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This article shows the importance of consumer relationship in-
tention and its cognitive and emotional motivations in the de-
velopment of a relational approach in buyer–seller relationships
in business-to-consumer settings. The article presents empirical re-
search that used a cross-sectional survey of 222 consumers followed
by discriminant analysis to highlight the fact that different rela-
tionships may exist in consumer markets. We found that cognition-
based motivations explain functional relationship outcomes and
that emotion-based motivations explain higher forms of dedication
to the provider, such as altruism, switching intentions, and acquies-
cence. The article shows that consumer proneness and motivations
are highly significant in discriminating relationships.
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In the early to mid-1990s, relationship marketing (RM) became “the hot
topic of the marketing discipline” (Möller & Halinen, 2000, p. 29). Often
described as the emperor’s new clothes (Egan & Harker, 2006), RM began
to dominate the marketing agenda. However, as the dust begins to settle,
questions are being asked about how much of RM is reality and how much
is pure rhetoric (Agariya & Singh, 2011; Shrivastava & Kale, 2003). RM prac-
tices may not be ubiquitous and may suffer from considerable shortcomings
in business-to-consumer (B2C) markets, in which the majority of relation-
ships are not close and long term but rather distant and discrete (O’Malley &
Tynan, 2000). Also, the RM literature in consumer markets tends to emphasize
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the seller’s point of view to the neglect of the buyer’s perspective. Develop-
ing on previous findings (Fernandes & Proença, 2008), the aim of this article
is to explore buyer–seller relationships in B2C markets, considering the con-
sumer’s point of view. We propose a framework to distinguish relationships
according to a consumer’s emotion- or cognition-based motivations. This
framework is empirically examined through a cross-sectional consumer sur-
vey and discriminant analysis. We conclude that consumer proneness and
motivations are highly significant in discriminating relationship types and that
the focus on the monotypic close and long-term relationships in consumer
markets may be limited.

RELATIONSHIPS IN CONSUMER MARKETS

Relationships both drive and are driven by the context in which they take
place (Egan, 2003; Fournier, Dobscha, & Mick, 1998; Möller & Halinen, 2000).
Grönroos (1991) stated that the marketing strategies available may be seen
as a continuum between a relationship-oriented strategy and a transaction-
oriented strategy and that one orientation makes more sense than another
depending on the circumstances. Thus, RM practices and strategies may not
be effective in every situation or context.

The relational perspective was initially presented in the literature as an
alternative to mainstream marketing, more suited to marketing in interorgani-
zational situations in which markets were heterogeneous, buyers and sellers
were both active, and interaction and relationships were important. Social
exchange theory and relational contracting were applied to understand rela-
tionships (Hansen, 2012). Based on these theories, the interaction approach
(Ford, 2004) considers that a relationship implies that both parties should
be positively committed. Researchers compared a marketing relationship to
a marriage that is exclusive, that is enduring, and that forsakes all other re-
lationships (Tynan, 1997). Yet those findings and constructs from business
markets were uncritically imported and applied by marketers to consumer
markets (Bejou, 1997; Egan, 2003), and this can present considerable barriers
(Egan & Harker, 2006; Zolkiewski, 2004). The differences between business
and consumer domains have to do with switching costs, the availability of
alternatives, the type and frequency of interactions, the level of interdepen-
dency, underlying motives, relative size, and the overall importance buyers
and sellers attach to relationships. Moreover, the sheer size of the market, the
lack of consumer interest in relationships, and the persistence of aggressive
promotion strategies all make for problems.

These differences affect the patterns of buyer–seller relationships in
both markets. The majority of consumer relationships are not close and
long term but distant and discrete (O’Malley & Tynan, 2000). The marriage
analogy is inappropriate in consumer markets, in which a commitment may
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be attractive to the supplier, but not to the buyer, who incurs the opportunity
cost of fidelity (Szmigin & Bourne, 1998). When the drawbacks of engaging
in a relationship (e.g., loss of privacy, upkeep, commitment) are perceived
as too high by consumers, consumers may avoid relationship formation and
engagement; this is called a “relationship hindrance” (Noble & Phillips, 2004),
a “relationship burden” (Hakansson & Snehota, 2002), or “the dark side
of long-term relationships” (Grayson & Ambler, 1999). Consumers may be
interested in developing relationships with some suppliers and not with
others (Pels, 1999). Customers can even have simultaneous relationships
with several providers and, over time, drop some and add others. In fact,
consumers are generally “promiscuous” in the relationships they establish
(Szmigin & Bourne, 1998). Given this scenario, a supplier should aim not to
be a marriage partner but a preferred friend.

Hence, the development of RM practices in consumer markets seems to
suffer from several shortcomings (Grayson & Ambler, 1999; Hennig-Thurau,
Paul, Gremler, Gwinner, & Weitz, 2009; Pressey & Mathews, 2000; Shrivas-
tava & Kale, 2003). Several scholars have recognized that different types of
customer–firm relationships exist (Dwyer, Shurr, & Oh, 1987; Fournier, 1998;
Hellén, Gummerus, Grönroos, & Sääksjärvi, 2007) beyond the prototypical
monotonic long-term relationship. Relationships may be better portrayed by
varying degrees of relational complexity (Möller & Halinen, 2000) and per-
haps sometimes are neither better or worse but just what they are (Palmer,
2007). It is thus important to reconsider what a relationship in consumer
markets means.

However, according to Bagozzi (1995), in consumer markets, relation-
ship definition constitutes a glaring omission. The term relationship is often
used to underpin a supplier’s marketing activities based on the assumption
that a relationship can be formed with any customer, in any situation (Blois,
1997). A review of the literature on RM still reveals a definitive tendency to
focus on the seller’s perspective to the neglect of the buyer’s perspective
(Barnes, 1997; Sheth & Parvatiyar, 1995). However, it must be questioned
whether a relationship exists when the exchange has been examined from
the point of view of only one party to the exchange (Blois, 2003). If in some
situations consumers are not even aware they are participating, can this be
called a relationship? Not every exchange has the potential to grow into
one, and both sides of any transaction or relationship affect its nature. Rela-
tionship studies that only examine the views of one party can at best only
provide a “partial picture” (Blois, 2003, p. 90). Customers’ interests should
be at the heart of the equation. A relationship can only be said to truly exist
if and when the customer says there is one, and not when the firm suggests
it (Egan, 2000). This “consumer recognition,” “psychological predisposition,”
“relationship intention,” or “relationship proneness” (Christy, Oliver, & Penn,
1996; De Wulf, Odekerken-Schröder, & Iacobucci, 2001; Kumar, Bohling,
& Ladda, 2003; Parish & Holloway, 2010) may be the prime driver to a
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relational approach. Not all customers wish to engage in close relation-
ships, nor are they willing participants in RM strategies or equally receptive
(Bendapudi & Berry, 1997; Hennig-Thurau, Gwinner, & Gremler, 2002). Yet
few authors have explored why consumers may be reluctant to form rela-
tionships with retailers (Noble & Phillips, 2004), and the buyer’s perspective
remains the blind spot of relationships in consumer markets (Pels, 1999).

RELATIONSHIP INTENTION, AFFECT, AND COGNITION

Considering the consumer’s point of view, we define relationship intention
as the willingness to establish a relationship with a firm in a free and de-
liberate way. This conceptualization stems from social psychology, in which
intention has been viewed as the willingness to continue a course of ac-
tion or activity, such as maintaining a relationship (Wetzels, de Ruyter, &
Birgelen, 1998). According to attitude research (Fishbein & Ajzen, 1975), a
person’s behavior is determined by his or her intention to perform it. The
attitudinal dimension includes cognitive, affective, and conative processes
that strongly impact overt behavior, which may be impossible to understand
and difficult to predict without knowledge of these processes. The affective
component refers to emotions, feelings, and drives associated with an atti-
tude object, whereas the cognitive component addresses beliefs, judgments,
and thoughts associated with the object (Breckler, 1984; Breckler & Wiggins,
1989). Being a conative variable, intentions should come to mediate the re-
lationship between affective, cognitive, and behavioral constructs (Ajzen &
Fishbein, 1980). In fact, self-reported behaviors and stated intentions to re-
spond have frequently been treated as dependent effects of affective and/or
cognitive variables (e.g., Rogers & Thistlethwaite, 1970; Warner & DeFleur,
1969). Intentions would be at a lower level of abstraction (i.e., closer to overt
behavior) than the cognitions and affective feelings on which they are based.
Cognitions and affective feelings would form a predisposition to respond in
a consistently favorable or unfavorable manner with respect to a given ob-
ject (Fishbein & Ajzen, 1975), and intention focuses on the willingness to
act on that given predisposition or a “readiness to act” (Oliver, 1999). Inten-
tion is the personal, deliberate, goal-oriented, proactive aspect of behavior
(Emmons, 1986) and is closely related to the concept of intrinsic motivation
and volition. Behavioral intentions, in turn, lead to overt behaviors (Bagozzi
& Burnkrant, 1979).

There is evidence that cognition and affective components of attitude
can be distinguished from each other (Breckler, 1984; Breckler & Wig-
gins, 1989). Cognition is a more instrumental component, which refers to a
more calculative consideration of the extent to which performing a behavior
would be advantageous (i.e., the expected utility of the behavior; Breckler &
Wiggins, 1989; French et al., 2005). Emotion is a more affective component,
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which refers to anticipated feelings toward performing the behavior (French
et al., 2005; Godin, 1987; Trafimow & Sheeran, 1998). Cognitive and af-
fective components of attitude are believed to simultaneously account for
intentions, although they may have a differential impact on them. Attitude
theory researchers have long argued that the relationship between cogni-
tion and affect in attitude formation is bidirectional (Johnson & Grayson,
2005), beginning with cognitive states giving rise to emotions and then emo-
tions shaping cognitive states (Anand, Morris, & Stephens, 1988; Andersen &
Kumar, 2006; M. Johnson, Hermann, & Huber, 2006).

In this process, the salience of the affective or the cognitive component
could lead to the formation of different intentions (Berg, Manstead, Pligt,
& Wigboldus, 2006). Attitudes that are based on cognition are conceptually
distinct from attitudes that are based on affect (Sherman & Kim, 2002). Affect
is expected to increase intrinsic motivation, which refers to the motivation
to engage in a behavior for its own sake, out of personal interest and/or
enjoyment, and not as a means to another reward (Isen & Reeve, 2005).
Attitudes based on affect tend to persevere despite situational conditions
(Zajonc, 1980) or rational decision making (Andersen & Kumar, 2006). Con-
versely, cognition involves more calculative considerations and thus is more
vulnerable to external incentives and can be more easily invalidated and
changed (Zajonc, 1998). Whereas cognition is directly subject to counterar-
gumentation, affect is not easily dislodged (Oliver, 1999). Thus, affect can
lead to much stronger behavioral reactions than pure cognition (Zajonc &
Marcus, 1982) and dominates over cognition in the prediction of conative
attitudes (French et al., 2005; Godin, 1987).

Moreover, prior research suggests that positive emotions are associated
with approach-oriented behavior that leads individuals to perform above
and beyond the call of duty (Elliot & Thrash, 2002; Watson, Wiese, Vaidya,
& Tellegen, 1999). For instance, research in organizational behavior shows
that the presence of positive affect predicts behavior that extends beyond
a job description (Fisher, 2002; Judge & Ilies, 2004). This “employee citi-
zenship behavior” (Yi & Gong, 2008) entails acts involving altruism, extra
effort, volunteering, and being cooperative. Furthermore, workers with high
positive affect do not typically engage in withdrawal behavior as a response
to dissatisfaction in the workplace (Thoresen, Kaplan, Barsky, Warren, &
de Chermont, 2003). Also, social psychology considers that positive affect
has beneficial effects on the way in which people perceive social behaviors
and the way in which they initiate social interactions (Forgas, 2001; Isen,
1987).

A considerable body of consumer behavior literature has dealt with
the attitude–behavior relationship. Perhaps the most popular research is the
framework developed by Dick and Basu (1994) in which they make a dis-
tinction between attitudinal and behavioral loyalty. Dick and Basu stated that
loyalty has two dimensions: relative attitude and repeat patronage behavior.
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They identified four loyalty categories: loyalty (positive relative attitude, high
repeat patronage), latent loyalty (positive relative attitude, but low repeat pa-
tronage), spurious loyalty (high repeat patronage, low relative attitude), and
no loyalty (low on both dimensions). The high patronage of spurious loyal
customers may be explained by factors such as habitual buying, financial
incentives, convenience, and lack of alternatives. Thus, the behavioral ap-
proach may not yield a comprehensive insight into the underlying reasons of
loyalty or patronage. Instead it is a consumer’s disposition in terms of inten-
tions that plays an important role, and it is possible to understand behavior
better by decomposing attitude into its main components.

However, most research considers attitude/disposition as a whole with-
out accounting for attitude’s components and drivers (Simonin & Ruth, 1998),
namely emotion, cognition, and intention. This study aims to examine the
different components of attitude and explore the impact of different drivers
in relationship outcomes and intended consumer behavior.

THE RESEARCH: REASSESSING RELATIONSHIPS
IN CONSUMER MARKETS

The purpose of this study is to explore buyer–seller relationships mainly from
the customer’s point of view. Customers may not all want or need a relation-
ship, and their potential benefits may not be equally considered worthwhile.
In this article, consumer relationship intention refers to the willingness of a
consumer to develop a relationship with a firm and reflects attitude, namely
cognitions and affective feelings on which the attitude was based. As dis-
cussed previously, the establishment of a relationship is signaled not only
by behavior but more by the reasons why the behavior occurs (Venetis &
Ghauri, 2004). Given the salience of affective or cognitive reasons, attitude
could lead to the formation of different relationship intentions.

The framework proposed (see Figure 1) considers that attitudes based
on emotions tend to have a stronger effect on relationship intentions and on
the persistence of the relationship. Namely, consumers with a relationship in-
tention based on positive affect would be more likely to enact behaviors that
lead to the successful completion of the relationship (Andersen & Kumar,
2006) or “pro-relationship maintenance acts” (Rusbult, Wieselquist, Foster &
Witcher, 1999), as mentioned in the interpersonal relationship literature. Con-
sumers with high relationship intention would exhibit a reduced propensity
to switch provider (e.g., derogation of alternatives), a willingness to make
short-term sacrifices (e.g., price increases) for the sake of the relationship,
and a willingness to cooperate proactively (e.g., providing feedback) above
and beyond the call of duty (e.g., repurchasing). This type of relationship
would be “dedication based” (Bendapudi & Berry, 1997): Consumers develop
a relationship with a firm for its own sake, apart from its purely instrumental
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FIGURE 1 Proposed Framework Used to Analyze Differences Between Emotion- and
Cognition-Based Relationships.

worth (Gundlach, Achrol, & Mentzer, 1995). The development of a future
dedicated relationship can be determined by this emotional content (Barnes,
1997).

If the cognitive component is more salient in attitude formation, re-
lationships will be highly goal oriented (O’Loughlin & Szmigin, 2006) and
“constraint based” (Bendapudi & Berry, 1997). Consumers develop a rela-
tionship with a firm because they need it on the basis of cost benefit analyses
(de Ruyter, Moorman, & Lemmink, 2001). These “emotionless” consumers
(Liljander & Strandvik, 1996), satisfied but not close (Barnes, 1997), will not
invest in the relationship beyond prescribed roles because they make a more
conscious evaluation of the rewards and benefits of repatronage. Thus, al-
though these consumers may possess a favorable disposition toward the
firm and repurchase a particular product, they will have a low relationship
intention (Kumar et al., 2003). Conversely, a customer may not purchase
regularly from a firm and still perceive something of a relationship with that
firm (Barnes, 1997) in a kind of “latent loyalty” (Dick & Basu, 1994). These
relationships, predicated mostly on the material benefits of the exchange,
are likely to suffer from higher turnover, development of alternatives, and
opportunistic behavior (Gundlach et al., 1995).

Thus, the relationship formed seems to depend on the degree to which
a person willingly intends to engage in it (Kumar et al., 2003; Parish &
Holloway, 2010). Consumers mainly develop relationships either because
they want to or because they have to because of some sort of real or
perceived constraint (Bendapudi & Berry, 1997; Odekerken-Schröder &
Bloemer, 2004). We believe that volition plays an important role in the
development of relationships (Bejou, 1997), because the more an act toward
an object is the result of an individual’s free will, the higher the probability
that he or she will develop a strong relationship with the object (Bloemer
& Odekerken-Schröder, 2007). We define the willingness to establish a
relationship in a free and deliberate way as consumer relationship intention.
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We propose that the degree of this willingness depends on the emo-
tions generated by a particular consumer in the purchase, namely those
associated with self-esteem, feelings of affiliation, and social bonding
(Dagger & David, 2012; Eisingerich & Bell, 2007; Hennig-Thurau et al., 2009;
Johnson, Matear, & Thomson, 2011; Spake, Beatty, Brockman, & Crutchfield,
2003; Yi & Gong, 2008). Thus, consumer feelings explain why not all but
some consumers value a relational approach. Emotions shape behaviors and
perceptions and play a crucial role in the development of different kinds
of relationships (Andersen & Kumar, 2006; Johnson et al., 2006), because
these cannot be built on behavior alone (Barnes, 2003). Rather than total
rationalizing, customers’ behavior is also based on emotional bonds that
go beyond core product attributes, involving enjoyment, personal meaning,
and a feeling of gratitude, the currency of relationships (Hansen, Sandvik, &
Selnes, 2003; Styles & Ambler, 2003). Emotional content (Berscheid, Snyder,
& Omoto, 1989) could be the path to attaining true customer intimacy, the
backbone of rewarding relationships (Fournier, 1998).

RESEARCH METHODOLOGY

Our goal is to examine the effect of cognition- and emotion-based consumer
motivations on established relationships. We use factor and discriminant
analysis to identify which variables are significant contributors to the differ-
ences between relationships.

A consumer cross-sectional survey was conducted. The questionnaire
was pretested with a group of 36 consumers, who suggested improvements
in item wording and directions. Convenience sampling and self-administered
surveys were used to collect the data. A total of 384 consumers recruited
through a network of acquaintances were invited to participate by accessing
a survey Web page. A total of 222 valid returns were obtained, yielding a
response rate of 58%. The resulting sample represented a good cross-section
of respondent ages, sexes, and backgrounds; respondents were sufficiently
diverse in their use of service providers. The respondent profile was female
(55%), older than 35 years of age (48%), and holding a bachelor’s degree
(44%).

The design of the questionnaire was based on scales used in previous
research and used a 5-point Likert scale, ranging from completely disagree
to completely agree. Negative questions were reverse-coded for consistency.
Respondents were directed to think about specific firms they patronized
and to select one with which they had a satisfying and positive relation-
ship. Respondents were then asked to respond to the remaining questions
while focusing on that particular provider. The first section of the survey
asked respondents to assess the degree to which several cognition- and
emotion-based motivations had been important in their engagement with
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the provider selected. The second section focused on the operationalization
of relationship intention and measured five different relationship outcomes
based on the behavioral intentions battery commonly referred to in the liter-
ature: repurchase intentions, advocacy, switching intentions, acquiescence,
and altruism.

The measurement items of the different constructs are shown in Table 1.
To measure cognition- and emotion-based motivations, we followed the
recommendations of Allen and Meyer (1990), Kumar et al. (2003), Spake
et al. (2003), Johnson and Grayson (2005), and Bloemer and Odekerken-
Schröder (2007). Behavioral intentions measures were based on Zeithaml,
Berry, and Parasuraman (1996), Oliver (1999), Kumar et al. (2003), Bloemer
and Odekerken-Schröder (2007), Jones and Taylor (2007), and Eisingerich
and Bell (2007).

For each of the constructs measured, dimensionality and reliability were
assessed (e.g., Cronbach’s alpha). To assess the dimensionality of consumer
motivations, we performed a principal component analysis with varimax
rotation. It was intuitively expected that the motivations scale would divide
into two factors representing cognitive and emotional variables, which it did,
with the factors explaining 36% and 32% of the variance, respectively. For re-
lationship outcomes, an assessment of eigenvalues and scree plot suggested
a five-factor solution (accounting for 76% of the variance) that appeared to
fit well with the initial conceptualization suggested. All scales demonstrated
good reliability according to accepted standards. Internal reliability tests of
the factors identified showed strong Cronbach’s alphas. The scales are re-
ported in Table 1 along with reliability, validity, and dimensionality statistics.

Linear discriminant analysis was used to identify which variables were
significant contributors to the differences between the two groups (cognition-
and emotion-based relationships). The effective grouping was constructed
with the respondents’ motivation-generated factor scores as input. Accord-
ingly, each consumer was classified as having either (a) a cognitive relation-
ship or (b) an emotional relationship, with 120 consumers in the first group
and 102 consumers in the second group.

DISCUSSION OF RESULTS

The results led us to conclude that consumer willingness and its motivations
are highly significant in discriminating relationship types. Whereas cognition-
based motivations explain more functional outcomes (e.g., repurchase inten-
tion), emotion-based motivations explain other manifestations such as altru-
ism, switching intentions, and acquiescence, which may represent higher
forms of dedication to the provider. As suggested by Barnes (1997), affective
variables contribute the most to the establishment of dedicated and close
customer relationships.
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TABLE 1 Measurement Scales, Reliability, Validity, and Dimensionality Statistics

Dimension Measure PCA Loading α (AVE)

Dimensions selected for relationship motivations
Cognition I’m a regular and satisfied customer of X

because . . .

Mean 4.09 .87 (.638)

Reliability . . . X keeps promises made .844
Perceived value . . . the benefits received more than

compensate the costs associated
.820

Reputation . . . I have good reason to doubt his
competence (–)

.638

Quality . . . X offers a high-quality service .855
Comfort . . . of the comfortable relationship I have

established
.817

Emotion I’m a regular and satisfied customer of X
because . . .

Mean 2.98 .88 (.658)

Involvement . . . I feel emotionally attached to X .890
Identification . . . I feel a sense of identification of interests

and values with X
.800

Familiarity . . . I feel like “part of the family” .891
Reciprocity . . . I feel X has my best interests at heart .666
Fear of relationship
loss

. . . I would feel a sense of personal loss if I
could no longer be X’s client

.790

Dimensions selected for relationship outcomes
Repurchase Intention Mean 4.11 .85 (.769)

Repeat purchase I plan to do more business with X in the next
few years

.876

First choice I consider x to be my first choice .872
Share of wallet I look to X whenever I need this type of

service
.882

Advocacy Mean 3.96 .95 (.905)
Positive word of
mouth

I say positive things about X to other people .951

Recommendation I recommend X to someone who seeks my
advice

.976

Encouragement I encourage friends and relatives to do
business with X

.926

Switching Intentions Mean 2.98 .78 (.699)
Active tracking I would take my business to a competitor

with more attractive prices
.827

Active monitoring I actively monitor X’s service quality and price .784
Search for
alternatives

I proactively monitor for and am receptive to
competitive offers

.894

Altruism Mean 3.63 .70 (.620)
Cross-selling I intend to buy more and other X services in

the future
.846

Active voice Whenever I have a problem, I discuss my
complaints with X

.780

Willingness to
cooperate

I am available to cooperate with X .733

Acquiescence Mean 2.77 .70 (.612)
Price insensitivity I would continue to do business with X even

if prices increase
.819

Dissatisfaction
response

I would switch to a competitor if I experience
a problem with X (–)

.780

Tolerance I would continue to do business with X even
if quality decreases

.746

Notes: The (–) sign indicates that the question was reverse-coded for consistency. X refers to the service
provider selected by each respondent. PCA = principal component analysis; AVE = average variance
extracted.
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The discriminant function is significant, χ2(5) = 53.3, p = .000, Wilks’s
λ = .782. Table 2 shows Wilks’s lambda and F values, results of tests of
equality of group means, significance levels (p values), and the correlations
between each of the five discriminant variables and the discriminant func-
tion, expressed through standardized canonical coefficients ordered by their
importance.

The discriminant function (see Table 2) shows how proposed vari-
ables (relationship outcomes) prove to be significant as discriminators be-
tween cognition (functional) or emotion (dedicated) based relationships.
The standardized canonical coefficients obtained in the structure matrix in-
dicate the relative importance of each of the five variables considered in
differentiating emotional versus cognitive relationships. The structure ma-
trix of the discriminant analysis shows that acquiescence has the greatest
influence on the discriminant function, followed by altruism and switching
intentions.

TABLE 2 Discriminant Analysis, Tests of Equality of Group Means, and Structure Matrix

Variable Wilks’s λ F p Standard Coefficients

Acquiescence .853 37.909 .000 .787
Altruism .883 29.126 .000 .690
Switching Intentions .901 24.298 .000 –.630
Advocacy .921 18.870 .000 .555
Repurchase Intentions .962 8.679 .004 .377

These results seem to demonstrate, as Jones and Taylor (2007) and
Kumar et al. (2003) suggested, that more than a favorable disposition, a true
relationship (as opposed to a merely functional or transactional one) implies
higher order intentions, such as a willingness to make sacrifices (like toler-
ating higher prices) or altruism (willingness to assist). As with friendships or
romantic relationships, customers in a dedicated relationship will develop
“pro-relationship maintenance acts” (Jones & Taylor, 2007) or “citizenship
behaviors” (Yi & Gong, 2008) to sustain a long-term, well-functioning rela-
tionship, reaching a state of resilience that allows them to overcome obstacles
and avoid considering competitive brands intentionally (Oliver, 1999) and
somewhat irrationally. Measures of affect contribute significantly to important
dependent variables in consumer behavior (Barnes, 1997). These behaviors
(such as acquiescence and altruism), highly differentiating between emotion-
and cognition-based relationships, would be better indicators of a true rela-
tionship. Conversely, behaviors such as advocacy and repurchase intentions,
have less predictive power and more likely to be present in both types of
relationships.

The classification table generated from this discriminant model cor-
rectly classifies 72% of the respondents. This hit ratio is significantly better
than chance, as confirmed in a comparison of the classification accuracy
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to the maximum chance criteria (54% correct assignment) and proportional
chance criteria (50% correct assignment; Hair, Anderson, Tatham, & Black,
2006).

RESEARCH AND MANAGERIAL CONTRIBUTIONS

This study makes several theoretical and research contributions. First, it criti-
cally examines the nature of buyer–seller relationships in consumer markets
and begins to fill the gap in the literature by taking the customer’s point of
view into consideration. Understanding the reasons why consumers main-
tain relationships is important, and this study adds to the growing body of
evidence on the active role of the consumer. The study acknowledges con-
sumer recognition as the prime driver in a relational approach, a neglected
domain of RM, and helps to define relationships in consumer markets, a
glaring omission in the literature.

Second, our research identifies consumer relational intention as a key
factor in distinguishing different relationships. By considering consumers’
willingness to establish a relationship in a deliberate way as an essential
prerequisite, this research goes beyond the concept of loyalty. Not just a
favorable disposition or a positive attitude toward the firm must be present
but also the willingness to invest in a relationship with that firm in a deliberate
way.

Finally, this research highlights the importance of emotions in
consumer–firm relationships by empirically establishing a distinction be-
tween relationships based on their underlying emotional or cognitive moti-
vations. The research draws a comparison between consumer relationships
and friendships or romantic relationships, which cannot exist without emo-
tional content. According to our research, consumer investments in rela-
tionships tend to be stronger when they are based on emotional content.
In emotion-based relationships, customers tend to develop pro-maintenance
acts, such as short-term sacrifices (e.g., accepting price increases) or proac-
tive cooperation (e.g., active voice) above and beyond the call of duty. When
relationships are functional, consumers make a more conscious evaluation
of the rewards and benefits of repatronage. Though satisfied, they will not
invest beyond the status quo. Relationship outcomes such as acquiescence,
altruism, and switching intentions seem to characterize truly relational and
dedicated clients.

On a managerial level, firms can adjust their relational efforts based
on the results of our research. These efforts need to be tempered by the
customers’ willingness to develop a relationship. Segmenting the customer
base of an organization into low and high relational groups would allow
firms to target those customers inclined to engage in relationships instead
of wasting resources on targeting unwilling customers. High relationship
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intention should be measured along with attitudes and intentions instead of
behaviors commonly tracked and rewarded by firms, such as repurchase be-
havior. In fact, outcomes such as acquiescence and altruism seem to be more
effective in identifying high relational customers. Managers need to seek a
greater understanding of these consumer differences in order to better man-
age customer relationships. Furthermore, given the finding that emotion and
cognition motivation discriminate high and low relationship intentions, firms
should consider strategies that would increase the perception of emotional
content (e.g., personal contact and social bonding) in order to reap larger
benefits from highly relational customers.

LIMITATIONS AND FUTURE RESEARCH

This study is not without its limitations. First, considering the nature of this
study, the findings reported are descriptive rather than confirmatory. Replica-
tion of this study with random sampling procedures would add weight to the
reported results. Second, further research using a longitudinal design could
better address relationship dynamics. Third, we only examined consumers
with favorable dispositions toward a firm. Analysis of the effect of negative
attitudes would require further research. This study could also be improved
by including data on customers’ actual behavior history, as measurements
were based on self-report. In addition, a number of contextual factors not in-
vestigated here may prove to be significant in future studies, such as gender
and other consumer characteristics, or service provider type and the nature
of the product/market/firm, as suggested by, for example, Grönroos (1991).

CONCLUSION

This article shows the importance of consumer proneness and its motivations
in the development of a relational approach in buyer–seller relationships in
B2C settings. We have presented empirical research to highlight the fact
that consumers’ relationships may be different according to their cognitive
or emotional motivations. Linear discriminant analysis was used to iden-
tify which variables are significant contributors to differences between the
two groups. We found that cognition-based motivations explain functional
relationship outcomes and that emotion-based motivations explain higher
forms of dedication to the provider, such as altruism, switching intentions,
and acquiescence. By taking the customer’s point of view into consideration
rather than focusing solely on context conditions or seller perceptions, this
study fills a gap in the literature on buyer–seller relationships. We show
that consumer relationship intention and motivations are highly significant
in discriminating relationships.
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