age 40 years
average total work experience 14 years
academic education 100 %
leadership responsibility 13 (76 %)
gender:

male 100 %
nationality:

German 7 (41 %)

Italian 6 (35 %)

French 3 (18 %)

Belgian 1 (6 %)

Data collection and data preparation

In order to prepare RG interviews with key inforrtsaas identified before we composed a set
of 20 cards each displaying the name of a Europeantry that had been identified as being
considerably the home of automotive supplier corgsarThis group included Austria,
Belgium, the Czech Republic, Finland, France, Gegmthe United Kingdom, Hungary,

Italy, the Netherlands, Poland, Portugal, Romad@bia, Slovakia, Slovenia, Spain, Sweden,
and Turkey. By doing so we deviated from procedstaggested as standard for RG research
according to which the pool of objects to latendtaads from should be generated by each
interview person individually (Marsden & LittlerQQ0). We justify this adaptation by two
reasons: first, a standardized set will increasmdurther our ability to later draw
generalizations from our results. Second, we prescomplete and uniform transparency of
the European automotive supply sector for our memts based on their professional
expertise as procurement managers for leading aaufacturers. Thus, problems of missing
familiarity with objects (country as home base wbgliers) are not to be expected from a
predefined set instead of an individual set.

Interviews were scheduled with respondents in ackvamd took place either on the premises
of the interview person’s company or at more néytigce nearby, e.g. a room within a
university building. Thus, we did interviews in Gaany, France, and Italy. On average each
interview took about one hour and principally felled the standard RG procedure.
Respondents were first informed briefly about thgd of our research, the “realm of
discourse” or “repertoire” (Jankowicz, 2005, p.,18)d thereby learned that we were striving
to better understand how procurement managersdrdomotive manufacturers look at
supplier companies in a cross-border context. Nextpf the total set of 20 cards with each
containing the name of a European country three wardomly drawn and the interview
person was requested to select two that appedasitmieach other and simultaneously were
different from the remaining third. The researchek great care in stressing that the
respondent should not envision a single and spesuifoplier from this country but suppliers
from one country as a group. They were also insttuto focus on supplier organizations as a
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whole and not on individuals working for those c@migs and acting as their contact points.
The separation of the three into two and one wk®wed by a conversation in which the
respondent explained his grouping approach usmgwn words. Before the interview
ended, the reviewer entered the preliminarily sticonstruct into a grid structure, then also
added all countries covered in the interview, dimaJly, asked the respondent to rate each
supplier home country by each construct in that.gri

In cross-cultural research language typically pegpesific challenges (Harzing & Maznevski,
2002). All respondents were offered to do the wi&awv in their own native language resulting
in German, French, and Italian as chosen languageectively. Since RG involves a certain
level of interaction between researchers and irgerpersons we needed to take precautions
for providing the most extensive amount of mutuajlistic comprehension. In the research
team, German and Italian native speakers weresepted and, thus, acted as interviewers
accordingly. As for the case of the French languabtree researchers consider for
themselves some level of proficiency as a secamgulage. However, in order to avoid any
confounding effect a French native speaker wasided as a research assistant for the
purpose of taking the lead in interviews with Fiespeaking respondents. This assistant
received a basic training in RG methodology and faasliarized with the basic research
orientation in our project. In all French speakinigrview cases, she was complemented in
the interview situation by one author team memiex second interviewer. All interviews
were voice recorded and later first transcribeth@original language before being translated
into German by an external translator. Based oin ting&t and second language skills the
research team members checked these translatioosrfectness as well as for consistency
and did corresponding corrections. Once this pedgpay editing of interviews was completed
the material was aggregated into a single text he@cu extending to altogether 102.076
words. At this stage the number of triadic elietas recorded and documented amounted to
142.

Data analysis and results

The text material then underwent an RG specificgdare of content analysis (Jankowicz,
2005; Hankinson, 2005). We thereby closely followssel example of Lemke et al. (Lemke,
Clark, & Wilson, 2011). On average we succeedeatbing 8 rounds of triadic elicitation with
each respondent and completed one grid. Basededexhcompiled for each conversation on
a triadic elicitation we first executed a standzation procedure. Resting on single
statements and our interpretation of the flow afeshents in each round we identified the
underlying construct in ideally a single word, s¢imes also two or three words. To establish
reliability on the level of constructs, this prooeel was executed independently by two
different members of the research team who thesudseed commonalities and discrepancies,
thus providing for “inter-observer consistency” {{fpendorff, 2013, p. 271). The resulting
common list of altogether 142 raw constructs oenwa respondents was then checked by
the same research team members for exact and wiegligations reducing the number to a
total of 39 constructs. These constructs are redont Table 2.
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Table 2: constructs and categories

category
process orientation
and efficiency

constructs |
efficiency, (lack of) inertia, emphasis on writteommunication,
structured work, process orientation, process speenviedge on
business requirements

innovation orientation

innovation, design compegenc

customer orientation

awareness of customer’s tstt®on, delivery reliability,
engagement and motivation of employees, custonentation,
open communication

project management
orientation

goal orientation, project management skills, fldiyp

guality orientation

guality performance, qualityaeness, attention to detail

supplier-manufacture
relationship
orientation

r willingness of supplier to invest in relationshijthvmanufacturer,
serious business, long term orientation

solution orientation

creative solutions, problenvsg competence, co-design
capability

technological
orientation

technological competence, diffusion of technolobkreowhow
across tiers

economic conditions, locational cost factors, stdal maturity,
geographical distance, bureaucratic complexityg&aing power,
financial power of suppliers, emotionality, sustdiiity

Standardization was followed by categorization Wraans at grouping constructs on a more
abstract level based on their content proximityiggendorff, 2013; Kassarjian, 1977) and
providing for generalizability of results. An ongil system of categories was generated as the
output of an intensive workshop session undertékethe researchers who had been involved
in conducting the interviews. This system countigtitedistinct categories. For securing
reliability on the level of categories we appliegha procedures aiming at providing inter-
observer consistency. To do so, a first researfcbir outside the author team was asked to
undertake an equivalent categorizing process.Hetwo schemes available at this stage we
calculated a level of agreement (Jankowicz, 200%¢kvyielded an index of 79 % and
indicated a need for more refinement. This wasea@d via an additional discussion round
including the authors and the first independentcod second independent marketing
researcher was then involved in a procedure addgedwhat is referred to as item-sort
assessment (Anderson & Gerbing, 1991). For thisguhare the external coder is presented
on two separate lists all categories and all cansdr He is then requested to allocate each
construct to a category and a level of agreemanbeacalculated by comparing the original
construct/category scheme with the newly createthis case a value of 58 % emerged.
Again differences were discussed and changes ¢gaat labels and construct allocations
executed. The same procedure was repeated twotima&= involving a third and a fourth
independent researcher and finally arriving atgne@ment index of 80 %. This does not yet
meet the minimum threshold of 90 % as stated bigalaicz (Jankowicz, 2005, p. 161),
however goes beyond the 79% as found acceptalte istudy by Lemke, Clark and Wilson
(Lemke et al., 2011). The final list of categora®l their respective link to constructs is
reported in Table 2. Note that those constructsgvtiee coders during the various
discussions could not agree on a corresponding@ateare reported in the bottom row
without a category label. Table 3 reports a fregyarount (absolute and %) for the different
categories with all constructs having been recdmddre that to the corresponding category.

12



One column of that table indicates the percentdgaerviews the category appeared in,
either through one or more respective construdtdgvthe other counted all utterances

allowing a single category to appear more than ameesingle interview.

Table 3: frequency counts of categories

number of interviews number of utterances
absolute (of Fizrﬁg:sigsvs) absolute percentage

customer orientation 12 67% 28 29%
prpces§ and efficiency 12 67% 17 18%
orientation
project management 12 67% 14 15%
orientation
solution orientation 8 44% 8 8%
technological orientation 7 39% 7 7%
innovative orientation 6 33% 7 7%
suppller- manufacturer 6 33% 7 7%
relationship
quality orientation 5 28% 7 7%
total 95
Discussion

Our empirical research yielded a list of 8 categemerging as underlying assumptions of
purchasing agents in car manufacture firms andreiagnfrom a cue on the home country of
supplier companies from the automotive supply setticour theory section we established a
line of reasoning according to which some of theesimptions are induced by a link from a
company’s home country context on organizationatetences of firms from that country.
We integrated this into a specific conceptualizatd culture on the level of the company or
organization. In order to find more validation frauar empirical findings for this reasoning
we now need to check for consistency with findimgether writings and extant pieces of
literature (Krippendorff, 2013). Particularly weeatkto check whether the categories we
identified really qualify as competences.

Customer orientation

Customer orientation appears to be the most impocetegory in this study, emerging in 67
% of the interviews and accounting for 29 % ofudterances (see table 3). Building on
studies by Kohli and Jaworski (Kohli & Jaworski,90 and Narver and Slater (Narver &
Slater, 1990) Blocker, Flint, Myers, and Slateralig®e customer orientation as activities of a
company aiming at “responding to customers’ aréited needs and [...] striving to
proactively understand their latent and future s&¢8locker, Flint, Myers, & Slater, 2011,

p. 218). Bharadway (Bharadwaj, Nevin, & Wallmanl12plater proposed to consider a
corresponding outside-in capability of firms asngedecisive for market success and thereby
also built on work by Day (Day, 2006). We therefsee support for considering the
inductively generated category as clearly matchisi@ competence.
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Process and efficiency orientation

This category appears in 67 % of the interviews lzamla share of 18 % of all construct
utterances. Processes of collaboration and stasitfaedeof in general aim to secure efficacy
in collaboration with market partners. Accordingdacharia, Nix, and Lusch “process
competence reflects the firm's ability to selegirapriate partners, establish processes to
monitor and manage the initiative, and resolve lottsfand differences of opinion as they
arise” (Zacharia, Nix, & Lusch, 2011, p. 594). Tesithors have also been able to
empirically demonstrate the clearly positive effeatanating from a process competence
carried by collaboration partners on the outcomthisfcollaboration. Process competence in
turn aims to increase efficiency, the “efficaciause of current resources” (Moller &
Torronen, 2003, p. 111). Again, it seems appropfi@tcontinue considering customer
orientation an organizational competence. Thusge®and efficiency orientation can be
regarded as an organizational competence andirggainn our candidate list of competences
induced by the home country context of a company.

Project orientation

Manufacturer-supplier cooperation is often chanmdote as project driven on the operational
level. Thus, to thrive on projects companies nexdlls and knowledge in coordinating the
scheduling and monitoring of defined activitieettsure that the stated objectives of [...]
projects are achieved” (Stratman & Roth, 2002,08)6S6derlund and Tell (S6derlund &
Tell, 2009) explicitly conceptualized project congrece as consisting of capabilities in
project generation, project organization, projeetdership, and in teamwork within projects.
Consequently we see support for identifying proppahagement competence as a relevant
with respect to our research question.

Solution orientation

Several authors have proclaimed recently and peeatiy for the business-to-business sector
the emergence of what is called the business atieal(e.g. Ceci, 2009; Tuli, Kohli, &
Bharadwaj, 2007; Davies, Brady, & Hobday, 2006)aischitzky, von Wangenheim and
Woisetschlaeger define as solution as “individwinffers for complex customer problems
that are interactively designed and whose comparafer an integrative added value by
combining products and/or services” (Evanschitzkyyangenheim, & Woisetschlager,
2011, p. 657). Storbacka (Storbacka, 2011) explipibsits the need for a specific set of
competences companies need to dispose of if thayt@aucceed in the solution business.
This can be referred to as solution competencaipény to both the development and the
delivering of a solution. Early research gave erogirevidence on the power of such a
competence in driving a supplier firm’s market periance (Jacob, 2006). We can thus also
confirm the nature as a competence of this consasit emerged from the empirical study
conducted here.

Technology orientation

Although every business and industry developswits configuration of capabilities (Day,
1994), technological capability is one of the miagbortant capabilities and investigated
often in literature (e.g., Krasnikov & Jayachandr2@08; Li, Zhang, & Chan, 2005). It refers
to a firm’s ability to develop and use substarntgghnological resources (Moorman &
Slotegraaf, 1999). It encompasses new product dprednt, manufacturing processes,
technology development, and forecasting technoddgicange in the industry (Song,
DiBenedetto, & Nason, 2007). Technological competds seen as a precondition of
improving productivity and a critical source of cpetitive advantage (Bell & Pavitt, 1996;
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Clark & Fujimoto; 1991; Day, 1994). In conclusia@thnological orientation can be regarded
as a competence relevant with respect to the resegaestion.

Innovation orientation

With reference to work by Dosi (Dosi, 1988) andll(khll, 1992) Quatraro defines
innovation competence as a firm’s “ability bothatmsorb and to create technological
knowledge” (Quatraro, 2009). Others completed plispective by also including a
company’s ability to use and implement knowleddeereby innovation competence also
comprises “what the firm really does given whadtnbws* (Zawislak, Alves, Tello-Gamarra,
Barbieux, & Reichert, 2012, p. 18). It is a keyémain competitive and it is one of the most
often mentioned competences and strongly ancharegtant competence literature
(Zawislak et al., 2012; Sun, Wong, Zhao, & Yam, 204cross studies in different industries
and countries (e.g. Harmsen & Jensen, 2004) titeisefore also justified to continue
considering it a competence in the sense of ourétieal framework.

Relationship orientation

Relationship capability in general is an enablecadperative relationships between suppliers
and their partners, i.e. the manufacturer, by asireg the relational bonds between the firms
(Mirani, More, Weber; 2001) and thereby enhancelgtional embeddedness between the
organizations (Granovetter, 1992). It supports appto manage the quality of the
interactions with its partners (Wiertz, de Ruytéeen, & Streukens, 2004) e.g. by facilitating
the exchange and sharing of information (Fraserséir, & MacDonald, 2000). In the long run
it can lead to the development of trust (Wiertalet2004; Storey, Kocabasoglu-Hillmer;
2013) which could indicate a competitive advantaije.also see a high level of congruence
with network competence as conceptualized e.g.itigrRaind Gemuenden (Ritter &
Gemiunden, 2003).

Quiality orientation

With varying intensity companies undertake effantengineering and in production or
execution to improve existing products. This typicavolves “experimentation, learning,
and creation of new knowledge or combining new withknowledge after the start of
production of a product and its release into theketa (Mallick, Ritzman, & Sinha, 2013, p.
188). The aim is to improve quality. In this segs@lity primarily encompasses the level of
conformance with previously set specificationstheir seminal article, Teece, Pisano and
Shuen (Teece et al., 1997) include in that sermpeahbty competence of a firm explicitly as
one very typical source of competitive advantadeisl we may also presume the existence
of a quality competence in our context.

Comparing the findings from empirical research utaden in our project with positions
stated in existing literature, thus, gives suppartlassifying the constructs discovered as
being truly competences pertaining to organizatidvie therefore feel confident in
concluding that we are able to give answers forimitial research questions on typical
competence traits that potentially play a roleeésaibing deep-level assumptions associated
with surface-level information on a company’s hotoentry.

Implications

Our research has implications for marketing thexsyvell as for marketing management. On
the level of marketing theory we contributed bgffintroducing a framework that helps to
better conceptualize effects from perceived cultureustomers’ assessment of suppliers in
the context of cross-cultural B2B procurement. @arior that was an adaptation of the two
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levels framework of culture. This adaptation in@ad shift from individuals to organizations
as carriers of culture and builds on home coundriha prevalent dimension to describe
culture on a surface level and competences asaifmendnt dimension on the deep-level of
culture. In addition to this deductively derivechtabution and applied to the context of
cross-cultural B2B procurement we were also ablaedactively and by means of qualitative
research generate a list of altogether eight coemgettraits that seem to be recurring in how
our concept unfolds in the realities of that contex

On a practical view this kind of insight enabletomsers in a B2B procurement context to
even more scrutinize their purchasing activitiesihgerstanding mechanisms that up to now
unrolled mostly implicitly, i.e. the role of culteiras a cue in their own assessment and,
finally, selection of suppliers. Suppliers on thbey side can also better understand
mechanisms of assessment and decision making aushemer side and, therefore, better
direct their own activities, be it by passivelyitakadvantage of positive cue implications
from how their own culture is perceived or by aelywtrying to overcoming negative
implications. The latter could be achieved throaglmunication with customers and
provisioning of competence related explicit infotioa that alleviates customers from having
to resort to a cue only.

Limitations

Despite the contributions that our research canentiadre is a number of limitations that
needs to be considered. Primarily there are sigmtidifferences in the level of
generalizability for the different components of ogasoning. Our research motivation and
our empirical study are restricted to a certain@ece. cross-cultural B2B procurement and,
even more narrowly, the automotive sector. The &abfsamework of culture, however,
pertains to the world of companies or organizatiore very broad sense. In order to really
sustain the new framework much more replicationwfempirical approach in related sectors
and industries will be needed. In a similar veie, @@nstrained our empirical research on
Europe as a region in particular. The list of cotapee traits in fact may be broader, smaller,
or just different when executing the same reseapgnoach in other parts of the world.
Future research certainly must tackle these isfuesfinally, at this stage of our research we
were not yet able to include the grid data we atdtected. Once this is possible we will also
be able to develop profiles that describe competg@atterns typically attributed to supplier
companies originating from one specific country.
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