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Abstract 
 
The business model is mediating between a firm’s input resources and market 
outcomes. The interest and attention for business models has increased for 
researchers to explain how companies create value, their performance and their 
competitive advantages. Business model innovation has always existed but the 
interest of it has increased in recent years and several studies have shown that 
changes in the business model are one of the most sustainable forms of innovation. 
In reality, a lot of companies fail to innovate their business model in a consistent way. 
There are only a few studies made on how business models develop, and there is a 
lack of knowledge of the activities and capabilities that are needed to be able to 
support and develop effective business-to-business services. This study will try to fill 
the literature gap by examine the relation between attitudinal commitment and 
business model innovation, within buyer-supplier relationships. Attitudinal 
commitment was divided into affective commitment, normative commitment and 
calculative commitment. 
 
A quantitative method was used to examine this field where a web-based 
questionnaire was sent to 1011 companies of all sizes and from different industries 
and regions in Sweden. The results indicate that there is a positive relation between 
attitudinal commitment and business model innovation. This study provides 
organizations with an increased understanding of how their organizational 
relationships can contribute to innovate their business models. This study 
encourages further studies in the field of business model innovation in general and in 
specific the relation between attitudinal commitment and business model innovation. 
 
Keywords: business model innovation, value proposition, value creation, value 
capture, attitudinal commitment, affective commitment, normative commitment, 
calculative commitment, value-based commitment 
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1. Introduction 
To organize the business in a new way is often referred to as a business model 
innovation. (Casadesus-Masanell & Zhu, 2013) Business model innovation is not a 
new phenomenon. It has always existed but the interest of it has increased in recent 
years. It has been more common to hear about a lot of different companies, newly 
started and old and also from a lot of different sectors, where the main key factor of 
success has been the innovation of the business model (e.g. Apple, iTunes, Dell, and 
Amazon). Several studies have shown that changes in the business model are one of 
the most sustainable forms of innovation. There are few business models that work 
well its first time since there often are difficulties at the stages of investigating and 
implementing. (Sosna et al., 2010) Calia, Guerrini and Mourac (2007) illustrated in a 
case study how technological innovation can trigger changes in a company’s 
commercial and operational activities, which leads to changes in the business model. 
Before changing the existing business model, barriers such as the configurations of 
assets and processes, as well as the managers’ cognitive inability to understand the 
value of a new business model must be overcome (Chesbrough, 2010). McGrath 
(2010) argues that the business model takes shape through a process of 
experimentation, which might differ depending on the economic landscape the firm is 
a part of, an experimentation that takes place across and within the firm. The 
evolution of the business model is highly path-dependent, since early experiments 
often pave the way for models yet to come. McGrath (2010), Sosna, Trevinyo-
Rodriguez and Velamuri (2010) also provide empirical support from a single case 
study for the idea that a successful business model innovation is an on-going 
process that involves experimentation followed by continuous evaluation and 
modification. 
 
Traditionally product development is often complicated since the customer’s need 
stays with the customer and information on how to satisfy that need is located at the 
manufacturer. It has been the manufacturer's task to figure out the customers’ need 
and to understand what does and does not work. The manufacturer develops a 
prototype based on incomplete information from the customer, which results in a 
product that needs corrections. This time-consuming process repeat itself until a 
solutions is reached. (Thomke & von Hippel, 2002) There is a widely spread 
perception among academics and practitioners that innovation arises from the 
producers primarily. But, today users are seen as an important source of innovation. 
(Baldwin & von Hippel, 2011) The trend with customers as innovators may transform 
the landscape for industries and Thomke and von Hippel (2002) suggest a customer-
as-innovators approach, where a supplier provides its customer with tools to design 
and develop the application-specific part. Hienerth, von Hippel and Jensen, (2014) 
claim that users innovate to satisfy their own needs, while producers innovate to sell 
to users. The producers’ development goals and activities are to efficiently develop 
products that are higher valued than competitors offerings. User driven innovation 
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has the ability to create huge value, but to capture that value is not an outright 
process. It is essential for firms to modernize their business models.  When the 
supplying firm relinquish a task such as the designing of products to its customer the 
two parties must redefine their relationship. The supplying firm traditionally both 
created and captured value by designing and manufacturing. But as the customer 
takes over the designing task, the supplying firm must focus more on providing the 
best custom manufacturing. Since the location in this example change where value is 
both created and captured, firm’s business models need to be adjusted accordingly. 
(Thomke & von Hippel, 2002) 
 
Common findings in relationship literature is that firms see commitment among 
exchanging firms as a key for their own valuable outcome. Commitment is central 
within relational exchange between different firms and is seen as important to 
develop and maintain the relationships. (Morgan & Hunt, 1994) Within relationship 
commitment, there are both attitudinal and behavioural aspects (Fullerton, 2005; 
Sharma, Young & Wilkinson, 2015) where attitudinal commitment focus on the 
attitude of customer commitment and its relationship to different relational intentions 
(Fullerton, 2005). Collaboration is directed towards a shared goal from both parties, 
such as resolving a conflict, solving a problem or creating a new business and is 
based on sharing knowledge and commitment to values and fair treatment. Many 
observers of the business landscape agree upon the fact that the most underutilized 
resource is knowledge and that sharing knowledge has to be opened up. (Miles, 
Miles, & Snow, 2006) In long-term relationships customers tend to become more than 
just consumers of a product or service, they become producers who actively 
participate in the creation of value (Gruen, Summers, & Acito, 2000; Gummesson, 
1987). Morgan and Hunt (1994) and Sharma et al. (2015) found that commitment has 
a positive effect on cooperation and interfirm relations can contain several of different 
forms of commitment where they all have different impact on the development of 
cooperation relations. (Sharma et al., 2015)  
 
The interest for the concept business model almost exploded between 1995 and 
2010 but it is indicated that academic research still lags behind practice. (Zott et al., 
2011) The importance of business model innovation has increased both in academic 
literature and in practice, considering the growing number of opportunities that is 
made possible by the technological progress and the new customer preferences. 
(Casadesus-Masanell & Zhu, 2013) When looking at the existing professional 
literature today, at 2015, there is still a lack of quantitative studies and the varying 
conceptualizations of the business model presents a limitations of empirical research, 
where many empirical examples only identifies a few attributes of the business model 
where data can be captured. (Lambert & Davidson, 2013) The interest and attention 
for business model has increased for researchers to explain how companies create 
value, their performance and their competitive advantages. (Zott & Amit, 2008) In 
reality, a lot of companies fail to innovate their business model in a consistent way. 
(Frankenberger, Weiblen, & Gassmann, 2013) Commitment enables a higher degree 
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of co-working and thereby higher levels of performance can be achieved. (Anderson 
& Weitz, 1992) There are only a few studies made on how business models develop, 
(Zott & Amit, 2008) and there is a lack of knowledge of the relationship activities and 
capabilities that are needed to be able to support and develop effective business-to-
business services. (Maglio & Spohrer, 2013; Oliveira & Roth, 2012) 

1.1 Purpose 
The purpose of this study is to examine the relationship between attitudinal 
commitment and business model innovation, within buyer-supplier relationships. 

1.2 Research question 
Which effect does the components of attitudinal commitment have on business 
model innovation? 
 

2. Theoretical Framework 
2.1 Business model 
There is no agreement about the definition of business model (Lambert & Davidson, 
2013; Zott, Amit, & Massa, 2011). Just like the concept of strategy there is no 
universal consensus about what a business model actually is. It is becoming clear 
that it is a concept having many facets and its meaning being settled through 
comparisons to other concepts. Therefore, different definitions are being used 
depending on the researcher's purpose and theoretical perspective. (Lambert & 
Davidson, 2013) The business model is often studied without a distinct definition of 
the concept. The business model is mediating between a firm’s input resources and 
market outcomes. The business model is mainly seen as a mechanism that connects 
a firm’s technology to customers’ needs or other firm resources, such as 
technologies, where technology is seen as an enabler of the business model. (Zott et 
al., 2011) Chesbrough and Rosenbloom (2002) describe the business model in a 
similar way, as a mediating construct between technologic development and 
economic value creation.  
 
According to Shafer, Smith and Linder (2005) and Casadesus-Masanell and Ricart 
(2010) business model and strategy are two different things, where the strategy is 
more like a vision of the future whereas the business model refers to the logic of the 
firm. Also Zott and Amit (2008) found that business model and market strategy 
complement each other instead of being substitutes. Zott and Amit (2008) claim that 
the business model represents the realized strategy of the company since it has a 
go-to-market approach. By analysing existing literature regarding business model, 
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Zott et al. (2011) found that business model is seen as a new unit of analysis that is 
separated from the product, firm, industry and network, there is a holistic perspective 
on how businesses are made, activities are emphasized and the importance of value 
creation is confirmed. Lambert and Davidson (2013) also conducted a study by 
analysing existing literature on the topic and saw three themes emerge from the 
analysis of papers from 1996 to 2010: The business model as the basis for enterprise 
classification, business models and enterprise performance and business model 
innovation. Zott and Amit (2007) conducted a study with focus on entrepreneurial 
firms where relative performance of efficiency centred and novelty centred business 
models was compared and in a follow-up study (Zott & Amit, 2008) the fit between 
business model and product market strategy was compared. The results of these two 
studies revealed a positive relationship between enterprise performance and novelty 
centred business models in combination with an appropriate market strategy.  

2.2 Business model innovation 
Consultants at IBM found that financial outperformers put twice as much emphasis 
on business model innovations than underperformers (IBM Global Business 
Services, 2006). With that background Giesen, Berman, Bell and Blitz (2007) 
examined the relationship between business model innovation and firm performance 
and identified different ways of innovating the business model. One way could be 
innovation in industry supply chain, such as horizontal moves into new industries or 
redefining existing industries, another way is innovations in how companies by 
reconfiguring offerings or introducing new pricing models and also innovations in the 
role of an enterprise role in its value chain by integration or specialization. These 
ways of innovating the business models and combinations of them could all lead to 
success. No particular innovation was considered to be more connected to firm 
performance than another. The base of business model innovation is to find and 
explain new logics and ways to create and capture value for the different 
stakeholders. (Casadesus-Masanell & Zhu, 2013; Davey, Brennan, Meenan, & 
McAdam, 2011; Zott et al., 2011) The primary focus is to find new ways to revenue 
and define value propositions. The business model innovation often results in an 
effect on the whole company. (Casadesus-Masanell & Zhu, 2013) ‘’The core logic of 
a business model, instead, revolves around a firm’s revenues and costs, its value 
proposition to the customer, and the mechanisms to capture value. Thus conceived, 
the business model can be a vehicle for innovation as well as a subject of 
innovation.’’ (Zott et al., 2011, p. 1034) An aim of business model innovation can be 
differentiation or cost advantages, which often not is ruled by principles or theory. 
(Maglio & Spohrer, 2013) The business model can be grouped into three 
components consisting of value proposition, value creation and value capture 
(Doganova & Eyquem-Renault, 2009; Magretta, 2002). Business model is an 
integrating concept (Magretta, 2002; Chesbrough & Rosenbloom, 2002; Holanda 
Ferreira, Proenca, Spencer & Cova, 2013) and it is not limited to a certain aspect 
such as a revenue model, value proposition or a cost structure; it is fundamentally 
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how these components fit together to create value (Magretta, 2002). A big difference 
between business model innovation and a product or process innovation is that the 
business model innovation involves to find and adopt changes in the systems of 
value proposition, value creation and value capture for an existing business. (Teece, 
2010; Zott & Amit, 2008) 

2.1.1	   Value	  proposition	  
Business model innovation can be seen as a design of value proposition. The aim of 
value proposition design can be to find adaptive advantages by improving existing 
offerings, creating new offerings or by remaking the ecosystem. Value propositions 
can help to coordinate and motivate access to resources across different service 
system units. (Maglio & Spohrer, 2013) In order to integrate value creation, capturing 
and appropriation, a business model should include several functions, one of these 
functions is to express the value proposition, to express the value that is created for 
the users with the offerings that are based on technology. (Chesbrough & 
Rosenbloom, 2002; Davey et al., 2011; Mäkinen & Seppänen, 2007) The value 
proposition essentially describes the customer’s problem, the solution and also the 
value from a customer’s perspective (Chesbrough & Rosenbloom, 2002). It is the 
customers who ultimately decide to purchase a specific product, therefore 
innovations in the value proposition must be based on what customers truly value. 
Companies often think of the value proposition as of what they offer their customers 
rather than what the customers value. (Lindic & da Silva, 2011) 

2.1.2	   Value	  creation	  
The novelty presented by new, effective models can result in superior value creation. 
(Morris, Schindehutte, & Allen, 2005) The increased use of technology has lead to 
opportunities of value co-creation to develop toward an increased expert thinking and 
an complex ability to communicate, hence from activities based on routine to 
innovation activities. (Maglio & Spohrer, 2013) To create value and distribute the 
offering, it is important to define the structure of the value chain within the firm, and 
also to find if the firm need any complementary assets to support their position in the 
value chain and to determine these assets. (Chesbrough & Rosenbloom, 2002; 
Davey et al., 2011; Mäkinen & Seppänen, 2007) A business model can describe how 
the firm creates value for its customers by activities related to product development 
and lists the partners and channels through value is produced and later on delivered 
flexible pricing (Doganova & Eyquem-Renault, 2009; Sorescu, Frambach, Singh, 
Rangaswamy, & Bridges, 2011). 
 
Zott and Amit (2008) stress the importance of business models impact on firm 
performance, since if it is able to create more value than competitors it is also able to 
create more value for shareholders. 
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2.1.3	   Value	  capture	  
Value capture identifies how value is delivered and monetized. (Teece, 2010) By 
establishing a unique resource, asset or position within a range of activities where the 
company has competitive advantage, the business model can capture value. (Davey 
et al., 2011) According to the business model functions of Chesbrough and 
Rosenbloom (2002) it is important for the firm to specify their used mechanisms of 
how to generate revenue, as one step to enable value capture. (Chesbrough & 
Rosenbloom, 2002; Davey et al., 2011; Mäkinen & Seppänen, 2007) Internet is a 
source of easy access to digital data and a new distribution channel, but Internet also 
makes it possible for companies to rethink and remake their distribution strategy and 
also their whole business model. (Teece, 2010) 
 
Discussions regarding value capture and monetization often ends with pricing and 
neglects the important aspects of timing and effectiveness that can bring crucial 
additional value for firms. Regarding pricing there are many possibilities such as 
negotiated prices and price based on delivered value. Another important questions to 
address are when money is collected, before, during or after the sale. (Baden-Fuller 
& Haefliger, 2013) There is a wide range of new offerings companies find ways to get 
paid for. For instance revenue can be earned from consulting, insurances or via 
models where the item being sold is users’ attention which advertisers or some other 
third party pays for. Today we see a revival of the traditional non-monetary 
exchanges where people exchange goods and services, such as bartering. 
(McGrath, 2010) 

Table	  1:	  Definitions	  of	  business	  model	  components	  

 
The definitions of the business model components that are used in the study are 
presented in table 1.  

2.2 Components of attitudinal commitment 
A central construct of relationship marketing is commitment. (Fullerton, 2005; Morgan 
& Hunt, 1994) The probability of continuity is positively affected by commitment and 
thereby also the performance potential of relationships. There are also other 
relational factors that work with commitment, such as, trust, conflict and relational 
value. (Sharma et al., 2015) Morgan and Hunt (1994, p. 23) define relationship 
commitment as ”an exchange partner believing that an ongoing relationship with 
another is so important as to warrant maximum efforts at maintaining it; that is, the 
committed party believes the relationship is worth working on to ensure that it 
endures indefinitely.” This definition is almost exactly the same as the definition by 

Business'model'components' Definitions' ' ' ' References'
'
Value'proposition'
'

'
The'offering'of'a'product'or'service.'

'
Maglio'&'Spohrer,'2013'
'

Value'creation'
'

How'the'offering'is'used'to'create'value.'
'

' Doganova'&'EyquemGRenault,'
2009'

Value'capture'
'

How'value'is'delivered'and'monetized.'
'

' Teece,'2010'

!
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Moorman, Deshpande and Zaltman (1993). Commitment has both been seen as an 
implicit and as an explicit pledge of continuity between partners (Dwyer, Schurr, & 
Oh, 1987). Gundlach, Achrol and Mentzer (1995) on the other hand define it as 
mutual and the forsaking of other options. Other researchers define it as an enduring 
desire to maintain a relationship (Moorman, Zaltman, & Deshpande, 1992). Sharma 
et al. (2015, p. 45) for instance state that “Commitment refers to the extent to which a 
firm is dedicated to a close and enduring relationship with another firm”. Therefore, 
Fullerton (2005) considers that customer commitment should be seen as 
psychological force between the customer and the firm. (Anderson & Weitz, 1992) 
 
There are both attitudinal and behavioural aspects of relationship commitment 
(Fullerton, 2005; Sharma et al., 2015). Different researchers have different 
perceptions of the nature of this aspect. An attitudinal construct enables researchers 
to focus on the attitude of customer commitment and its relationship to different 
relational intentions and behaviours. (Fullerton, 2005) Within attitudinal commitment, 
there are three components, affective commitment, normative commitment and 
calculative commitment (Allen & Meyer, 1990; Meyer & Allen, 1991; Anderson & 
Weitz, 1992; Roxenhall & Andrésen, 2012). These definitions are borrowed from 
literature in organizational behaviour where commitment is seen as a construct that 
links the employee to the employer. These components have been applied in a 
supplier-customer relation in order to understand customer commitment. Fullerton 
(2005) and Sharma et al. (2015) see these three components as different types of 
commitment while Meyer and Allen (1991) see them as three components of 
commitment. Fullerton (2005) argues that a customer can experience different kind of 
commitments in a relationship, with varying levels at different point in time. With this 
background, it appears likely that these three components of attitudinal commitment 
can be experienced at different levels at the same time, for the same relationship, 
and therefore they should be seen as components instead of types of commitment. It 
is reasonable that a customer both can experience financial benefits (calculative 
commitment) of a supplier at the same time as it experiences emotional feelings 
(affective commitment) or moral obligations (normative commitment), within the same 
relationship. Although there are similarities between the different components, there 
are also great differences (Roxenhall, 2011). Further in the study, commitment will be 
processed and divided into three components, which are affective, normative and 
calculative. 

2.2.1	   Affective	  commitment	   	  
Affective commitment is constituted by emotional and social engagement and 
emotions of affection (Gruen et al., 2000; Sharma et al., 2015) and it is based on 
shared values, trust, benevolence and relationalism. This kind of commitment exist 
when the customer can identify itself with, and feel attached to the partner that it has 
a relation to (Fullerton, 2005) but it is likely to be low if the relation lacks trust 
(Geyskens, Steenkamp, Scheer, & Kumar, 1996). A customer is affectively 
committed when it likes the supplier, regardless of the product or service that is 
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consumed. (Fullerton, 2005) Familiarity, friendship and confidence in another partner 
create a wish to develop and strengthen the relationship. There is some evidence 
that indicate that affective commitment is the most important commitment component 
to develop and maintain a long-term relationship. (Sharma et al., 2015) Conflict may 
have a negative impact on relationships, but solving conflicts may actually strengthen 
inter-organizational relationships and result in greater affective commitment, as it is 
oftentimes harmonization of a conflict resolved via informal means and social 
interaction. (de Ruyter, Moorman, & Lemmink, 2001) High levels of affective 
commitment function as an incentive for the party who experiencing it to stay in the 
relationship, since they find the relationship emotionally awarding (Lovblad, Hyder, & 
Lonnstedt, 2012). 

2.2.2	   Normative	  commitment	  
Sharma et al. (2015) use the term obligation-based commitment when talking about 
normative commitment. This kind of commitment is based on obligation, the sense of 
moral duty and the feeling of responsibility to another relationship partner. It is 
common to do an activity because it is expected, but not formally stated in the 
contract. (Sharma et al., 2015) The concept ‘ought’ refers to standards that cannot be 
changed or influenced by an individual’s desire. This is related to a sense of duty 
based on both formal regulations and informal social norms and rules. These rules 
are usually not written down but still expected to be followed in the relationship. 
(Sharma, Young, & Wilkinson, 2006) This normative commitment can have important 
implications, since a partner committed because of calculative reasons finds it easier 
to break a relationship, whereas commitment based on obligation is harder to end. 
Gilliland and Bello (2002), Gruen et al. (2000) and Sharma et al. (2006) define 
normative commitment as the degree to which a person is psychologically bonded on 
basis of moral obligation. 

2.2.3	   Calculative	  commitment	  
Calculative commitment refers to a relationship where income and expenses are 
balanced to make sure the relationship is worthwhile (Anderson & Weitz, 1989). 
Continuance commitment, as Fullerton (2005) names the calculative part of 
commitment, is based on switching costs, sacrifice, lack of choice, dependence 
(Dwyer et al., 1987; Fullerton, 2005; Gundlach et al., 1995) and calculations of future 
values (Roxenhall, 2011). Geyskens et al. (1996) provide empirical example that 
there is a positive relationship between dependence and calculative commitment, 
since it is based on cost-benefit considerations. The amount of calculative 
commitment is dependent on the interdependence, and not on trust as the affective 
commitment. (Geyskens et al., 1996) There is evidence for that pledges, contracts 
and investments, which are important parts of calculative commitment, have led to 
that customers maintain a relationship. (Fullerton, 2005) 
 
Calculative commitment can either be positive or negative. When the linked costs 
and penalties derived from ending the relationship are prohibitive and the reason for 
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the relationship to continue, it is a negative form of calculative commitment, and a so-
called “locked-in” relationship. (Sorescu et al., 2011). This kind of relationship often 
arises from irretrievable investments that cannot be distributed, such as a customized 
product or process or adaptations in training and equipment. (Sharma et al., 2015) 
Negative calculative commitment is experienced by a customer who is dependent on 
a partner, due to several kinds of side effects or due to only a few numbers of other 
alternatives or contracts. This kind of commitment can help to explain why customers 
can feel locked-in in a relationship, since they cannot easily end the relationship 
without an economic or social sacrifice, or since they do not have any other choice 
than to stay in the relationship. The harder a customer finds it to switch supplier, the 
higher need the customer feels to continue the relationship. The customer will feel 
dependent on the existing partner relationship, and thereby also negative calculative 
commitment. Independent of the perceived benefits of a relation, a customer can be 
locked-in to a supplier.  (Fullerton, 2005) 
 
Calculative commitment can also be positive and can be called “value-based”. In this 
case the calculations of the business relationship concerns results in profits, access 
to resources, information and efficiency gains. (Sharma et al., 2015) Parties with 
strong value-based commitment are likely to maintain their relationship since they 
benefit from staying in the relationship (Cater & Cater, 2010). Further in the study, 
focus will only be on the positive form of calculative commitment, value-based 
commitment. 

Table	  2:	  Definitions	  of	  commitment	  components	  

 
The definitions of the commitment components that are used in the study are 
presented in table 2.  

2.3 Development of hypotheses 

2.3.1	   Conceptual	  model	  1	  
de Ruyter et al. (2001) state that relationship specific investments are often aimed at 
achieving positive feelings of connection in a customer-supplier relationship and 
eventually lead to increased affective commitment. It has been argued that if a 
customer is highly dependent on its supplier, the customer will develop a cooperative 
long-lasting relationship with its customer (Ganesan, 1994). Geyskens et al. (1996) 
provide empirical example that there is a positive relationship between dependence 
and affective commitment. The positive motivations for maintaining a relationship are 

Commitment(components( Definitions( ( ( ( References(
(
Affective(commitment(
(

(
The(degree(to(which(the(customer(is(psychologically(bonded(to(the(
supplier(on(the(basis(of(emotional(and(social(engagement(
(

(
Gruen,(Summers(&(Acito,(2000((

Normative(commitment(
(

The(degree(to(which(the(customer(is(psychologically(bonded(on(basis(
of(moral(obligation(or(sense(of(duty(or(responsibility.(
(

Gruen,(Summers(&(Acito,(2000(

ValueEbased(commitment(
(

The(degree(to(which(the(customer(is(psychologically(bonded(on(basis(
of(benefits(from(relationship(profits,(access(to(resources(or(
information(
(

Sharma,(Young(&(Wilkinson,(2015(
(

!
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represented by the affective commitment. (Cater & Cater, 2010) Affective 
commitment has a negative relation to switching intentions. (Fullerton, 2005) When 
the relationship is experienced as personal, there is a desire to develop the 
relationship, and therefore a larger amount of resources and effort is invested in the 
relationship. This results in that affective commitment has a key role in the 
relationship and it is shown through activities as providing support and working hard 
to maintain the relationship. (Sharma et al., 2015) A logical reasoning could be that 
resources and support are important factors when innovating the value proposition, 
value creation and value capture. This, in combination with that affective commitment 
has shown to be an important factor for long-term relationships (Sharma et al., 2015) 
and in long-term relationships it is not uncommon consumers become actors who 
actively participate in the creation of their supplier’s products and services (Gruen et 
al., 2000). Therefore the following is hypothesized: 
 
𝐻!: There is a positive relation between affective commitment and value proposition 
𝐻!: There is a positive relation between affective commitment and value creation 
𝐻!: There is a positive relation between affective commitment and value capture 
 

 

Figure	  1:	  Conceptual	  model	  1	  
Figure 1 presents the conceptual model 1. The relationship between affective 
commitment and the business model components are illustrated with the number of 
each hypothesis. 

2.3.2	   Conceptual	  model	  2	  
When normative commitment is experienced, a sense of responsibility is felt to 
preserve the relationship, which leads to investments in the relationship. There are 
both formal and informal rules that are expected to be followed but a relationship with 
high normative commitment is much harder to end than a relationship based on 
calculative reasons. (Gilliland & Bello, 2002; Sharma et al., 2006) When normative 
commitment exists in a relationship, firms will implement this by working 
cooperatively. (Sharma et al., 2015) Since normative commitment is stimulating 
cooperative behaviour and it logically is of importance and fundamental when 
innovating a supplier's business model, we hypothesize that: 

!
!
!
!
!
!
!

!
!
!

Value proposition 

Value creation 

Value capture 

Affective commitment  

H1 

H2 

H3 

Conceptual model 1 



 
 

11  

 
𝐻!: There is a positive relation between normative commitment and value proposition 
𝐻!: There is a positive relation between normative commitment and value creation 
𝐻!: There is a positive relation between normative commitment and value capture 

 

Figure	  2:	  Conceptual	  model	  2	  
Figure 2 presents the conceptual model 2. The relationship between normative 
commitment and the business model components are illustrated with the number of 
each hypothesis. 

2.3.3	   Conceptual	  model	  3	  
Value-based commitment (positive calculative commitment) increases in combination 
with cooperativeness because the partners tend to receive greater value from the 
relationship by co-working and are more willing to cooperate within relationships of 
greater value. Thereby value-based commitment is associated with cooperation. If a 
company believe that the relationship can generate more value, focus will be on 
developing resources and processes to achieve it. This results in a positive (value-
based) calculative commitment, which in turn leads to a development in resources 
and processes. (Sharma et al., 2015) Without getting any value in return of the 
relationship, a company does not have any reasons to invest time and money in it. 
(Gruen et al., 2000) A logical inference is that a low amount of value-based 
commitment does not result in a reason to invest time and money in the relationship 
and also not a reason to innovate the supplier’s business model. But if the company 
experience a high value-based commitment, it is also a reason to invest in the 
relationship. The relationship is valuable when incomes and expenses are balanced 
(Anderson & Weitz, 1989) and among other things it is based on the calculations of 
future values (Roxenhall, 2011). Therefore the following is hypothesized:	  
 
𝐻! : There is a positive relation between value-based commitment and value 
proposition 
𝐻!: There is a positive relation between value-based commitment and value creation 
𝐻!: There is a positive relation between value-based commitment and value capture 

!
!
!
!
!
!
!

!
!
!

!
!
!
!
!

Value proposition 

Value creation 

Value capture 

Normative commitment 
commitment 

H4 

H5 

H6 
 

Conceptual model 2 
 



 
 

12  

Figure	  3:	  Conceptual	  model	  3	  
Figure 3 presents the conceptual model 3. The relationship between affective 
commitment and the business model components are illustrated with the number of 
each hypothesis. 
 

3. Research Methodology 
3.1 Choice of method 
The study has been conducted with a quantitative method and by taking a deductive 
approach where hypotheses have been developed from existing theory. The 
hypotheses were tested using a close-ended survey (Fullerton, 2005) through a web-
based questionnaire. These hypotheses have either been falsified or confirmed by 
the empirical material gathered. The main reason for why a quantitative study was 
made was due to the lack of comprehensive knowledge and information regarding 
the relation between attitudinal commitment and business model innovation. A 
quantitative method has the strength to demonstrate the reality for a larger proportion 
than a qualitative study and also the strength to generalize in many cases. (Bryman 
& Bell, 2011)  

3.2 Population and Sample 
Bisnode is specialized in developing business information, credit information and 
market information of the highest quality and is one of Europe's leading providers of 
business intelligence (Bisnode, 2015) and Veckans Affärer’s editorial mission is to 
identify, describe and review the most important changes that affect the Swedish 
economy (Veckans Affärer, 2015). Each year Bisnode and Veckans Affärer identify 
Swedish super companies of the year. To be a super company the companies should 
have doubled their turnover in recent years and have an average return on capital of 
30 per cent. These super companies have better economic performance than other 

!
!
!
!
!
!
!

!
!
!

!
!
!
!
!
!
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Value creation 

Value capture 

Value-based commitment  
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H8 
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companies and they are also key performers in creating new jobs. These companies 
focus on their business and organic growth. They have a systematic work approach 
and long-term goals and strategies. (Bisnode, 2014) To get the sample of the study, 
a strategic selection was made to study the Swedish super companies. The reason 
why focus was decided to be on these companies was based on our estimation that 
the majority of the super companies, as for the most other companies, are dependent 
on others, for instance suppliers. The outstanding result of the super companies is to 
some extent linked to their suppliers and we believe these companies are skilled at 
utilizing their relationships to the suppliers and their resources. Therefore these 
companies and their relationships to their suppliers are of interest for this study. The 
lists of Swedish super companies include companies of all sizes and from a lot of 
different industries, something that was desired since no similar studies have been 
conducted.  
 
In total Bisnode and Veckans Affärer have identified 2342 super companies since 
2005 (Bisnode, 2014). To get an appropriate sample size the five last years of super 
companies strategically selected. By sampling the Swedish super companies of the 
year 2014, 2013, 2012, 2011 and 2010, 1232 unique companies were found. Since 
several of these companies did not have a homepage or no listed email address on 
the homepage, and also some companies were inactive, our sample ended up 
constituting of 1011 companies. These companies represent different industries, 
sizes and also different regions in Sweden.  

3.3 Data collection 
By visiting each of the company's homepage, contact details were found. When 
collecting email addresses to all of the companies, the email address of the CEO was 
chosen in first hand, insofar as it was possible. For those companies where there 
was no official email address to the CEO, the email belonging to a high-ranking 
manager was picked, for instance the manager of marketing, communications or 
Business Marketing, depending on the company management. Several of the 
companies in the sample were smaller companies that almost only had contact with 
their customers in their store or by phone and therefore the only email address 
several of these companies had were an info address, even though it stood “Contact 
the CEO at info@...”, therefore a many info addresses were collected, as the third 
alternative.  
 
The questionnaire was administered through Netigate (Netigate, 2015), which is a 
supplier of web-based surveys. Due to the vast number of respondents and the time 
required to collect the email addresses, the questionnaire was sent out in two rounds. 
The first round was sent to all 627 super companies in the sample of the years 2012, 
2013 and 2014, in the end of April 2015. In the beginning of May 2015 the second 
round of the questionnaire was sent to the remaining 384 companies in the sample 
(Super companies of 2010 and 2011). Two reminders were sent to all companies that 
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had not completed the questionnaire. When the questionnaires were closed, in the 
middle of May 2015, data was collected from 148 respondents, almost 15 per cent of 
the sample. Of these respondents, a number of 70 completed the questionnaire, 
which corresponds to almost 7 per cent of sample that received the questionnaire.  

3.3.1	   Respondent	  description	  
Of the 148 respondents who started to answer the questionnaire, the majority had 
their business in the service industry (76 %). Only 1 per cent of the respondents 
operated in the agriculture and 23 per cent in manufacturing. 48 per cent of the 148 
respondents had between 10 and 49 employees and were so-called small 
companies. 30 per cent of the respondents were micro companies with less than 10 
employees and only 5 per cent was large companies with more than 250 employees. 
The last 18 per cent were middle-sized companies with 50 to 249 employees. 
(Ekonomifakta, 2015b) 
 
98 respondents answered the statement “We contribute continuously by delivering 
innovative solutions to our supplier’s products/services”. The majority (62 %) agreed 
in some way (by answering a 4, 5 or 6 on the 6 point Likert scale) to the statement. 
Only 2 per cent answered 1, ‘totally disagree’. 96 respondents answered the 
statement “We have taken the initiative to change/create our supplier’s 
products/services”. The majority (64 %) answered a 4, 5 or 6 on the 6-point Likert 
scale. Only 3 per cent answered 1, ‘totally disagree’. The results on these two 
statements indicate that the respondents take part in the innovation of the supplier’s 
business model and also that the respondents take the initiative to change the 
supplier’s products and services, based on their need as a customer. 

3.4 Questionnaire design and Measures 
The questionnaire (see appendix 2) consisted of 22 statements measuring the 
dependent and independent variables and four questions and statements were used 
to measure background variables. All questions and statements in the questionnaire 
were closed which made the coding and analysis less complicated. The respondent 
could not get to the next statement without answering the current one.  
 
The statements in the questionnaire were formulated to fit into a customer-supplier 
perspective with a business-to-business approach. To ensure that the statements 
were well connected to our purpose the questionnaire was discussed and improved 
with the help of our supervisor and essay colleagues. The questionnaire was also 
sent to a test group of 10 business people of different levels and from different 
industries to ensure that the questionnaire would be possible to answer for all 
different kinds of organizations. The statements were translated into Swedish to get a 
precise and correct result. This was made aiming for all respondents to understand 
the questions correctly, since all were Swedish companies. Therefore, all statements 
presented in this study are translated. 
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3.4.1	   Operationalization	  
Cooperation in relationships is built by commitment and can be improved by more 
frequent and valuable exchanges of information and different forms of commitment 
have different impact of the development of cooperation relations. (Sharma et al., 
2015) According to Young (2006) for instance, affective commitment increases in 
relation to cooperation due to the process of social and personal rewards that are 
received increase the value and then more reward leads to an atmosphere of greater 
personalization and cooperation. (Sharma et al., 2015) In this study, it is assumed 
that commitment is a process that continuously develops and builds within the 
relationships. Therefore the statements about commitment are asked about the 
situation today, and the statements about the business model are asked about the 
change that has occurred.  

3.4.2	   Dependent	  and	  independent	  variables	  

Table	  3:	  Items	  of	  dependent	  and	  independent	  variables	  
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In table 3, a summary of the dependent and independent statements that were used 
in the questionnaire is presented with the statements representing each theoretical 
variable, the original reference of the statements and the Cronbach’s Alpha of the 
variable. 
 
The dependent variables of the study were the components of the business model, 
value proposition, value creation and value capture. The independent variables of the 
study were the components of attitudinal commitment, affective commitment, 
normative commitment and value-based (positive calculative) commitment. All 
dependent and independent variables was measured with a number of statements 
where the respondent answered each statement by choosing one of six different 
alternatives on a six-point Likert scale. The response options had a weighted format, 
with 1 corresponding to ‘totally disagree’ and 6 corresponding to ‘totally agree’. 
(Jaussi, 2007; Zott & Amit, 2008; Roxenhall, 2011) We considered using a scale with 
odd response alternatives, a five- or seven-point Likert scale, which seemed to be 
the most common type of scale. (Sharma, Young & Wilkinson, 2015) Due to 
tendencies of wanting to be average and not too less and not too much, we wanted 
to have a scale that did not allow the respondent to be neutral, which an odd scale 

!

Affective!
commitment!

We have positive feelings towards the supplier! 0,794! Roxenhall, 2011; 
Sharma, Young & 
Wilkinson, 2015; 
Olsén & Roxenhall, 
2015; Fullerton, 
2005!

! We feel strongly associated with the supplier! ! Roxenhall, 2011; 
Olsén & Roxenhall, 
2015!

! If feels right to continue the relationship to the 
supplier 

! Olsén & Roxenhall, 
2015!

! ! ! !

!

Normative!
commitment!

We feel that we ought to continue the relationship 
with the supplier!

0,740! Roxenhall, 2011; 
Olsén & Roxenhall, 
2015; Sharma, 
Young & 
Wilkinson, 2015!

! The supplier expects that we will continue the 
relationship with them  

! Roxenhall, 2011; 
Olsén & Roxenhall, 
2015!

! We want to continue the relationship with the 
supplier because it sends the right signals to our 
customers, other suppliers and other key business 
partners!

! Roxenhall, 2011; 
Olsén & Roxenhall, 
2015!

! ! ! !
Calculative!
commitment!

! ! !

Value5based! We want to continue the relationship with the 
supplier because we expect future profits!

0,912! Roxenhall, 2011; 
Olsén & Roxenhall, 
2015!

! We want to continue the relationship with the 
supplier since it is good for our business!

! Sharma, Young & 
Wilkinson, 2015; 
Roxenhall, 2011; 
Olsén & Roxenhall, 
2015!
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does. Therefore it resulted in a six-point scale where the respondent cannot be totally 
neutral but have to imply its response to either agree or disagree a bit. 
 
Because of high VIF values and high correlations among the commitment 
components, all independent variables were measured separately, since the 
independent variables appeared to constitute a multicollinearity problem and would 
not give valid results about any individual predictor. Attitudinal commitment was also 
measured as one item by combining the components of affective commitment, 
normative commitment and the value-based and divided by three. Cronbach’s Alpha 
for this scale was 0,906. That variable will further on just be referred to as 
‘commitment’. 

3.4.3	   Background	  variables	  
Since the sample represents companies in different sizes and from different 
industries, it seemed reasonable to include the size of the company and the industry 
in the study by letting them be control variables in the analyses. A logical reasoning 
could be that the size of the company may have an impact on business model 
innovation and commitment. To measure the company size of each respondent a 
question about the number of employees were asked in the beginning of the 
questionnaire. The respondent could choose between a) less than 10 employees, b) 
10-49 employees, c) 50-249 employees or d) more than 250 employees. The four 
alternatives represent different company sizes where a) represent micro companies, 
b) small companies, c) middle-sized companies and d) large companies. 
(Ekonomifakta, 2015b) 
 
Also a question about which industry the company operated in was asked in the 
beginning of the questionnaire. The different industries were based on the industry 
classification made by the Central Statistics Office of Sweden, SCB. The respondents 
could choose between 21 alternatives where manufacturing, trade, construction, 
transportation and warehousing, information and communication activities, activities 
in law, economics, science and technology and other service activities were the most 
common alternatives among the respondents. According to the classifications made 
by the Central Statistics Office of Sweden, SCB, these 21 alternatives represent 
three main industry areas: agriculture, manufacturing and services. (Ekonomifakta, 
2015a) 
 
Two statements were also asked about the customer’s involvement in the supplier’s 
products and services. The respondents could choose between six alternatives from 
‘totally disagree’ to ‘totally agree’, the same as for the dependent and independent 
variables. The respondents were asked to answer the statements “We have taken the 
initiative to change/create our supplier’s products/services” and “We contribute 
continuously by delivering innovative solutions to our supplier’s products/services” 
adapted from Zott and Amit (2008).  
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3.4.4	   Discussion	  of	  reliability	  and	  validity	  
The statements in the questionnaire were all adapted from prior studies where they 
had been scientifically tested to provide this study with accurate measurements. To 
test the reliability of these measurements, a Cronbach’s Alpha test was used, (see 
table 3). All theoretical variables in the study had a Cronbach’s Alpha of 0,735 or 
higher. The data used for all the analyses were not manually fixed, but only 
transported from Netigate (2015) into SPSS, which reduces the risk significantly that 
manual errors have affected the results. The tables and figures are manually created 
with caution based on the results in SPSS. 
 
The respondent rate was lower than expected and may have been due to ambiguities 
in the intention letter (see appendix 1) or in the statements, the length of the 
statements or maybe the number of statements. No obvious factor has been found, 
and no respondents have contacted us with negative feedback. The questionnaire 
was sent out on a short working week that may have affected the respondent rate 
negatively since many organizations was closed or that several of the employees 
took some extra days of in combination with this holiday weekend. It can also be due 
to lack of interest from the respondents to participate in the study. When studying 
business-to-business relationships, it is of high importance getting in contact with a 
person of the right experience and knowledge. When distributing the questionnaire 
the purpose was to find a person who actively manages its company’s business 
relationships. In retrospect there has been some concerns whether or not the 
information in the intention letter was sufficiently clear about who was best suited to 
answer the questionnaire. For those cases where a person with lack of knowledge of 
the subject received the questionnaire ambiguities may have occurred that made the 
survey never ended up with the right person and maybe therefore was not answered. 

3.5 Data analysis 
When the questionnaire was closed, the collected answers was downloaded and 
exported to Microsoft Excel. This was made since two identical questionnaires were 
sent to the respondents (to different groups). In Microsoft Excel it was possible to 
combine the two original excel sheets into one, and then export it to SPSS. In SPSS 
all theoretical variable was tested by measuring a Cronbach’s Alpha index by using 
each theoretical variables statements. In the next step the statements was merged 
into the theoretical variable, which made it possible to analyse the results from the 
questionnaire as theoretical variables. A correlation based on the theoretical 
variables was made with description of means, standard deviations and number of 
respondents. See table 4 in the results. Further in the analysis multiple regressions 
were made to test if the independent variables had an effect on the dependent 
variables, including control variables. (Sharma et al., 2015) (See 5 - 7 in the results). 
To make it possible to use the control variables in the regression analysis, they were 
recoded into dummy variables, one for each industry and one for each group of 
employees representing micro-, small-, medium- and large companies. In the 
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regression analysis ‘agriculture’ was used as the reference variable for the industries 
and ‘less than 10 employees’ (micro companies) was used as the reference variable 
for number of employees. The regression analyses can be found in table 5 – 7 in the 
results. 

3.6 Ethical considerations 
The identity of the respondents was not of interest for the purpose of the study and 
therefore all respondents was kept anonymous in the study and the information 
gathered was handled with confidentiality. By conducting a web-based questionnaire, 
all respondents had their own choice to participate in the study. In the introduction e-
mail, the purpose of the study was presented together with information that the 
identities should be kept anonymous, the information should be handled with 
confidentiality and that the respondents could cancel their participation, at any point 
they wanted in the survey. The number of non-responses may be a result of that the 
studied subject is to private and sensitive, in sense of that some companies who do 
not innovate, or affect the business model may feel poor, for instance. Both in the 
introduction e-mail and in the introduction of the questionnaire, the contact details to 
the ones responsible was distributed with the information that the respondents was 
encouraged to take contact if they had any questions or thoughts. The statements in 
the questionnaire were formulated in a clear and easy understandable way to reduce 
the risk of misunderstandings. The final results of the study were shared to those 
companies interested. 
 

4. Results 
Table	  4:	  Correlations	  
 

 
Table 4 shows that 96 respondents answered the statements about value proposition 
but only 70 respondents answered the last part about value-based commitment, 
which is indicated by “N” in the table. All statements could be answered with an 

Correlations,,means,,standard,deviations,and,number,of,respondents, ,

, Mean, SD, N, 1, 2, 3, 4, 5,
1,Value,proposition, 3,766, 0,988, 96, , , , , ,

2,Value,creation, 3,882, 1,054, 79, 0,511***, , , , ,

3,Value,capture, 2,686, 1,131, 74, 0,410***, 0,223, , , ,

4,Affective, 4,133, 1,219, 72, 0,412***, 0,381***, 0,306**, , ,

5,Normative, 4,479, 1,070, 71, 0,449***, 0,516***, 0,161, 0,756***, ,

6,ValueFbased, 4,393, 1,262, 70, 0,374***, 0,505***, 0,170, 0,763***, 0,788***,

,,,,,,*p,<,0,05,(twoFtailed,test), , , , , , , ,

,,,,**p,<,0,01,(twoFtailed,test), , , , , , , ,

***p,<,0,001,(twoFtailed,test), , , , , , , ,

!
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integer between ‘1’ and ‘6’. The “Mean” in the table shows that the means of the 
statements goes from 2,686 at the lowest (for value capture) to 4,479 as the highest 
(for normative commitment). Also the standard deviations, “SD”, are shown for all the 
theoretical variables, ranging from 0,988 (value proposition) to 1,262 (value-based 
commitment). In the correlation table it is also shown that the correlation is significant 
(indicated with *, ** or ***) between all variables except from the correlation between 
normative commitment and value capture and between value-based commitment and 
value capture. The highest significant correlations are between the components of 
commitment, where the correlations are 0,756***, 0,763*** and 0,788***. Both value 
proposition and value creation has significant correlations to affective commitment, 
normative commitment and value-based commitment. Value capture only has a 
significant correlation to one of the components of commitment, affective (0,306**). 

4.1 Testing of hypotheses 
Table	  5:	  Regression	  results	  of	  conceptual	  model	  1 

 

 
Affective commitment has a statistically significative positive relationship with value 
proposition (0,409, p. 0,001), value creation (0,297, p. 0,019) and value capture 
(0,275, p. 0,028). The hypothesis H1, H2, and H3 can therefore be confirmed. The 
model of affective commitment can explain the variation in value proposition with 
13,2 per cent, the variation in value creation with 13,2 per cent and the variation in 
value capture with 14 per cent.  
 
 	  

! ! ! ! ! ! ! ! ! ! ! ! !

!
Value!proposition!a!

!
! Value!creation!a!

! !
! Value!capture!a! ! !

!
Beta% p% Beta% p% % Beta% p% Beta% p% % % Beta% p% Beta% p%

Affective!
! !

0,409***! 0,001! !
! !

0,297*! 0,019! ! ! ! 0,275*! 0,028!
Control%variables% ! ! ! ! ! ! ! ! ! ! ! ! ! !
Services! 0,034! 0,922! 0,009! 0,977! ! 0,329! 0,309! 0,321! 0,318! ! >0,419! 0,205! >0,435! 0,175!
Manufacturing! >0,083! 0,807! >0,065! 0,836! ! 0,191! 0,560! 0,203! 0,520! ! >0,643! 0,058! >0,631*! 0,048!
Employees:!10>49! >0,214! 0,126! >0,112! 0,401! ! >0,093! 0,490! >0,139! 0,890! ! 0,039! 0,769! 0,108! 0,418!
Employees:!50>249! >0,095! 0,471! 0,078! 0,558! ! >0,243! 0,059! >0,117! 0,381! ! >0,075! 0,552! 0,042! 0,754!
Employees:!>250! >0,167! 0,179! >0,071! 0,553! ! >0,284*! 0,020! >0,213! 0,076! ! >0,264*! 0,029! >0,199! 0,097!

! ! ! ! !
!

! ! ! !
! ! ! ! !

! ! ! ! !
!

! ! ! !
! ! ! ! !

F% 1,006!
!

2,802!
!

! 2,038!
!

2,793!
!

! 2,361! ! 2,925! !
R2% 0,071!

!
0,206*!

!
! 0,134!

!
0,205*!

!
! 0,152*! ! 0,213*! !

Adjusted!R2! 0,206!
!

0,132*!
!

! 0,068!
!

0,132*!
!

! 0,087*! ! 0,140*! !
a!N!=!72!

! ! ! !
!

! ! ! !
! ! ! ! !

! ! ! ! !
!

! ! ! !
! ! ! ! !

Standard!coefficients!are!shown!
! ! !

!
! ! ! !

! ! ! ! !
!!!!!*p!<!0.05!(two>tailed!test).!

! ! !
!

! ! ! !
! ! ! ! !

!!!**p!<!0.01!(two>tailed!test).!
! ! !

!
! ! ! !

! ! ! ! !
***p!<!0.001!(two>tailed!test).! ! ! ! ! ! ! ! ! ! ! ! ! !
!
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Table	  6:	  Regression	  results	  of	  conceptual	  model	  2 
 

 
Normative commitment has a statistically significative positive relationship with value 
proposition (0,458, p. 0,000) and value creation (0,461, p. 0,000). The hypothesis H4 
and H5 are therefore confirmed. The model of normative commitment can explain the 
variation in value proposition with 16,1 per cent and the variation in value creation 
with 24 per cent. The relationship between normative commitment and value capture 
is not significative (p. 0,209) and the hypothesis H6 is therefore rejected. 
 

Table	  7:	  Regression	  results	  of	  conceptual	  model	  3 
 

 
Value-based commitment has a statistically significative positive relationship with 
value proposition (0,363, p. 0,008) and value creation (0,435, p. 0,001). The 
hypothesis H7 and H8 are therefore confirmed. The model of value-based 
commitment can explain the variation in value creation with 20,7 per cent. The 

! ! ! ! ! ! ! ! ! ! ! ! !

!
Value!proposition!a!

!
! Value!creation!a!

! !
! Value!capture!a! ! !

!
Beta% p% Beta% p% % Beta% p% Beta% p% % % Beta% p% Beta% p%

Normative!
! !

0,458***! 0,000! !
! !

0,461***! 0,000! ! ! ! 0,164! 0,209!
Control%variables% ! ! ! ! ! ! ! ! ! ! ! ! ! !
Services! 0,029! 0,933! >0,312! 0,346! ! 0,334! 0,315! >0,009! 0,978! ! >0,416! 0,210! >0,538! 0,119!
Manufacturing! >0,076! 0,823! >0,357! 0,268! ! 0,196! 0,549! >0,087! 0,776! ! >0,644! 0,051! >0,745*! 0,028!
Employees:!10>49! >0,218! 0,121! >0,114! 0,385! ! >0,095! 0,479! 0,010! 0,934! ! 0,040! 0,764! 0,077! 0,569!
Employees:!50>249! >0,131! 0,322! 0,030! 0,813! ! >0.263*! 0,041! >0,100! 0,412! ! >0,058! 0,646! 0,000! 1,000!
Employees:!>250! >0,168! 0,181! >0,059! 0,615! ! >0,283*! 0,021! >0,174! 0,124! ! >0,264*! 0,030! >0,225! 0,070!

! ! ! ! !
!

! ! ! !
! ! ! ! !

! ! ! ! !
!

! ! ! !
! ! ! ! !

F% 0,999!
!

3,242!
!

! 2,139!
!

4,689!
!

! 2,326! ! 2,224! !
R2% 0,071!

!
0,233**!

!
! 0,141!

!
0,305***!

!
! 0,152! ! 0,173! !

Adjusted!R2! 0,000!
!

0,161**!
!

! 0,075!
!
0,240***!

!
! 0,086! ! 0,095! !

a!N!=!71!
! ! ! !

!
! ! ! !

! ! ! ! !

! ! ! ! !
!

! ! ! !
! ! ! ! !

Standard!coefficients!are!shown!
! ! !

!
! ! ! !

! ! ! ! !
!!!!!*p!<!0.05!(two>tailed!test).!

! ! !
!

! ! ! !
! ! ! ! !

!!!**p!<!0.01!(two>tailed!test).!
! ! !

!
! ! ! !

! ! ! ! !
***p!<!0.001!(two>tailed!test).! ! ! ! ! ! ! ! ! ! ! ! ! !
!

! ! ! ! ! ! ! ! ! ! ! ! !

!

Value!proposition
!a
!

!

! Value!creation
!a
!

! !

! Value!capture
!a
! ! !

!

Beta% p% Beta% p% % Beta% p% Beta% p% % % Beta% p% Beta% p%
Value/based!

! !

0,363**! 0,008! !

! !

0,435***! 0,001! ! ! ! 0,094! 0,485!

Control%variables% ! ! ! ! ! ! ! ! ! ! ! ! ! !

Services! 0,027! 0,937! /0,084! 0,799! ! 0,330! 0,320! 0,197! 0,522! ! /0,411! 0,212! /0,440! 0,188!

Manufacturing! /0,073! 0,829! /0,119! 0,712! ! 0,194! 0,551! 0,139! 0,642! ! /0,633! 0,053! /0,645! 0,050!

Employees:!10/49! /0,218! 0,122! /0,152! 0,262! ! /0,095! 0,481! /0,017! 0,893! ! 0,039! 0,770! 0,056! 0,682!

Employees:!50/249! /0,120! 0,362! 0,028! 0,837! ! /0,248! 0,053! /0,071! 0,575! ! /0,052! 0,681! /0,014! 0,921!

Employees:!>250! /0,168! 0,185! /0,048! 0,706! ! /0,284*! 0,022! /0,141! 0,238! ! /0,265*! 0,031! /0,234! 0,073!

! ! ! ! !

!

! ! ! !

! ! ! ! !

! ! ! ! !

!

! ! ! !

! ! ! ! !

F% 0,957!

!

2,139!

!

! 1,973!

!

4,006!

!

! 2,206! ! 1,906! !

R2% 0,070!

!

0,169!

!

! 0,134!

!

0,276**!

!

! 0,147! ! 0,154! !

Adjusted!R2
! /0,003!

!

0,090!

!

! 0,066!

!

0,207**!

!

! 0,080! ! 0,073! !
a
!N!=!70!

! ! ! !

!

! ! ! !

! ! ! ! !

! ! ! ! !

!

! ! ! !

! ! ! ! !

Standard!coefficients!are!shown!

! ! !

!

! ! ! !

! ! ! ! !

!!!!!*p!<!0.05!(two/tailed!test).!

! ! !

!

! ! ! !

! ! ! ! !

!!!**p!<!0.01!(two/tailed!test).!

! ! !

!

! ! ! !

! ! ! ! !

***p!<!0.001!(two/tailed!test).! ! ! ! ! ! ! ! ! ! ! ! ! !

!
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relationship between value-based commitment and value capture is not significative 
(p. 0,485) and the hypothesis H9 is therefore rejected. 
 

Table	  8:	  Summary	  of	  tested	  hypotheses	  

 
Table 8 shows a summary of all the tested hypotheses of the study and their status. 
As shown, seven out of nine hypotheses were confirmed, and two were rejected. 

  

Hypothesis Status 
!!  There is a positive relation between affective commitment and    

value proposition 
Confirmed 

!!  There is a positive relation between affective commitment and 
value creation 

Confirmed 

!!  There is a positive relation between affective commitment and 
value capture 

Confirmed 

!!  There is a positive relation between normative commitment and 
value proposition 

Confirmed 

!!  There is a positive relation between normative commitment and 
value creation 

Confirmed 

!!  There is a positive relation between normative commitment and 
value capture 

Rejected 

!!  There is a positive relation between value-based commitment and 
value proposition 

Confirmed 

!!  There is a positive relation between value-based commitment and 
value creation 

Confirmed 

!!  There is a positive relation between value-based commitment and 
value capture 

Rejected 
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4.2 Attitudinal commitment as one item 

 

Figure	  4:	  A	  new	  model	  of	  commitment	  
 
In figure 4, the new model of commitment is illustrated, where commitment is 
measures as one item. 
 

Table	  9:	  Regression	  results	  of	  commitment	  
 

 
Commitment (affective + normative + value-based divided by three) has a statistically 
significative positive relationship with value proposition (0,455, p. 0,001) and value 
creation (0,438, p. 0,001), but not with value creation (p. 0,131). This model can 
explain the variation in value proposition with 15,6 per cent, the variation in value 
creation with 21,3 per cent and the variation in value capture with 9,9 per cent. 

  

!
!
!

!
!
!

!
!
!

!
!
!

!
!
!
!
!
!

Affective commitment 

Normative commitment 

Value-based commitment 

Commitment 

Value proposition 

Value creation 

Value capture 

! ! ! ! ! ! ! ! ! ! ! ! !

!

Value!proposition
!a
!

!

! Value!creation
!a
!

! !

! Value!capture
!a
! ! !

!

Beta% p% Beta% p% % Beta% p% Beta% p% % % Beta% p% Beta% p%
Commitment!

! !

0,455***! 0,001! !

! !

0,438***! 0,001! ! ! ! 0,199! 0,131!

Control%variables% ! ! ! ! ! ! ! ! ! ! ! ! ! !

Services! 0,027! 0,937! >0,146! 0,646! ! 0,330! 0,320! 0,163! 0,596! ! >0,411! 0,212! >0,487! 0,141!

Manufacturing! >0,073! 0,829! >0,180! 0,563! ! 0,194! 0,551! 0,091! 0,762! ! >0,633! 0,053! >0,680*! 0,037!

Employees:!10>49! >0,218! 0,122! >0,109! 0,411! ! >0,095! 0,481! 0,010! 0,937! ! 0,039! 0,770! 0,087! 0,524!

Employees:!50>249! >0,128! 0,362! 0,063! 0,632! ! >0,248! 0,053! >0,072! 0,566! ! >0,052! 0,681! 0,028! 0,836!

Employees:!>250! >0,168! 0,185! >0,033! 0,782! ! >0,284*! 0,022! >0,155! 0,188! ! >0,265! 0,031*! >0,206! 0,104!

! ! ! ! !

!

! ! ! !

! ! ! ! !

! ! ! ! !

!

! ! ! !

! ! ! ! !

F% 0,957!

!

3,119!

!

! 1,973!

!

4,116!

!

! 2,206! ! 2,264! !

R2% 0,070!

!

0,229**!

!

! 0,134!

!

0,282**!

!

! 0,147! ! 0,177*! !

Adjusted!R2
! >0,003!

!

0,156**!

!

! 0,066!

!

0,213**!

!

! 0,080! ! 0,099*! !
a
!N!=!70!

! ! ! !

!

! ! ! !

! ! ! ! !

! ! ! ! !

!

! ! ! !

! ! ! ! !

Standard!coefficients!are!shown!

! ! !

!

! ! ! !

! ! ! ! !

!!!!!*p!<!0.05!(two>tailed!test).!

! ! !

!

! ! ! !

! ! ! ! !

!!!**p!<!0.01!(two>tailed!test).!

! ! !

!

! ! ! !

! ! ! ! !

***p!<!0.001!(two>tailed!test).! ! ! ! ! ! ! ! ! ! ! ! ! !

!
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5. Discussion 
The results of the study support our reasoning about how attitudinal commitment 
affects the business model, to a high level, by confirming seven of the nine 
formulated hypotheses. Affective commitment has a significative positive effect on all 
three components of the business model and the model of affective commitment can 
explain almost the same variation in the three components, 13,2 per cent in value 
proposition and value creation and 14 per cent in value capture. Normative 
commitment has a significative positive effect on two of the three business model 
components, value proposition and value capture. The model of normative 
commitment can explain 24 per cent of the variation in value creation while it only 
can explain 16,1 per cent of the variation in value proposition. Also value-based 
commitment has a significative positive effect on two of the three business model 
components, value proposition and value capture. The model of this positive kind of 
calculative commitment is only statistically significant to explain the variation in value 
creation, which is can with 20,7 per cent. 
 
Value proposition is positively affected by all three commitment components as 
hypothesised (𝐻! , 𝐻! , 𝐻! ) while only the models of affective and normative 
commitment is statistically significant to explain the variation in value proposition. 
This does not have to mean that the model of value-based commitment cannot 
explain the variance in value proposition, but it is not statistically significant. Value 
creation is also positively affected by all three commitment components as 
hypothesised (𝐻!,  𝐻!, 𝐻!) and the models of all three are also statistically significant 
to explain the variation in value creation. It is only affective commitment that is 
statistically significative to have a positive effect on value capture as hypothesised in 
𝐻! and the model is able to explain 14 per cent of the variance. As theorized by 
earlier researchers, affective commitment plays a key role in the relationship (Sharma 
et al., 2015) and this study indicates that emotional and social engagement  (Gruen 
et al., 2000; Sharma et al., 2015) is important in the innovation of all components of 
the business model. Since affective commitment is important to maintain a 
relationship in a long-term (Sharma et al., 2015) and cooperation is more common in 
long-term relationships we believe that the existence of cooperation is by far one of 
the most important factors to be able to innovate the business model. The 
cooperation between the buyer and the supplier is of value for the ability to innovate 
the business model to fit in the business of both the buyer and the supplier. 
Cooperation is not only present in relationships of high affective commitment but also 
a result of normative commitment (Sharma et al., 2015) Also the sense of 
responsibility to preserve a relationship (normative commitment) (Gilliand & Bello, 
2002; Sharma et al., 2015) seems to be of importance in order to innovate the 
business model.  
 
Our logical reasoning was that normative commitment should have a positive effect 
on value capture (𝐻! ) since normative commitment is based on a sense of 
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responsibility to keep the relationship alive, which in turn leads to relationship 
investments (Gilliland & Bello, 2002; Sharma et al., 2006) and since relationships 
with normative commitment is characterized by cooperativeness (Sharma et al., 
2015). Our logical reasoning for value-based commitment was that it should have a 
positive effect on value capture (𝐻!) since it is in this stage where the value is paid. 
According to value-based commitment, the relationship is valuable when incomes 
and expenses are balanced (Anderson & Weitz, 1989) why it logically should be in 
the interest of an organization with high value-based commitment to also participate 
in the process of capturing the value and to ensure that is balanced with the 
expenses. Our logical reasoning of 𝐻! and 𝐻! could be true since the contrary was 
not proven significant, only the relationships of 𝐻! and 𝐻!was not proven significant.  
 
Sharma et al. (2015) have showed evidence that cooperation in business 
relationships is built by commitment and Morgan and Hunt (1994) also concluded 
commitment has a positive effect on two parties willingness to cooperate. In this 
study the link between commitment and cooperation has been explored more 
precisely by having the three components of the business model as dependent 
variables in order to investigate if there is a certain attitudinal commitment that affects 
the suppliers propensity to innovate their business model more than another. The 
findings suggest all the three components of attitudinal commitment are likely to 
affect a supplier to innovate in their value proposition and value creation of the good 
or service being offered. The findings also suggest it is only statistically significant 
that affective commitment has the ability to affect how value is being captured by the 
supplying firm. It is an interesting finding that implies that the psychological bond to 
the supplier based on emotional and social engagement (Gruen et al., 2000; Sharma 
et al., 2015) actually increases the potential to innovate the payment routine and how 
value is being captured. Evidence has shown that affective commitment component 
might be the most important component to develop a long-term relationship (Sharma 
et al., 2015). A relationship in where familiarity and friendship exist may have the 
ability to loosen up subjects that otherwise may be sensitive, such as price.   
 
Earlier it has been the supplier’s task to customize a product (Thomke & von Hippel, 
2002) but the results of the study indicate that the buyer can participate in the 
innovation of the business model and thereby the development of how to propose 
value, create value and capture value, depending on how committed the buyer is. 
This is less time consuming for both the supplier and customer since the cooperation 
can develop a customized product or service faster, and it can also be a competitive 
advantage for the supplier (Hienerth, von Hippel & Jensen, 2014). 
 
Fullerton (2005) argues that a customer can experience different kinds of 
commitment in a relationship with varying levels at the same time and at different 
point in time for the same relationship. There are disagreements among researchers 
whether affective, normative and calculative (value-based and locked-in) commitment 
should be seen as types of commitment (Sharma et al., 2015) or components of 
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commitment (Meyer & Allen, 1991). Our results can only provide more ambiguity in 
this discussion, since the correlations between our independent commitment 
variables see table 4 are all above 0,750 with a p-value of 0,001. Along with relatively 
high VIF values we decided to measure them separately as mentioned in the method 
section, since the independent variables appeared to constitute a multicollinearity 
problem and would not give valid results about any individual predictor. Roxenhall 
(2011) stated there are similarities between the components, but also differences. 
Our results indicate all three of the commitment components measures the same 
variance in dependent variable of components of the business model to a certain 
degree, especially in value proposition and value creation. The Cronbach’s Alpha for 
all the commitment statements gave us a value over 0,9 and therefore the new 
variable commitment was computed, which included affective commitment, normative 
commitment and value-based commitment. The regression analysis gave us similar 
results to the other three where each commitment variable was measured separately. 
With this background there is evidence that show us when high levels of affective 
commitment is experienced it is also likely to experience high levels of normative and 
value-based commitment. Anderson and Weitz (1992) have claimed commitment in 
business relationships can be highly beneficial, since it enables a higher degree of 
co-working, which in turn may result in higher level of performance. Our findings 
support the idea of commitment as an antecedent to cooperation.  
 

6. Conclusions 
The purpose of the study was to examine the relation between attitudinal 
commitment and business model innovation, within buyer-supplier relationships. The 
results of this study indicate that there is a positive relation between the components 
of attitudinal commitment, affective-, normative-, and value-based commitment and 
business model innovation. This study also examined the relation between attitudinal 
commitment as one item including all the attitudinal commitment components and 
business model innovation. Seven out of nine hypotheses were confirmed. The only 
component that could be derived to innovation in value capture was affective 
commitment. Except that finding, all commitment components had a statistical 
significance in innovation of value proposition and value creation. The study also 
highlights the fact that even though the attitudinal commitment parts should be 
viewed as components rather than types according to some researchers, they are 
highly correlated and they are not likely mutually exclusive. 
 
Our results have started to fill the literature gap, but it is too big to be filled with only 
one study and therefore we encourage more studies in the field. We both encourage 
more quantitative studies to be able to generalize the findings but also qualitative 
studies to find descriptions and more details about the positive relation between 
attitudinal commitment and business model innovation. A qualitative study could find 
the reasons for why attitudinal commitment not is so obvious to have a positive effect 
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on value capture in the business model and a larger quantitative study can maybe 
find statistical significance for attitudinal commitment to have a positive, or negative 
effect on value capture. 
 

7. Managerial Implication 
One managerial implication from this study for both suppliers and customers is the 
fact that commitment actually contributes to a customer’s ability to influence the 
behaviour of the supplier. This also implies that suppliers with committed customers 
are more likely to develop products that are higher valued than competitors offerings 
and also less time-consuming in the process to find a customized solution. For both 
the customer and the supplier, cooperating and together innovating the components 
of the business model to a more effective and customized business can save a lot of 
time and money. By working to strengthen the customer commitment, a supplier can 
increase the ability to innovate the business model, as indicated by this study. 
 

8. Further Research 
Two of the hypotheses about the commitment components effect on value capture in 
the business model were rejected, normative commitment and value-based 
commitment. The only attitudinal commitment component that was found to have any 
effect on value capture was affective commitment. An interesting finding since it 
suggests an emotional bond to the supplier increases the potential to innovate how 
value is being captured. Few quantitative studies have been done in field of how 
business models innovate. This study examined the relationship between attitudinal 
commitment and business model innovations. There are more reasons that stimulate 
changes in company’s business model that have not been researched. Another 
aspect that has been completely been left out in this study is the commitment of the 
supplier to the buyer. How important is the supplier’s commitment to adjust to the 
buyer’s needs and is a question we encourage to be researched. This study also 
encourages more research in the field of attitudinal commitment and whether 
attitudinal commitment should be seen as types or components. The components are 
indeed very different, but also highly correlated. 
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Appendix 1: Intention letter 
Hello! 
We are driven master students in the business administration subjects marketing and 
management at Mid Sweden University in Sundsvall. We are currently writing our 
master's theses in commitment and relationships, and the study we are conducting 
aims to examine the relationship between commitment and business model 
development. 
 
There is a lack of systematic studies on these issues and we would therefore like to 
contribute to the development of knowledge in the field. Your experience is therefore 
very important to capture. 
 
Your company hereby gets the opportunity to participate in our study as you, thanks 
to your good sales and growth have been appointed to a Super Company by Bisnode 
and Veckans Affärer. We would be very happy and grateful if you would take the time 
to answer our survey. All respondents will remain anonymous in the study and all 
responses will be treated confidentially. The survey consists of statements with set 
responses and takes about 5 minutes to answer. To conduct the survey is voluntary, 
your answers will not be traced to you and you can stop the questionnaire at any 
time. 
 
<Click here to get to the survey> 
 
If this email has ended up in the wrong mailbox, please send this message to the 
right person and send the correct email address to us. If you have any questions 
regarding the survey or study, please contact us. 
 
Thank you for participating in our study! 
 
Best regards 
 
Johan Matsson (joma1114@student.miun.se) 
Maria Olsson (maol1117@student.miun.se) 
 
Thanks in advance! 
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Appendix 2: Questionnaire 
Background questions 
How many employees does the company have? 
- less than 10 employees 
- 10-49 employees 
- 50-249 employees 
- more than 250 employees 
 
Which industry does the company operate in? 
- Agriculture, forestry and fishing 
- Mining and quarrying 
- Manufacture 
- Electricity, gas, heat and cold 
- Water supply; sewerage, waste management and remediation activities 
- Construction 
- Trading; repair of motor vehicles and motorcycles 
- Transportation and storage 
- Hotels and restaurants 
- Information and communication activities 
- Financial and insurance activities 
- Real estate activities 
- Professional, economic, science and technology 
- Rent, property services, travel services and other support services 
- Public administration and defence; compulsory social security 
- Education 
- Health and social care; social services 
- Arts, entertainment and recreation 
- Other service 
- Activities of households; household production of various goods and services for own use 
- Territorial organizations: foreign embassies and similar 
 
For the following statements, choose between six alternatives from 1 ‘totally disagree’ 
to 6 ‘totally agree’ 
 
We have taken the initiative to change/create our supplier’s products/services 
We contribute continuously by delivering innovative solutions to our supplier’s 
products/services 
 
Value proposition 
The supplier offers us a wider range of products/services than before 
The supplier provides a more scalable range than before 
The supplier provides a new offering 
The supplier has improved the existing offering 
 
Value creation 
We have helped our supplier to develop new products/services that enables us to:  
- increase our productivity 
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- increase our customer efficiency and competitiveness 
- create stronger and better relationships with our current customers 
- help our customers solve their problems 
- gain new customers in existing markets 
- create new products and services 
 
Value capture 
Our payment routine to the supplier has been simplified 
Our payment routine to the supplier goes faster 
Our payment routine to the supplier has made us to now pay: 
- for our perceived value of the product/service 
- at another time than before (e.g., before, during or after the use of the 

product/service) 
 
Affective commitment 
We have positive feelings towards the supplier 
We feel strongly associated with the supplier 
If feels right to continue the relationship to the supplier 
 
Normative commitment 
We feel that we ought to continue the relationship with the supplier 
The supplier expects that we will continue the relationship with them 
We want to continue the relationship with the supplier because it sends the right 
signals to our customers, other suppliers and other key business partners 
 
Value-based (positive calculative) commitment 
We want to continue the relationship with the supplier because we expect future 
profits 
We want to continue the relationship with the supplier since it is good for our 
business 
 


