
Abstract

Purpose: This study examines how customer experience (CX) management aligns with broader marketing 

strategy in B2B contexts, focusing on how the stability of the supplier’s interacting team and the use of 

financial incentives jointly shape CX and subsequent buyer behaviour. The study conceptualises CX–

marketing alignment as a dynamic organisational capability that balances structural continuity and 

behavioural adaptability.

Design/methodology/approach: A mixed-methods approach was employed. Study 1 used a quantitative 

two-wave time-lagged design involving B2B customers in the UK, ensuring temporal separation between 

predictors and outcomes. Study 2 involved semi-structured interviews with a subset of these customers to 

contextualise and interpret the quantitative findings.

Findings: Results show that stability of the supplier’s interacting team strengthens the influence of supplier 

offerings on CX by enhancing factual, emotional, and social experiences, while limiting the impact on 

sagacious experience. Financial incentives weaken the link between sagacious experience and behaviour 

but enhance the effect of social experience. These mechanisms demonstrate that CX–marketing alignment 

functions as a paradoxical and dynamic process of balancing continuity and adaptation.

Originality: The study demonstrates that CX–marketing alignment is not a static organisational condition 

but a dynamic, tension-laden capability shaped by two interdependent mechanisms: structural continuity, 

reflected in supplier team stability, and economic control, reflected in financial incentives. Its success 

depends on how firms manage the paradox between relational continuity and behavioural adaptability.

Research limitations/implications: This study positions CX–marketing alignment as a dynamic 

organisational capability balancing continuity and adaptability. Future research could extend this 

perspective by linking paradox management to ambidexterity, dynamic capabilities, and systems theory, 

and by examining how digitalisation and AI-driven marketing systems reshape alignment across industries 

and cultural contexts. 

Practical implications: The study highlights two managerial levers for sustained CX alignment: 

maintaining stable yet adaptable customer-facing teams and designing balanced incentive systems that 

promote both relational continuity and behavioural flexibility.

Keywords: B2B customer experience, CX–marketing alignment, supplier team stability, financial 

incentives, actual behaviour, mixed-methods.
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1. Introduction

Aligning customer experience (CX) with marketing strategy is crucial for B2B firms seeking

differentiation. Despite significant investment, many firms struggle to deliver consistent, value-adding 

experiences. Misalignment leads to fragmented communication, inconsistent value propositions, and 

disconnections between brand promises and delivery (De Keyser et al. 2025; Voorhees et al. 2025). In 

complex interorganisational settings, such misalignments undermine trust, cooperation, and relational 

value. While CX has become a central construct in marketing thought (Lemon and Verhoef 2016; Becker 

and Jaakkola 2020), how firms achieve alignment between CX management and marketing strategy, and 

under what conditions this alignment is most effective, remains insufficiently understood.

Marketing and CX are conceptualised as analytically distinct yet organisationally interdependent 

domains. Marketing refers to firm-driven strategic intent, value proposition design, and managerial 

instruments used to influence market behaviour (Varadarajan 2010), whereas CX captures customers’ 

holistic cognitive and affective responses that emerge across organisational touchpoints, including those 

beyond direct marketing control (Lemon and Verhoef 2016; Becker and Jaakkola 2020). To characterise the 

relationship between these domains, we adopt the concept of CX–marketing alignment, defined as the degree 

of consistency between marketing-led intentions and the CX as enacted and perceived in practice. This notion 

differs from related concepts such as integration or coordination, which emphasise structural, functional, or 

process-level linkages within the firm (Payne and Frow 2005). Alignment instead reflects an experiential 

outcome that becomes visible in the consistency between what marketing promises and what customers actually 

experience across interactions.

From a managerial perspective, aligning CX and marketing is essential for consistency across the 

customer journey (Witell et al. 2020). Managers must ensure that marketing promises are fulfilled through 

delivery and interpersonal interactions. However, in B2B relationships, multiple stakeholders, long-term 

contracts, and complex decision-making structures make this alignment difficult to sustain (Homburg and 

Tischer 2023). Misaligned expectations create inefficiencies, missed opportunities, and tension across 

supplier–customer interfaces. For instance, in long-term industrial service contracts, clients often express 

frustration when key account managers or service engineers change frequently during a project, disrupting 

established communication patterns and creating confusion about responsibilities. In contrast, suppliers that 

maintain stable cross-functional teams tend to deliver more consistent experiences, sustain trust, and 

strengthen the perceived relational continuity across the customer journey (De Keyser et al. 2025; Voorhees 

et al. 2025). Similarly, incentive systems designed to reward short-term sales targets can sometimes distort 

customer-facing behaviour, causing teams to prioritise transactional gains over relationship continuity (Lo 

et al. 2011; Gilliland 2003).

Customer experience–marketing alignment as a dynamic organisational capability: balancing 
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Industry evidence reflects these challenges. CX leaders reportedly achieve double the revenue growth of 

laggards (McKinsey & Company 2023), yet many firms forfeit 10% or more of annual revenue due to 

internal misalignment (DreamFactory 2025). A primary driver of this friction is team instability. Frequent 

staff rotations have been identified as early indicators of churn, often preceding traditional performance 

metrics (Kantar 2026). When managers change mid-project, communication patterns are disrupted, creating 

disconnected touchpoints that erode credibility in B2B exchanges (Gartner 2025). This gap is further 

widened by incentive systems prioritising short-term gains over the relationship continuity needed for 

retention, which is essential given that acquiring a new B2B customer is more expensive than maintaining 

an existing one (DreamFactory 2025). These observations suggest that CX–marketing alignment is shaped 

by both structural continuity and economic control mechanisms. 

Research on B2B CX has grown rapidly, emphasising customer journey orchestration (Homburg and 

Tischer 2023), relational experience management (De Keyser et al. 2025), and interfunctional integration 

(Arkadan et al. 2024). However, the literature remains fragmented in explaining how CX aligns with 

marketing at the organisational level and why such alignment enhances outcomes. Much of the existing 

knowledge is derived from consumer-focused or service-dominant logic perspectives (Vargo and Lusch 

2008; Becker and Jaakkola 2020), which overlook the complexities of interorganisational exchange. 

Consequently, little attention has been given to the dynamic interaction between structural and behavioural 

forces shaping CX–marketing alignment in B2B contexts. This fragmentation suggests the need for a 

theoretical account that explains how structural continuity and behavioural control jointly shape CX–

marketing alignment in B2B contexts.

This study examines CX–marketing alignment in B2B settings through a dual-mechanism approach, 

investigating how strategic (structural) and tactical (economic) mechanisms jointly influence performance 

outcomes. It develops and empirically tests a conceptual model of CX–marketing alignment and its 

boundary conditions using a mixed-methods design across two studies. To theorise these mechanisms, the 

study draws on two complementary perspectives. The Interaction Approach Theory (Håkansson 1982; 

Håkansson and Snehota 1995) explains how stable supplier–customer interfaces enhance relational 

continuity and shared understanding. In contrast, Agency Theory (Eisenhardt 1989; Bergen et al. 1992) 

highlights how incentive-based mechanisms align interests through economic control. Together, these 

perspectives provide the conceptual foundation for explaining how structural continuity and economic 

regulation jointly shape CX–marketing alignment in B2B contexts.

Prior research often treats alignment as a fixed condition, assuming coordinated marketing and customer 

teams automatically lead to effectiveness (Payne and Frow 2005; Becker and Jaakkola 2020). However, 

B2B exchanges are dynamic, influenced by relational expectations and environmental changes (Homburg 

and Tischer 2023). Structural mechanisms such as the stability of the supplier’s interacting team promote 

continuity but may reduce flexibility, while economic controls like incentives support adaptation but can 
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weaken relationships. The tension between continuity and adaptation, depth and control, highlights the 

paradox of CX–marketing alignment (Smith and Lewis 2011; Corsaro and Anzivino 2021). Accordingly, 

this study develops and tests a framework that brings together these structural and economic aspects of 

CX–marketing alignment and their interdependence. It has three goals: first, to conceptualise CX–

marketing alignment as a dynamic organisational capability combining relational and behavioural views; 

second, to identify boundary conditions affecting its effectiveness, focusing on stability of the supplier’s 

interacting team and supplier financial incentives as moderators; third, to explore managerial implications 

of balancing these mechanisms. The research uses a two-wave time-lagged design with data from industrial 

sales and marketing dyads, along with qualitative interviews for richer insights.

This study makes three interrelated yet distinct theoretical contributions to the literature on B2B CX. 

First, it conceptualises CX–marketing alignment as a dynamic organisational capability rather than a static 

state of interfunctional fit. By demonstrating that alignment requires ongoing balancing between relational 

stability and behavioural adaptability, the study repositions alignment as an evolving organisational process 

rather than a fixed structural outcome. Second, it integrates the Interaction Approach and Agency Theory 

to explain how stability of the supplier’s interacting team and supplier financial incentives jointly shape 

CX–marketing alignment. This integration clarifies how structural continuity and economic control 

mechanisms operate together within B2B relationships. Third, it extends paradox theory (Smith and Lewis 

2011) to the B2B CX domain by conceptualising CX–marketing alignment as a paradoxical capability that 

requires the simultaneous pursuit of structural continuity and behavioural adaptability. By framing 

alignment through a paradox lens, the study advances understanding of how tension between stability and 

adaptability can be productively managed to sustain performance.

In summary, the key message of this study is that CX–marketing alignment succeeds when firms 

manage the paradox between structural continuity and behavioural adaptability to sustain relational and 

performance outcomes. For managers, the findings guide the design of alignment mechanisms that balance 

consistency and adaptability. Firms should foster stable team interfaces to boost relational learning and 

shared understanding, while using incentives wisely to enhance responsiveness. Recognising and managing 

the paradox of alignment helps firms avoid overdependence on rigidity or short-term control, improving 

customer relationships and long-term value creation.

The remainder of this paper is structured as follows. The next section reviews prior research on CX–

marketing alignment and interfunctional interactions in B2B settings, highlighting the theoretical 

foundations of the proposed model. The subsequent section develops hypotheses and details the dual-

mechanism framework. The research design and results are then presented, followed by a discussion of 

theoretical and managerial implications, limitations, and directions for future research.
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2. An overview of CX in B2B literature

Understanding how to manage CX in B2B contexts is important because of its implications for supplier–

buyer relationships, customer loyalty, and supplier performance (Coviello et al. 2002; Kumar and Pansari 

2016). The professional nature of B2B purchasing tasks, coupled with unique context-specific conditions 

(Bonoma and Shapiro 1983; Buvik 2001; Crittenden et al. 2002), necessitates a dedicated investigation into 

B2B CX. Yet, compared with B2C research, empirical investigation into B2B CX has only recently begun 

to gain momentum.

Early research examined CX primarily through supplier–customer collaboration during new product 

development (e.g., Petersen et al. 2003). However, the management of CX for the B2B customer goes 

beyond this relatively narrow scope. Hence, more recent studies have attempted to contribute by broadening 

the scope of the investigation while conceding the subjective nature of CX, which such proxies as, for 

instance, the supplier’s response time to customers’ service requirements (see Bolton et al. 2008) will fail 

to properly capture (DeVellis and Thorpe 2021; Gounaris and Almoraish 2024, p. 3). 

Lemke et al. (2011) pioneered this endeavour. However, their simultaneous focus on both the B2B and 

B2C contexts produced what could be called a “hybrid” approach that does not fully account for the 

complexities and contextual differences between B2B and B2C (Coviello et al. 2002), such as mismatches 

in business relationships, siloed customer experiences, and the evolving dynamics of CX over time (Witell 

et al. 2020). This limitation extends to other studies adopting a similar approach (e.g., Kuppelwieser and 

Klaus 2021). Later studies have subsequently focused on managing CX specifically within B2B settings, 

explaining the value of adopting a customer perspective, identifying root causes, and capturing customers’ 

emotional and cognitive responses to prioritise improvements in CX (see McColl-Kennedy et al. 2019). 

Yet, reliance on data from a single sector limits the generalisability of these findings across B2B industries, 

while the use of text mining and big data analytics may overlook deeper insights necessary for 

understanding and improving customer interactions and CX management in B2B.

Becker and Jaakkola (2020) proposed four fundamental premises of CX, applicable across diverse 

contexts, to advance its conceptual development by clarifying its core domain and suggesting directions for 

future research. These premises include (1) customers’ spontaneous responses to offering-related stimuli, 

(2) dynamic stimuli within and beyond firm control, (3) the context-specific nature of CX shaped by various

contingencies, and (4) firms’ ability to manage but not directly create customer experience. Although this

work provides strong theoretical grounding, it lacks empirical validation. Feng et al. (2021) address this

limitation by showing that appointing an executive responsible for CX can enhance CX management and

firm performance, particularly when top management teams are functionally diverse. Yet, the use of

secondary data limits the ability to capture the subjective nature of CX (see Gounaris and Almoraish 2024)

and, by focusing on firm performance through a microeconomic measure such as Tobin’s Q, may not

adequately reflect marketing-specific outcomes (see Katsikeas et al. 2016). In the same year, Kuppelwieser
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and Klaus (2021) challenged the assumption of unidimensional CX metrics and introduced a 

multidimensional approach (EXQ) to measure CX. However, EXQ remains a hybrid instrument combining 

B2C and B2B elements, thereby underrepresenting the distinct characteristics of CX management in B2B 

settings (for a critique, see Gounaris and Almoraish 2024).

Recent developments introduced the Customer Experience Orientation (CXO), a framework defining 

six organisational values that institutionalise customer-centric learning processes to enhance performance 

(Arkadan et al. 2024). While CXO advances the strategic understanding of CX, its empirical base, drawn 

from mixed B2C and B2B case studies, limits its applicability in purely B2B contexts. Moreover, the 

framework raises economic and contextual concerns, as experience-related investments may increase costs 

and challenge scalability in resource-constrained organisations. These limitations suggest that although 

CXO offers valuable theoretical insight into organisational CX orientation, further evidence grounded in 

B2B relationships is needed to clarify when CX investments generate sustainable advantages.

The most recent development informing the investigation of CX in the B2B context comes from 

Gounaris and Almoraish (2024). Following a literature review, they used mixed-methods for a longitudinal 

study on CX in B2B relationships, its antecedents, and effects on suppliers, considering the customer’s 

subjective experience. CX reflects four customer impressions: two cognitive (factual experience and 

sagacious experience involving understanding, adaptability, openness, and creativity) and two affective 

(transient emotional feelings such as safety and contentment, and social impressions formed through lasting 

interpersonal interactions based on social links and reciprocity). This framework provides a comprehensive 

lens for understanding how the technical and functional elements of the supplier’s offering shape customer 

impressions and outcomes. Accordingly, the present study adopts this conceptualisation to define and 

measure CX and to guide the development of its research framework and hypotheses. Table 1 summarises 

the relevant literature on B2B CX. However, much of this research treats CX and marketing management 

as parallel domains rather than interdependent systems, creating the alignment gap that this study addresses.

<Insert Table 1 here>

3. CX–marketing alignment in B2B

CX–marketing alignment in B2B has largely been treated in prior research as a managerial and structural

challenge, with emphasis on how customer-facing activities are organised, controlled, and coordinated, 

rather than on how alignment emerges and evolves (De Keyser et al. 2025). As a result, alignment is 

frequently framed as a configuration issue rather than as a relational process shaped through ongoing 

interactions. Yet B2B firms operate under competing pressures, including the need to preserve trust-based 

relationships while simultaneously adapting to shifting market conditions. This tension indicates that CX–

marketing alignment is not a static state, but an ongoing process of balancing opposing demands. 
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This study examines the paradox of CX–marketing alignment, involving two interconnected 

mechanisms: structural continuity and behavioural adaptability, both supporting B2B performance. 

Alignment is conceptualised as a dynamic organisational capability that balances coherence with 

responsiveness, allowing firms to sustain relational depth while remaining responsive to market demands 

(Morgan 2012, Teece et al. 1997). As a paradox, CX–marketing alignment represents an ongoing 

managerial challenge rather than a one-time configuration (Smith and Lewis 2011). The paradox involves 

balancing continuity and adaptation, reconciling long-term relationships with short-term transactions. It 

helps firms align marketing and customer systems to co-create value amid turbulence. Effective alignment 

is not about eliminating tensions; it is about managing and learning from them.

The alignment of CX with marketing management represents a paradigm shift in how organisations 

strategise and engage with their markets. Traditionally confined to peripheral marketing functions, CX now 

demands a holistic organisational focus that encompasses cognitive, emotional, and behavioural 

interactions throughout the customer journey (Lemon and Verhoef 2016). This evolution challenges 

conventional marketing frameworks, necessitating both strategic and tactical reorientations to support 

sustained CX–marketing alignment within organisational values and practices (Homburg and Pflesser 

2000, Zeithaml et al. 2020). Although the theoretical advantages of CX alignment are well recognised, its 

practical implementation remains complex, particularly in B2B contexts. For example, procurement 

managers may prioritise cost efficiency while end-users emphasise usability and service support, creating 

divergent perceptions of supplier performance (Witell et al. 2020). Additionally, extended decision cycles 

and prolonged engagements in B2B relationships further compound these alignment-related challenges 

(McColl-Kennedy et al. 2019).

CX as a strategic tool reveals underlying challenges that may hinder its potential advantages. For 

instance, the Customer Experience Orientation framework (Arkadan et al. 2024) promotes the 

institutionalisation of CX through core organisational values including journey motivation and experience-

purpose alignment. Yet, this approach often overlooks organisational inertia and the resistance to change 

embedded in existing corporate cultures (Morgan 2012). The assumption that CX can be seamlessly infused 

into strategic planning neglects the complexities of aligning diverse organisational capabilities with 

evolving customer expectations, especially in turbulent market environments (Crossan et al. 1999). In B2B, 

these challenges are intensified by the complex nature of buyer-supplier relationships, where multiple 

decision-makers complicate the strategic embedding of CX (Lecoeuvre et al. 2021).

The framework developed by Witell et al. (2020) identifies key dimensions, including relationship type 

(transactional or relational) and touchpoint control, as central to effective CX management. It highlights 

the complexity of balancing relationship expectations and managing touchpoints in B2B settings. 

Mismatches between suppliers’ and customers’ relational orientations can reduce satisfaction and 

profitability (Zolkiewski and Turnbull 2002; Zolkiewski et al. 2017). Achieving strategic alignment of CX 
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efforts with these dimensions requires deeper understanding and segmentation of customers according to 

their relational preferences (Witell et al. 2020). 

At the tactical level, aligning CX into marketing operations demands a substantial recalibration of 

processes, metrics, and resource allocation. For instance, firms employing Customer Journey Management 

Capability (CJMC) align internal processes with journey-specific outcomes, using tailored metrics like 

satisfaction scores to enhance touchpoint consistency (Homburg et al. 2017). However, operational silos 

and conflicting departmental goals often hinder these efforts, as misaligned functions fail to sustain 

cohesion across touchpoints, reducing customer loyalty (Kuehnl et al. 2019). Likewise, competing priorities 

between marketing and customer service can disrupt journey consistency and increase organisational 

frictions (Homburg and Tischer 2023).

 The emphasis on continuous experience improvement through data analytics and customer feedback 

(Becker and Jaakkola 2020) introduces concerns about data governance, the validity of insights, and the 

organisational agility necessary to act on such information effectively. At the tactical level, weak data 

management practices may lead firms to collect large volumes of customer data without ensuring quality 

or privacy compliance, resulting in misguided strategies based on unreliable insights. Furthermore, limited 

agility in implementing changes, caused by rigid structures or bureaucratic processes, can prevent timely 

responses to customer feedback and undermine the objectives of CX initiatives (Arkadan et al. 2024).

Different actors within the customer organisation may interpret the same touchpoint in varying ways, 

creating inconsistent experiences and potential dissatisfaction (Witell et al. 2020). For instance, 

procurement managers may prioritise cost efficiency, whereas operational teams could express frustration 

with workflow changes or equipment usability issues. Efforts to bridge these silos through multi-level 

engagement strategies can reduce negative perceptions, although they require greater organisational 

alignment and resource commitment (Homburg and Tischer 2023). 

The alignment of CX with marketing management, despite offering avenues for differentiation and 

competitive advantage, presents challenges that demand thoughtful attention and more research to 

understand in-depth. Organisational structures often lack the flexibility required to adapt to CX objectives, 

with siloed functions impeding the delivery of cohesive CX (Morgan 2012). Traditional marketing metrics 

are frequently inadequate for capturing the multidimensional nature of CX (Lemon and Verhoef 2016), 

leading to potential misalignments between CX initiatives and performance indicators (Klink et al. 2021). 

In B2B contexts, the complexity of relationships, characterised by extended decision cycles and multiple 

stakeholders, necessitates a more detailed approach to CX than that provided in most existing frameworks  

(McColl-Kennedy et al. 2019; Gounaris and Almoraish 2024).

This study draws on two theoretical perspectives to explain the moderating mechanisms. The Interaction 
Approach Theory (Håkansson 1982; Håkansson and Snehota 1995) suggests that stable supplier–customer 
interactions improve mutual understanding and relational continuity, thereby strengthening customers’ 
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perceptions of supplier offerings. It emphasises continuity, embeddedness, and mutual adaptation for 

effective CX–marketing alignment. Agency Theory (Eisenhardt 1989; Bergen et al. 1992) offers a 

behavioural control view, focusing on incentives to align interests. Financial incentives encourage 

responsiveness but may reduce relational depth. Together, these theories describe CX–marketing alignment 

as both structural and behavioural.

Despite these challenges, the strategic and tactical alignment of CX into marketing management remains 

an essential pathway for organisations aiming to achieve sustainable competitive advantage. This requires 

a commitment to organisational learning and adaptability, enabling firms to respond effectively to evolving 

customer needs and market dynamics (Crossan et al. 1999; Mena and Chabowski 2015). This study 

examines stability of the supplier’s interacting team as a strategic component of CX alignment, together 

with tactical measures such as financial incentives, to assess how B2B suppliers align CX management 

with broader marketing strategies. The next section discusses these aspects in greater detail.

3.1 Hypotheses development

 Stability of the supplier’s interacting team as a moderator of supplier offerings on CX

Marketing management extends far beyond communication, digital or otherwise (Baker and Hart 2008). 

It involves managing the company’s entire value proposition (Morgan et al. 2019; Kotler et al. 2021), 

including product portfolio, distribution, pricing, and communication, all of which significantly influence 

performance (Barrett et al. 2000). In B2B markets, professional buyers pay for the supplier’s ability to 

deliver a solution that creates value for their organisation (Wiersema 2013). Such solutions incorporate not 

only the fundamental marketing components but also additional value-enhancing elements such as reverse 

logistics (Govindan et al. 2015), customer service (Homburg et al. 2011), and the resulting CX from 

engaging with the supplier (Gounaris and Almoraish 2024; Lemon and Verhoef 2016). Hence, aligning 

marketing management efforts across both strategic and tactical levels is essential.

At the strategic level, vision and leadership, resource allocation, capabilities, and organisational culture 

serve as key drivers of strategy, enabling a cohesive approach that enhances performance (Ateş et al. 2020; 

Sirmon et al. 2011; Hartnell et al. 2016; Arkadan et al. 2024). Yet, such alignment depends on 

organisational structures that facilitate decision-making aligned with strategic goals (Joseph and Gaba 

2020). From a structural standpoint, aligning the fundamental aspects of marketing with value-enhancing 

activities such as CX management requires maintaining the stability of the supplier team that interacts with 

the buyer. 

Maintaining continuity in supplier–customer relationships requires a stable team to manage interactions 

over time (Håkansson and Snehota 1995; Palmatier et al. 2006). B2B exchanges extend beyond 

transactions, comprising ongoing interactions that generate interdependencies (Corsaro and Anzivino 

2021).  Stability within the supplier team is therefore fundamental to relationship building (Dabholkar et 
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al. 1994; Ivens and Pardo 2007) and to aligning the customer’s experience with the supplier’s broader 

marketing efforts (Hadjikhani and LaPlaca 2013). Because B2B offerings often involve complex products 

or services, a consistent team enhances understanding of customer needs and expectations (Homburg et al. 

2009). In turn, such continuity fosters trust and mutual understanding between both parties (Ford et al. 

2011).

The moderating mechanism of the stability of the supplier’s interacting team is grounded in the 

Interaction Approach Theory (Håkansson 1982; Håkansson and Snehota 1995), which views B2B 

relationships as ongoing interaction processes characterised by continuity, mutual adaptation, and resource 

alignment. Stability within interaction teams enables suppliers and customers to establish shared routines, 

trust, and interactional efficiency, enhancing the translation of supplier offerings into customers’ 

experiential perceptions of value (Ford et al. 2011; Gadde and Håkansson 2008). When relationship 

managers remain consistent, accumulated relational knowledge and social capital help customers interpret 

offerings more coherently, strengthening the link between supplier actions and perceived CX outcomes.

 Such stability reduces friction, enhances collaboration between the parties (Zafari et al. 2023), and 

facilitates the alignment of the supplier’s broader marketing effort (Rouziès et al. 2005). Maintaining 

structural continuity within the customer-facing team also improves the supplier’s understanding of the 

customer’s technical and functional expectations (Håkansson 1982; Pal et al. 2024). To capture this 

moderating effect, the following hypotheses are proposed:

H1:The stability of the supplier’s interacting team positively moderates the influence of the supplier’s 

technical offerings (core and augmenting) on customer cognitive CX (factual and sagacious). 

H2: The stability of the supplier’s interacting team positively moderates the impact of the 

supplier’s functional offerings (exchange climate and bonding) on affective CX (emotional 

and social).

Supplier financial incentives as a moderator of CX on the customer’s actual behaviours

At the tactical level, aligning CX management with core marketing activities typically involves 

responding to emerging market conditions (Becker and Jaakkola 2020; Arkadan et al. 2024). Such tactical 

initiatives often include targeted communications (Singh et al. 2020), limited-time offers (Ahmad 2024), 

or price discounts and financial incentives (Crecelius et al. 2024). Among these options, financial incentives 

have the most substantial and adverse effect on profit margins, warranting closer examination of their role 

in aligning CX and marketing management efforts.

In theory, such tactics incentivise and strengthen the supplier–customer relationship (Cannon and 

Homburg 2001; Ulaga and Reinartz 2011). They can also promote shared learning by reducing customers’ 

perceived risks associated with purchase decisions (Gilliland 2003; Crecelius et al. 2024). 
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The moderating mechanism of supplier financial incentives is grounded in Agency Theory (Eisenhardt 

1989; Bergen et al. 1992), which emphasises the use of contractual and incentive-based mechanisms to 

align the interests of principals and agents. In B2B relationships, suppliers often employ financial incentives 

to influence customer behaviour and ensure short-term goal congruence. Such incentives can enhance 

responsiveness and encourage cooperation when they are perceived as fair and performance-based. 

However, excessive reliance on financial inducements can also generate opportunistic behaviour, shifting 

customer focus from relational value to transactional gains. This shift may undermine the intrinsic 

motivation that sustains trust and long-term commitment, thereby weakening the conversion of CX into 

behavioural outcomes, including repurchase and positive word-of-mouth (WoM).

Regardless of the potential benefits from such tactical initiatives, the negative impact on profit margin 

is uncontested, raising the question of whether companies pursuing excellence in CX management should 

consider retreating to such tactics. This concern is particularly relevant because some customers may 

interpret these initiatives as signalling that an offering is either untested or does not sufficiently meet sector 

standards relative to competitors’ alternatives (Monroe et al. 2015).

Stemming from our working definition of CX, its management, and its antecedents in B2B (Gounaris 

and Almoraish 2024), the factual component of CX reflects customers’ perceptions of objective evidence, 

including the supplier’s adherence to delivery deadlines and budget constraints, as well as the efficacy of 

the solutions produced (Barends and Rousseau 2018; Gounaris and Almoraish 2024).  Arguably, the 

stronger these impressions are, the more likely that customers will remain with the supplier and generate 

positive WoM communication. However, suppliers relying on financial incentives may blur their pursuit 

of excellence in CX management, thereby weakening the relationship between customers’ cognitive 

experiences, factual and sagacious, and behavioural outcomes.

Likewise, the “softer” component of CX (emotional and social) could also be subjected to the same 

effect. Customers’ emotions and feelings toward the supplier throughout their interactions constitute the 

affective component of CX (Gounaris and Almoraish 2024; McColl-Kennedy et al. 2019). The stronger the 

affective component of CX, the more favourable the customer’s actual behaviour will be (Gounaris and 

Almoraish 2024). The social component of CX reflects the connections and status that develop between 

individuals from the two organisations (Gounaris and Almoraish 2024), which in turn shapes the customer’s 

perception of this type of impression and influences subsequent behaviour. Thus, using tactical initiatives 

that potentially confuse the customer about the supplier’s ability to satisfy the customer’s needs can weaken 

the association between social CX and the customer’s subsequent behaviours (Gounaris and Venetis 2002). 

On these grounds, we investigate the following hypotheses:

H3 Supplier financial incentives negatively moderate the effect of CX (factual, sagacious, 

emotional, and social) on customers’ repurchasing.
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H4 Supplier financial incentives negatively moderate the impact of CX (factual, sagacious, 

emotional, and social) on customers’ WoM communication.

3.2 Theoretical and nomological network

The proposed framework (Figure 1) is theoretically grounded across all major linkages. The distinction 

between technical and functional offerings follows service logic (Grönroos 1984) and has been 

operationalised in B2B CX studies (Gounaris and Almoraish 2024). These offerings shape the four CX 

dimensions, factual and sagacious (cognitive), emotional and social (affective) (McColl-Kennedy et al. 

2019), which together reflect the dual rational and behavioural paradigms of organisational buying 

behaviour (OBB) (Woodside and Ferris-Costa 2006). The inclusion of both cognitive and affective 

dimensions captures how perceptions and emotions jointly translate into repurchase and WoM behaviour 

(Lemon and Verhoef 2016; Becker and Jaakkola 2020). 

The two moderators, as previously discussed, represent complementary alignment mechanisms that link 

structural and economic aspects of marketing management to the experiential process. The Interaction 

Approach (Håkansson and Snehota 1995; Corsaro and Anzivino 2021) informs the structural alignment 

reflected in stability of the supplier’s interacting team, while the Agency Theory (Eisenhardt 1989; Bergen 

et al. 1992) underpins the economic alignment embodied in supplier financial incentives. These 

perspectives explain how strategic (structural) and tactical (economic) mechanisms jointly condition the 

effectiveness of CX–marketing alignment. The alignment of these perspectives thus creates a coherent 

nomological network that links supplier offerings to CX and, ultimately, to behavioural outcomes.

This theoretical synthesis also reflects the study’s overarching argument that CX–marketing alignment 

functions as a paradoxical capability (Smith and Lewis 2011), one that balances continuity with adaptability 

and relational depth with transactional control. The framework therefore moves beyond a descriptive set of 

relationships to represent an integrated theoretical system grounded in established marketing and 

organisational theories.

<Insert Figure 1 here>

4. Mixed-methods methodology

This research employs an explanatory sequential mixed-methods design that integrates quantitative and

qualitative approaches to enhance both analytical rigour and contextual understanding (Creswell and 

Creswell 2017). The quantitative phase (Study 1) was conducted first using a two-wave time-lagged design 

to examine and test the hypothesised relationships. The subsequent qualitative phase (Study 2) sought to 

interpret the unexpected results from Study 1 and to extend the statistical findings by uncovering the 

mechanisms underlying the observed effects. This design is appropriate given that the constructs under 

investigation are theoretically well-established, allowing the quantitative phase to provide a solid empirical 

foundation for qualitative interpretation (Saunders et al. 2019). The study’s design aligns with recent 
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research in marketing that combines quantitative testing with qualitative exploration to enhance explanatory 

validity (e.g., Fisher et al. 2024; Jain et al. 2024; Vasi et al. 2024; Graciotti and Balzano 2025).

5. Study 1 – quantitative (two-wave time-lagged panel)

This study draws on a panel of B2B customers and employs a two-wave time-lagged design to capture

temporal relationships among the study variables. The initial data collection phase (t0) was designed to 

examine objective (1): the moderating role of stability of the supplier’s interacting team during service 

delivery and its impact on CX in a B2B context. Subsequently, the second data collection phase (t1) aimed 

to achieve two further objectives: (2) to analyse the impact of CX on actual behavioural outcomes, 

specifically repeat purchases and actual WoM activities, and (3) to assess how supplier financial incentives 

interact with the four components of CX and their subsequent impact on actual customer behaviour. The 

methodology and design specifics are detailed below.

Following a comprehensive review of the relevant literature and drawing on the theoretical frameworks 

established by Lemon and Verhoef (2016), McColl-Kennedy et al. (2019), Becker and Jaakkola (2020), 

Gounaris and Almoraish (2024), Witell et al. (2020), Arkadan et al. (2024), this study conducted a panel 

investigation involving decision-makers responsible for purchasing within various UK companies. 

Eligibility for selection and participation in the study was contingent upon participants satisfying three 

criteria: (1) possessing decision-making authority, (2) having been actively involved in the execution of a 

project provided by a professional services provider, and (3) having engaged directly with the supplier’s 

team during the service delivery. Furthermore, the project in question must not have been active at the time 

of the study. It should have been concluded approximately one month prior to ensure that participants had 

a recent and clear recollection of their interactions with the service supplier. Participants represented a 

diverse set of industries, including health, manufacturing, leisure, IT services, and engineering. Firms 

within these sectors were randomly contacted to identify qualifying participants, as summarised in Table 

2.

A one-way multivariate analysis of variance (MANOVA) was conducted to test for potential differences 

across sectors in the key constructs (CX dimensions, stability of the supplier’s interacting team, financial 

incentives, and behavioural outcomes). The results revealed no statistically significant between-sector 

variance (Wilks’ Λ = 0.963, F = 1.12, p > 0.10), indicating that the relationships observed are robust and 

consistent across industries (Karampela et al. 2020; Homburg et al. 2017).

<Insert Table 2 here>

The design of the panel involved a meticulous screening process based on several criteria: (a) 

participants must have completed a service project within the last three months; (b) they must have been 

engaged in an ongoing project with the same service provider at the time of initial contact; and (c) there 

must have been a realistic likelihood that the company would require the same or similar services in the 
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future, with the potential to consider the same provider. Furthermore, continued eligibility for participation 

in the panel necessitated that the company had initiated a subsequent project for which the services of the 

initially considered supplier could potentially be employed (though not mandatorily) or that the company 

had recommended the service provider to another party. This criterion facilitated the assessment of 

behavioural responses influenced by CX post service delivery.

The study commenced with a substantial, randomly selected initial sample of 1,000 UK companies, 

with data collection facilitated through a marketing agency in Glasgow. Potential participants were 

contacted via telephone to verify their eligibility and secure their willingness to partake in the study. Out 

of the initial 1,000 companies approached, 705 met the eligibility criteria and consented to participate. 

These 705 companies were then sent an email detailing the purpose of the investigation, and each was 

assured of their anonymity. The email also included a link to the questionnaire, which had been pre-tested 

for clarity and comprehension with a convenience sample of 10 part-time executive MBA students.

In the first round of data collection (t0), 544 complete responses were received, achieving a response 

rate of 77%. These responses were utilised to test hypotheses H1 and H2. The ratio of responses to the 

number of items in the measures was 8.5 (544/64), which surpasses the recommended minimum ratio of 5 

for such analyses (Hair et al. 2014). A subset of 402 participants continued into the second round (t1), 

providing the data necessary to test hypotheses H3 and H4. The consistency of responses was monitored 

between early and late submissions in each panel round, with no significant variances detected.

Regarding the time interval for data collection, the extant literature offers diverse approaches (Williams 

and Podsakoff 1989), with durations varying from one month to one year as evidenced in studies like that 

by Katsikeas et al. (2009). In making this decision, we opted for a three-month interval to balance the need 

for timely data capture against the potential for changes in participants' circumstances and market 

conditions, ensuring the relevance and accuracy of the data collected.

The initial phase, denoted as (t0), involved launching the effort to gather the first round of panel data. 

During this phase, participants were asked to evaluate the service provider offerings, describe their CX 

during service delivery with the provider, and confirm whether the interaction team remained consistent 

throughout the service engagement. Three months after (t0), the second phase, (t1), was initiated. This 

involved re-engaging with the participants who remained active in the study. The focus at this stage was to 

collect data on their actual behaviours, specifically regarding recent purchases and their actual WoM 

activities. Additionally, participants were asked to report whether they had received any financial incentives 

from the same service provider. This structured approach allowed for a comprehensive analysis of both the 

immediate impacts of supplier interactions and the actual outcomes related to customer behaviour.
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5.1 Measures

The existing body of research provides the foundational measures employed in this study. Specifically, 

to evaluate the different CX components [factual, sagacious, emotional, and social], our measures are 

informed by Gounaris and Almoraish (2024). To examine the influence of core technical elements on CX, 

several scales were utilised: the supplier’s delivery performance was gauged using items suggested by 

Caceres and Paparoidamis (2007); the quality of the supplier’s output was assessed based on the measure 

proposed by La et al. (2009); and the supplier’s pricing strategy was evaluated using relevant items from 

Molinari et al. (2008).

Furthermore, to appraise the impact on CX from technical elements of the supplier’s offerings that 

augment customer value, the study measured several variables: the supplier’s reputation was assessed using 

the measure from La et al. (2009); the supplier’s adaptation of outputs to the buyer’s needs was determined 

using Woo and Ennew (2004) scale; the supplier’s support services to the buyer were evaluated using the 

scale developed by Eggert et al. (2006); and the degree of innovativeness was measured using a scale from 

La et al. (2009). These assessments allowed for a comprehensive analysis of how both core and augmenting 

technical elements of the supplier’s offerings impact CX in B2B.

In addressing the functional elements of the supplier–customer interaction, the study employed specific 

scales to measure aspects of the exchange climate. Information sharing was assessed using the scale 

recommended by Woo and Ennew (2005), while technology sharing was evaluated using the scale 

developed by Paulin et al. (2000). These measures were chosen to effectively capture the dynamic exchange 

climate between the interacting entities.

Additionally, the study examined the supplier’s efforts in fostering personal connections, which are 

necessary for building strong B2B relationships. This aspect was measured by assessing the personal 

relationships between individuals from both organisations using the scale utilised by Stuart et al. (2012). 

To further understand the relational atmosphere during service delivery, the same Woo and Ennew (2005) 

scale was applied, ensuring a comprehensive evaluation of the interpersonal and communication dynamics 

that influence the overall service experience. These measures collectively provided a robust framework for 

analysing the functional elements that contribute to the efficacy and quality of the supplier–customer 

relationship.

The buyer’s actual behaviour was assessed through two behavioural indicators. Repurchase behaviour 

was measured by asking respondents whether they had selected the same supplier for another project. WoM 

behaviour was measured by asking whether they had recommended the supplier to others. To assess the 

moderating variables, the stability of the supplier’s interacting team was evaluated using a single item that 

asked whether the team remained consistent throughout the service delivery stage. Regarding supplier 

financial incentives, we employed the items developed by Palmatier et al. (2007).
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Additionally, to understand the influence of control variables on actual behaviour, the study categorised 

firm size as small, medium, or large. The availability of alternative suppliers was measured using scale 

items originally developed by Cannon and Perreault (1999) for studying buyer-supplier relationships in 

professional services within business markets, which was subsequently utilised by Cannon and Homburg 

(2001). Concerning buyer loyalty, we assessed the propensity of the buyer to remain loyal through a single 

item that asked whether the customer consistently seeks the lowest price, regardless of the service 

experience. This approach is justified following the Anderson and Narus (1998) premise that the customer's 

experience, whether positive or negative, may be deemed irrelevant if the primary motivation is to secure 

the most cost-effective offer available. This tendency to switch service providers in pursuit of cheaper 

options is therefore considered a critical control variable in the analysis of customer loyalty behaviours. All 

measures used in the study are available in Appendix A1 (see supplementary Appendix A).

In the development of the questionnaire, we adhered to the guidelines set forth by Tourangeau et al. 

(2000). The pilot testing phase was vital for refining the instrument, allowing us to remove ambiguous 

terms, clarify vague concepts, and ensure that the questions were simple, specific, and concise. We 

meticulously avoided double-barrelled questions and complex syntax, aiming to reduce the potential for 

common method bias as participants completed the questionnaire. Furthermore, in line with the data 

collection procedures recommended by Podsakoff et al. (2003), we maintained the anonymity of responses 

to minimise any potential social pressures or evaluation apprehension. We also reassured respondents that 

there were no right or wrong answers and encouraged them to respond as honestly as possible.

5.2 Findings of study 1

Common method bias (CMB)

Despite rigorous precautions during the design of the panel study, we conducted further analyses to 

determine if common method bias posed a concern. Initially, we applied Harman’s single-factor test 

(Podsakoff et al. 2003) via exploratory factor analysis (EFA) across all constructs, which revealed no 

dominant common factor, as the explained variance was 38%, well below the often-cited threshold of 50%. 

However, recognising the limitations of Harman’s single-factor test as noted by some scholars (Podsakoff 

et al. 2003), we proceeded with a second procedure. This involved the inclusion of a Common Latent Factor 

(CLF) in our measurement model prior to analysing the structural model. The results indicated no 

significant common method bias, with the difference in estimates between the model without a CLF and 

the model with a CLF being less than 0.20, suggesting minimal influence. Additionally, we assessed the 

risk of multicollinearity by analysing variance inflation factors (VIF), finding a maximum VIF of 2.90. This 

value is below the commonly accepted threshold 3.3, leading us to conclude that multicollinearity is 

unlikely to affect our results, thus affirming the model's robustness free from common method bias (Kock 

2015).

Model-free evidence
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Model-free analysis was conducted to provide unmodelled support for the hypothesised relationships 

(e.g., Ramos et al. 2024; Bhattacharya et al. 2020). As shown in Table B1 (see supplementary Appendix 

B) customers reported favourable evaluations across all antecedents and CX dimensions (M = 4.1–6.3), 

with 91 % of customers repurchasing and 88 % engaging in positive WoM. These values indicate strong 

but variable supplier–customer engagement. Table B2 (see supplementary Appendix B) presents zero-order 

correlations demonstrating positive and significant associations between all CX dimensions and both 

behavioural outcomes (r = 0.35 – 0.46, p < 0.01). Customers experiencing higher cognitive CX (factual, 

sagacious) were more likely to repurchase, whereas those reporting stronger affective CX (emotional, 

social) were more inclined to recommend their supplier, consistent with the theorised distinction between 

cognitive and affective mechanisms. The stability of the supplier’s interacting team and supplier financial 

incentives, modelled as moderators, exhibit small yet variable correlations with several antecedent and CX 

variables, suggesting that these moderators coexist with supplier–customer relationships. These descriptive 

findings mirror the hypothesised directions and provide model-free support for the robustness of the 

subsequent structural results.

Hypotheses testing

To evaluate the hypothesised structure of each measure, confirmatory factor analysis (CFA) was 

conducted in accordance with the methodology proposed by Fornell and Larcker (1981). This analysis was 

performed using data from 402 participants who successfully completed the panel data collection phase 

(refer to Table 3). Additionally, Table 3 presents the results for the composite reliability index and average 

variance extracted (AVE). Convergent validity has been confirmed, as evidenced by the fact that the shared 

variance accounts more than 0.50 of the total variance. Furthermore, discriminant validity is demonstrated, 

as shown in Table 4, where the AVE for each construct exceeds the squared correlation between that 

construct and any other construct within the model (Fornell and Larcker 1981). In addition, we also 

calculated the corresponding "heterotrait-monotrait" (HTMT) ratio, as per Hair et al. (2021). Discriminant 

validity was further supported by the fact that all HTMT values, ranging from 0.03 to 0.67, were below the 

cut-off value of 0.85. These statistical assessments confirm the structural reliability and validity of the 

measurement model used in the study. This validation precedes the application of structural equation 

modelling using PLS-SEM, following the recommendations of Hair et al. (2021).

< Insert Table 3 and 4 around here >

Stability of the supplier’s interacting team as a moderator (H1 and H2)

Table 5 provides the analysis for testing these hypotheses. Hypothesis H1 posited that the stability of 

the supplier’s interacting team positively moderates the influence of the supplier’s technical offerings (both 

core and augmenting) on customer cognitive experience (factual and sagacious). The findings from Table 

5 indicate that H1 is partially supported. Specifically, the moderating effect of the stability of the supplier’s 

interacting team is positive for core offerings on both factual and sagacious aspects of CX. However, there 
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is a negative moderating effect of the stability of the supplier’s interacting team for augmenting offerings 

on both factual and sagacious experiences.

On the other hand, Hypothesis H2 posited that the stability of the supplier’s interacting team positively 

moderates the impact of the supplier’s functional offerings, specifically the exchange climate and bonding 

efforts, on CX, particularly the emotional and social components. The results fully support this hypothesis, 

indicating that the stability of the supplier’s interacting team strengthens the influence of these functional 

offerings on customers’ emotional and social experiences.

These findings highlight the complex role that stability of the supplier’s interacting team plays in 

moderating the effects of supplier offerings on different components of CX, outlining that its impact can 

vary significantly depending on the nature of the offerings and the specific components of CX being 

examined.

Supplier financial incentives as a moderator (H3 and H4)

Furthermore, Table 5 presents the analyses for Hypotheses H3 and H4. Hypothesis H3 proposed that 

supplier financial incentives negatively moderate the effect of CX (factual, sagacious, emotional and social) 

on actual repurchase behaviour. According to the data in Table 5, H3 is mainly not supported, as supplier 

financial incentives negatively moderate the relationship between the sagacious component of CX and 

repurchase behaviour. Although the effect was not significant for factual and emotional experience, it was 

significant and positive for social experience, indicating that the hypothesis is mainly not supported.

Regarding hypothesis H4, which posited that supplier financial incentives would negatively moderate 

CX (factual, sagacious, emotional and social) on actual WoM. Similar to H3, H4 is mainly not supported. 

The analysis indicates a negative moderating effect of supplier financial incentives on the relationship 

between sagacious experience and actual WoM. The effects for factual and emotional experience were not 

significant, while the effect for social experience was positive. These findings will be further interpreted in 

the discussion section.

< Insert Table 5 around here >

Post hoc analysis 

To further verify the robustness of the moderating effects, two post hoc multi-group analyses (MGA) 

were conducted based on the stability of the supplier’s interacting team (stable vs. unstable) and the supplier 

financial incentives (high vs. low) (Marbach et al. 2019; Hair et al. 2021). The results provided further 

insight into the main model (see Table 6). Under conditions of stability in the supplier’s interacting team, 

the effects of core offerings on sagacious experience and exchange climate on both emotional and social 

experiences were significantly stronger, indicating that stable supplier–customer collaboration amplifies 

both cognitive and affective components of customer experience. By contrast, the influence of augmenting 

offerings on sagacious experience was weaker in stable relationships, suggesting that when relational 
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continuity is secured, supplementary transactional elements become less influential. For supplier financial 

incentives, the analysis revealed that a low level of financial incentives strengthened the influence of 

emotional experience on both repurchase and WoM, indicating that intrinsic relationship quality, rather 

than monetary inducement, drives behavioural outcomes. These findings demonstrate that both relationship 

stability and financial incentives serve as boundary conditions that shape how experiential mechanisms 

convert into actual buyer behaviour.

6. Study 2 – qualitative

To enhance the reliability of our findings, we conducted qualitative interviews. Triangulation, defined 

as employing multiple methodological approaches, has been recognised for its ability to strengthen research 

outcomes (Cornelissen 2025). The integration of different methods provides complementary perspectives 

on the same empirical phenomenon (Nielsen et al. 2020), thereby improving the validity of research. 

Specifically, qualitative approaches can uncover valuable information that enhances the explanatory 

capacity of findings and supports the results derived from quantitative data aggregation (Modell 2009). The 

purpose of Study 2 was therefore to interpret the unexpected outcomes from Study 1 and to validate its 

findings by employing an additional research approach that provided further support for the conclusions.

Semi-structured interviews were carried out with business customers of professional service providers. 

The participants were selected from the same panel used in Study 1, comprising those who successfully 

completed round 2 (t1). To ensure their continued eligibility, participants were meticulously re-screened 

using the same eligibility criteria outlined in Study 1 (refer to Table 2). Following the completion of the 

Study 1 analysis, interviews were conducted with 15 respondents. These interviews, lasting between 41 and 

58 minutes each, were recorded and transcribed through Microsoft Teams, producing a total of 398 pages 

of data.

6.1 Data analysis

A deductive approach was utilised to code the interview data. Initially, the transcripts were reviewed to 

identify concepts corresponding to the meaning used in the hypotheses. Subsequently, recurring themes 

were derived from these concepts. Finally, these themes were analysed to determine whether they provided 

evidence supporting the hypotheses. This process revealed robust support for the hypotheses.

6.2 Findings of study 2

Stability of the supplier’s interacting team and CX

Participants consistently emphasised the importance of a stable supplier team in enhancing their 

cognitive experiences related to the supplier’s technical offerings. They noted that a consistent team 

improved communication efficiency and deepened the supplier’s understanding of their technical needs. 

Overall, 10 out of 15 participants provided insights supporting the Study 1 findings on H1, acknowledging 

that the stability of the supplier’s interacting team positively moderated the influence of core technical 
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offerings on cognitive CX, but with some reservations regarding augmenting offerings. The findings 

highlight the importance of consistent team engagement throughout a project, as illustrated by one 

participant's comment: “Having the same team throughout the project meant they really understood our 

specifications. We didn't have to keep repeating ourselves, and they could anticipate our needs based on 

prior interactions” (Participant 3).

This stability was linked to more effective delivery of core offerings, for example product quality and 

adherence to timelines, which supported factual experiences. Another participant stated: “Their team knew 

our processes inside out by the end. It wasn't just about meeting deadlines; they helped us optimise our 

own workflows” (Participant 7). However, when discussing augmenting offerings, additional services or 

innovations beyond the core product, some participants indicated that the stability of the supplier’s 

interacting team could hinder fresh perspectives: “While the consistent team was great for day-to-day 

operations, sometimes it felt like we were all in a routine. We missed out on innovative ideas that a new 

team member might have brought in” (Participant 11). This sentiment aligns with the quantitative finding 

that the stability of the supplier’s interacting team negatively moderated the impact of augmenting offerings 

on cognitive CX. The entrenched routines and relationships, while beneficial for core operations, might 

limit the infusion of novel ideas necessary for enhancing sagacious experiences. 

Moreover, participants highlighted that a stable team encouraged stronger personal relationships and a 

more positive exchange climate, which enhanced their emotional and social experiences. Trust and rapport 

developed over time contributed to a sense of partnership. All 15 participants provided responses that 

supported the findings of Study 1 on H2, indicating that the stability of the supplier’s interacting team 

enhanced the impact of functional offerings on affective CX. As one participant mentioned: “We built a 

strong relationship with their team. It felt like we were all working towards the same goals, and that 

camaraderie made the experience more enjoyable” (Participant 5). Another participant noted: “Their 

consistency meant we didn't have to rebuild trust every few months. It created a smoother collaboration 

and a positive atmosphere during our meetings” (Participant 9). These interpersonal connections led to 

heightened emotional engagement and a sense of social bonding, supporting the quantitative findings that 

the stability of the supplier’s interacting team positively moderates the impact of functional offerings on 

affective CX. 

Supplier financial incentives and CX outcomes

Participants expressed mixed feelings about financial incentives offered by suppliers. While initially 

attractive, these incentives sometimes led to doubts about the supplier’s value proposition and reduced the 

likelihood of repurchasing based on CX alone. Out of 15 participants, 8 provided responses supporting the 

findings of Study 1 on H3, acknowledging that financial incentives negatively moderated the effect of CX 

on repurchasing. One participant shared: “When they offered a discount out of the blue, I wondered if they 

were struggling to keep our business. It made me question their services” (Participant 2). This scepticism 
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suggests that financial incentives can undermine the trust and value derived from positive CX, particularly 

in the sagacious dimension, which reflects customers’ perceptions of the supplier’s understanding and 

adaptability. Another respondent noted: “The discount was nice, but it shouldn't replace good service. If 

the service isn't up to par, no amount of discount will make me come back” (Participant 8). This supports 

the notion that financial incentives can dilute the impact of CX on repurchasing behaviour, as customers 

may perceive them as compensation for deficiencies elsewhere.

Regarding WoM communication, participants indicated that financial incentives weakened the influence 

of the sagacious dimension of CX on their willingness to advocate for the supplier. Overall, 7 participants 

supported the Study 1 findings on H4, indicating that financial incentives negatively moderated the impact 

of sagacious experience on WoM communication. As highlighted by one participant: “If they truly believed 

in the value of their work, they wouldn’t need to cut prices” (Participant 12). This reasoning illustrates how 

financial incentives can erode customers’ perceptions of the supplier’s judgment and competence, central 

elements of CX, thereby weakening advocacy intentions. Another participant observed: “If I refer someone, 

it's because I trust the supplier’s capabilities, not because they offer me a better price. Financial perks 

make the referral seem less genuine” (Participant 6).

Interestingly, factual and emotional experiences were less affected by financial incentives. Participants 

acknowledged that concrete, measurable outcomes continued to shape their decisions and 

recommendations. As one participant articulated: “They delivered on what they promised, and that’s what 

matters most. The financial incentives didn’t change that fact” (Participant 1). Others highlighted that 

positive feelings of confidence and reassurance generated during the interaction were not influenced by 

price-based offers. As one participant expressed: “Their team made us feel supported throughout the 

process, so the discount didn’t really matter, it was the sense of reliability that stayed with us” (Participant 

4). This aligns with the quantitative finding that financial incentives did not significantly moderate the 

effects of factual and emotional CX on repurchasing and WoM. Tangible performance outcomes and the 

emotional comfort derived from dependable interactions provided a strong foundation for continued 

engagement and advocacy, irrespective of financial incentives.

7. Discussion

This study aimed to examine how CX–marketing alignment operates in B2B contexts and how two

organisational mechanisms, the stability of the supplier’s interacting team and financial incentives, shape 

this alignment and subsequent buyer behaviour. Drawing on a mixed-methods design combining a two-

wave time-lagged survey and follow-up interviews, the study conceptualises CX–marketing alignment as 

a paradoxical organisational capability that balances structural continuity and behavioural adaptability and 

demonstrates how these mechanisms differentially influence experiential dimensions and behavioural 

outcomes.
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The discussion proceeds by outlining the study’s main theoretical contributions in light of existing 

literature, followed by reflections on managerial implications.

7.1 Contribution to theory

This study offers three interrelated yet distinct theoretical contributions to the literature on B2B CX and 

marketing alignment. First, it conceptualises CX–marketing alignment as a dynamic organisational 

capability that transforms interfunctional interaction into an ongoing process of balancing strategic 

continuity and tactical adaptability (Arkadan et al. 2024). Second, it integrates interaction-based and 

behavioural control theories, demonstrating how their interplay produces paradoxical outcomes, where 

enhancing one mechanism does not diminish the necessity of the other (Vafeas and Hughes 2021). Third, 

it extends paradox theory (Smith and Lewis 2011) into the B2B CX domain, revealing that the coexistence 

of contradictory forces fosters resilience and innovation rather than indicating misalignment or inefficiency. 

Each of these contributions is elaborated in turn below. 

7.1.1 CX–marketing alignment as a dynamic organisational capability

This study advances understanding of CX–marketing alignment in B2B contexts by showing that 

alignment does not operate as a static organisational condition but rather as a dynamic organisational 

capability that must be actively maintained over time. Prior studies often conceptualise alignment as an 

achieved state of interfunctional fit (Payne and Frow 2005; Lemon and Verhoef 2016; Becker and Jaakkola 

2020). In contrast, our findings indicate that alignment requires ongoing balancing between relational 

stability and behavioural adaptability. Empirically, this balancing process is enacted through two 

complementary organisational mechanisms: the stability of the supplier’s interacting team and supplier 

financial incentives. By conceptualising alignment as a dynamic capability rather than a structural outcome, 

the study repositions CX–marketing alignment as an evolving organisational process rather than a fixed 

state. 

7.1.2 Integrating interaction and agency perspectives in B2B contexts

From a relational perspective, the stability of the supplier’s interacting team exemplifies the Interaction 

Approach (Håkansson 1982; Håkansson and Snehota 1995), which views business relationships as adaptive 

systems where long-term interfaces promote mutual learning, understanding, and trust (Ford et al. 2011; 

Corsaro and Anzivino 2021; Dyer et al. 2018). Stable supplier–customer interfaces facilitate collective 

sensemaking and knowledge sharing, ensuring that marketing intent is understood consistently across 

touchpoints. Stability also helps build social capital that supports transforming strategic intent into ongoing 

relationships (Abosag and Naudé 2014; Georges and Eggert 2003). However, in line with adaptive learning 

theories (Crossan et al. 1999), excessive structural continuity can limit experiential renewal by locking in 

routines that hinder responsiveness and innovation (McColl-Kennedy et al. 2019; Witell et al. 2020). 

Therefore, relational continuity operates as both an enabling and constraining force, illustrating how 
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relational continuity simultaneously enables stability and constrains responsiveness within CX–marketing 

alignment.

Conversely, from an economic-control perspective, alignment operates through mechanisms described 

by Agency Theory (Eisenhardt 1989; Bergen et al. 1992), which explains how principals use incentive-

based and monitoring arrangements to align agents’ behaviours with organisational objectives. Financial 

incentives serve as tactical instruments that promote behavioural consistency and responsiveness (Cannon 

and Homburg 2001; Ulaga and Reinartz 2011), particularly in settings characterised by decentralised 

decision-making and information asymmetry (Anderson and Narus 1998). However, excessive reliance on 

such incentives can undermine relational authenticity, substituting trust-based cooperation with 

transactional compliance (Wieseke et al. 2014; Crecelius et al. 2024). Therefore, while incentive 

mechanisms enhance short-term agility and performance discipline, they must be applied judiciously to 

preserve the experiential quality upon which CX alignment depends (Gilliland 2003).

Taken together, these perspectives demonstrate that CX–marketing alignment cannot be adequately 

explained by either relational embeddedness or economic control in isolation. While the Interaction 

Approach explains how structural continuity sustains experiential coherence, Agency Theory clarifies how 

incentive systems regulate behavioural enactment. By theorising their joint influence, the study develops a 

more comprehensive account of how structural and economic mechanisms shape CX–marketing alignment 

in B2B relationships.

7.1.3 Extending paradox theory to B2B customer experience

Building on the joint influence of structural continuity and behavioural control, the study extends 

paradox theory to the B2B CX domain by demonstrating that CX–marketing alignment constitutes a 

paradoxical capability (Smith and Lewis 2011), requiring the simultaneous pursuit of structural continuity 

and behavioural adaptability. Strategic interaction structures provide stability, coherence, and shared 

understanding, while tactical control mechanisms, including incentive systems, sustain agility, 

accountability, and performance focus. Their interplay enables firms to adapt without losing coherence, 

reflecting what Teece et al. (1997) describe as dynamic capability in the sense of reconfiguring routines in 

response to environmental change. When managed productively, this tension becomes a generative force 

that converts friction into learning (Crossan et al. 1999) and ambiguity into opportunity (Morgan 2012), 

thereby strengthening competitive advantage (Barney 1991).

This paradox framing also clarifies why established relational and economic theories each capture only 

part of the phenomenon. The Interaction Approach highlights how structural interaction patterns within 

interorganisational relationships can simultaneously enable and constrain adaptation (Håkansson and 

Snehota 1995; Corsaro and Anzivino 2021), while Agency Theory explains how incentive-based 

mechanisms influence not only behavioural control and performance alignment but also how CX 

components are interpreted and acted upon within long-term exchanges (Eisenhardt 1989; Bergen et al. 
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1992). When read through a paradox lens, these theoretical logics are not alternatives but interdependent 

forces that must be held in tension. This positions CX–marketing alignment as a process of continuous 

orchestration (Homburg and Tischer 2023), involving ongoing calibration of structural and economic 

conditions that both enable and constrain one another.

Collectively, these insights shift the theoretical discussion from viewing alignment as a design process 

to understanding it as a paradoxical form of orchestration. CX–marketing alignment emerges as a learning-

oriented capability that sustains strategic coherence while accommodating behavioural adaptability, 

addressing the operational and interorganisational complexity inherent in B2B exchanges (Payne and Frow 

2005; Becker and Jaakkola 2020; Homburg and Tischer 2023; De Keyser et al. 2025).

The following section translates these theoretical insights into practical guidance for managers, 

highlighting how firms can recognise and manage the paradoxical interplay between stability and 

adaptability in CX–marketing alignment.

7.2 Contribution to practice

The findings provide actionable guidance for managers seeking to strengthen CX–marketing alignment 

in B2B environments, where a persistent gap often emerges between externally communicated promises 

and the customer’s experienced delivery (De Keyser et al. 2025; Homburg and Tischer 2023). Rather than 

treating this gap as a one-off implementation failure, the results indicate that it frequently reflects an 

ongoing managerial tension between continuity in relationship interfaces and adaptation to evolving 

customer requirements. Accordingly, CX–marketing alignment should be managed as a recurring 

organisational task, supported by explicit design choices in team architecture and incentive governance.

The results indicate that stability of the supplier’s interacting team strengthens the impact of core 

technical offerings on factual and sagacious experience. Where value is grounded in technical competence 

and advisory judgement, continuity at the customer interface reinforces interpretive depth and signals 

accumulated expertise. Managers responsible for strategic accounts built around core solutions should 

therefore institutionalise structural continuity within account teams. Practical interventions include 

establishing minimum tenure expectations for lead account managers and technical specialists across major 

contract phases, implementing staged rotation policies that replace one boundary-spanning member at a 

time rather than rotating the entire interface simultaneously, and formalising structured handover routines. 

Overlap periods during which incoming team members shadow outgoing personnel in customer meetings 

can protect relational continuity and reduce re-briefing costs. Maintaining structured account dossiers that 

document technical history and prior agreements further supports consistency in how marketing messages 

are interpreted and enacted (Håkansson and Snehota 1995; Ford et al. 2011).

However, stability does not universally enhance all CX components. The findings show that stability 

weakens the effect of augmenting offerings on cognitive experience. Augmenting offerings often involve 
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innovation or complementary enhancements, and excessive continuity may dampen their perceived 

incremental distinctiveness. Managers should therefore avoid applying stability policies indiscriminately. 

When introducing new features or service extensions, selectively integrating specialists or new expertise 

into the account team can refresh interpretive framing and enhance the perceived value of augmenting 

offerings, while retaining a stable relational nucleus to preserve trust.

Financial incentives further condition how experiential dimensions translate into behavioural outcomes. 

Incentives negatively moderate the relationship between sagacious experience and both repurchase and 

WoM. When short-term financial motivations are salient, advisory signals may be interpreted as 

commercially driven rather than expertise-driven. Managers overseeing advisory-intensive relationships 

should therefore limit over-reliance on individual short-term revenue targets. Linking a portion of variable 

compensation to multi-period account performance indicators, such as renewal stability or customer-

evaluated advisory quality, can protect interpretive credibility (Eisenhardt 1989; Bergen et al. 1992).

In contrast, incentives positively moderate the relationship between social experience and behavioural 

outcomes. This suggests that financial mechanisms can reinforce relational engagement and responsiveness 

when customers perceive warmth and accessibility. Managers should therefore consider team-based 

incentives tied to responsiveness metrics, service recovery effectiveness, or collaborative milestones, 

particularly in phases requiring intensive relational coordination. Collective rather than purely individual 

incentives can encourage cross-functional ownership of the customer interface without fragmenting 

accountability.

To operationalise these insights, firms can embed periodic account-level alignment reviews that jointly 

assess (i) the dominant experiential driver of behavioural outcomes, (ii) the stability profile of the boundary-

spanning team, and (iii) the incentive emphasis currently applied. Cross-functional CX governance 

meetings or account steering committees can serve as formal mechanisms for recalibrating structural 

continuity and incentive design before misalignment manifests in churn or declining advocacy. By 

consciously differentiating structural and economic levers according to experiential context, firms 

transform CX–marketing alignment from an abstract aspiration into a deliberate managerial capability that 

balances continuity and adaptability in practice.

These interventions require an ambidextrous managerial orientation (O’Reilly and Tushman 2013). 

Managers must simultaneously preserve relational continuity where interpretive depth and bonding are 

central, while introducing selective renewal and calibrated incentives where adaptability and 

responsiveness drive value. Continuity and flexibility are not opposing objectives but interdependent design 

choices that must be actively balanced. By embedding this dual orientation in team architecture and 

incentive governance, firms operationalise the paradox of alignment in practice, transforming it from an 

abstract tension into a disciplined organisational capability.
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8. Limitations & future research

As with all empirical research, this study has several limitations that suggest promising directions for

future research. First, empirical evidence was gathered from B2B service environments in the UK. While 

this approach offers a strong test of the conceptual model in relationally intensive contexts, it may restrict 

the generalisability of the findings to transactional, manufacturing, or digitally mediated exchanges. Future 

studies could explore whether the same paradoxical mechanisms of CX–marketing alignment, namely 

relational stability and behavioural adaptability, function similarly in other relational or mixed exchange 

settings. Broadening the framework across industries and cultural contexts would clarify the boundaries of 

CX–marketing alignment as a paradoxical capability.

Although this research uses a two-wave time-lagged design, the two data collection points over a three-

month period might not fully capture the long-term effects of stability of the supplier’s interacting team and 

financial incentives on customer behaviour. Extending the duration of longitudinal studies could offer 

deeper insights into how these factors impact customer loyalty and advocacy over time. In addition, future 

research could employ dynamic or process-based methods, such as event-sequence analysis or longitudinal 

SEM, to track how the balance between structural continuity and behavioural adaptability changes as 

relationships develop or face disruptions. Such approaches would reveal how firms learn and adapt their 

alignment practices over time.

Third, the study concentrated on two main moderators, the stability of the supplier’s interacting team 

and financial incentives, as mechanisms for paradoxical alignment. Other organisational factors might also 

affect how firms manage the relationship between relational and behavioural aspects. Leadership thinking, 

internal communication environments, digital tools for experience management, and organisational 

learning routines could each enhance or limit alignment success. Future research could use multilevel, 

configurational, or qualitative-comparative methods to explore how these factors interact and influence the 

development of paradoxical alignment as a relational capability.

Fourth, the data mainly relied on self-reported measures of alignment and performance. While such 

perceptual measures are well-established in organisational research, combining them with behavioural or 

financial indicators could improve the validity and richness of future findings. Using multi-source data, 

ethnographic studies, or customer-level analytics could reveal how alignment appears in daily practice and 

how it leads to tangible results.

Finally, this research opens new conceptual pathways for connecting paradoxical alignment with 

broader theories in marketing and management. Future studies could examine its links to ambidexterity, 

dynamic capabilities, or systems theory, exploring how paradox management functions as a higher-level 

organisational skill. As marketing organisations increasingly depend on AI-driven analytics, platform 

ecosystems, and customer co-creation interfaces, new research should investigate how digitalisation shifts 

the balance between structural discipline and behavioural flexibility.
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Collectively, these directions would not only refine the boundary conditions of the present model but 

also advance a broader research agenda on how firms manage competing demands within marketing 

systems. By treating paradox as a resource rather than a constraint, future studies can continue to develop 

theory that better reflects the adaptive complexity of modern B2B customer experience management.
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Figure 1 Conceptual framework

Source: Authors’ own work
Note: Solid arrows indicate relationships tested but not hypothesised.
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Table 1 Summary of the literature in B2B CX

Author Explanatory 
variable

Outcome 
variable

Moderator Method Key findings Theoretical foundation Limitations 

Biedenbach 
and Marell 
(2010)

Customer 
experience

Brand 
equity 

N/A Telephone 
interview in 
B2B

CX has a positive effect on all 
dimensions of brand equity: 
brand awareness, brand 
associations, perceived quality, 
and brand loyalty

Draws mainly on  Aaker’s 
(1991, 1994) Brand Equity 
Model and Keller’s (1993) 
Customer-Based Brand 
Equity theory. Supported 
by Hierarchy of Effects 
Model (Gordon et al. 
1993), Experiential 
Learning Theory (Fazio and 
Zanna 1978; Hoch and 
Deighton 1989), Service 
Quality Theory 
(Parasuraman et al. 1985), 
and Value Co-creation 
Perspective (Frow and 
Payne 2007).

Focuses solely on 
customer experience as an 
antecedent; confined to 
Swedish B2B services; 
uses self-reported 
measures; hierarchy of 
effects requires further 
empirical testing; cross-
sectional design limits 
causal inference.

Lemke et 
al. (2011)

Communicatio
n encounter, 
service 
encounter, 
usage 
encounter

Value in 
use and 
relationship 
outcomes

Experience 
contexts

Repertory grid 
technique to 
collect data 
from 
interviews 
both B2B and 
B2C

In B2B contexts, customers 
place greater emphasis on firm 
practices that focus on 
understanding and delivering 
value-in-use, whereas in B2C 
contexts, the emphasis on this 
is generally less

Service-Dominant Logic 
(Vargo and Lusch 2004)  
primary theoretical 
foundation linking CX to 
value co-creation. 
Supported by Value-in-Use 
Theory (Macdonald et al. 
2009), Goal Theory 
(Barsalou 1991), 
Relationship Quality 
Framework (Palmatier et al. 
2006), and Network Theory 
(Håkansson et al. 2009). 

Small UK-based sample 
restricts generalisability; 
limited sectoral and 
cultural scope; conceptual 
model lacks quantitative 
validation; absence of 
longitudinal perspective; 
repertory grid method 
may overlook implicit 
experience dimensions.

Lemon and 
Verhoef 
(2016)

Various 
touchpoints 
and the nature 
of interactions 
that customers 
have with the 
firm 

Overall 
customer 
experience

N/A Conceptual 
paper

The significance of multiple 
touchpoints in affecting 
customer behaviour, the 
importance of understanding 
the customer journey to design 
better CX, and the dynamic 
nature of the external 

Customer Journey Process 
Models (Lavidge and 
Steiner 1961; Howard and 
Sheth 1969) primary 
conceptual basis. Supported 
by Service Blueprinting 
(Bitner et al. 2008), 

Conceptual model without 
empirical validation; lack 
of quantitative 
operationalisation of 
touchpoints; untested 
generalisability across 
industries and cultures; 
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Author Explanatory 
variable

Outcome 
variable

Moderator Method Key findings Theoretical foundation Limitations 

throughout the 
customer 
journey stages

environment's influence on 
customer experience

Multichannel Customer 
Management Theory 
(Neslin et al. 2006), 
Service-Dominant Logic 
(Vargo and Lusch 2008), 
and Customer Engagement 
Theory (Brodie et al. 
2011). 

need for longitudinal 
exploration of CX 
dynamics; limited 
attention to external 
macro factors influencing 
experience.

Zolkiewski 
et al. 
(2017)

Strategic 
approach to 
understanding 
customer 
experience: 
from input- 
and output-
based 
measures

Outcomes-
based 
measures

N/A Conceptual 
paper

Reconceptualisation of B2B 
customer experience with a 
strategic CX management 
framework. It emphasises the 
shortcomings of traditional 
measures when applied to B2B 
contexts and advocates for a 
shift towards outcomes-based 
measures

Service-Dominant Logic 
(S-D Logic) (Vargo and 
Lusch 2004, 2008), primary 
foundation framing value 
co-creation in B2B CX. 
Supported by Service Logic 
(Grönroos 2008; Grönroos 
and Voima 2013), Value 
Co-creation Theory 
(Prahalad and Ramaswamy 
2003; Frow and Payne 
2007), Outcomes-Based 
Performance Measurement 
(Ng et al. 2009; Bovaird 
2014), and Network Theory 
(Håkansson et al. 2009).

Conceptual framework 
only; absence of empirical 
validation; limited to 
service contexts; lack of 
operational outcome 
measures; theoretical 
integration of S-D and 
Service Logic remains 
conceptual.

McColl-
Kennedy et 
al. (2019)

Resources, 
activities, 
context, 
interactions, 
and customer 
role

Discrete 
emotions 
and 
cognitive 
response

N/A Text mining in 
practice. Post 
purchase 
consumption 
in B2B

Six key insights for 
practitioners to manage their 
customers' journeys 
effectively, including taking a 
customer perspective, 
identifying root causes, 
uncovering at-risk segments, 
capturing customers' emotional 
and cognitive responses, 
spotting and preventing 
decreasing sales, and 
prioritising actions to improve 
CX

Service-Dominant Logic 
(S-D Logic) (Vargo and 
Lusch 2008), primary 
theoretical lens. Supported 
by Value Co-creation 
Framework (McColl-
Kennedy et al. 2012), 
Discrete Emotion Theory 
(Shaver et al. 1987), 
Design Science Research 
(Hevner et al. 2004; Peffers 
et al. 2007), and 
Touchpoint/Customer 

Data limited to one B2B 
firm; reliance on open-
ended survey data; 
framework validated 
within one context; two-
year longitudinal period 
may not reflect long-term 
trends; text-mining 
technique may miss 
nuanced meanings.

47
48
49
50
51
52
53
54
55
56
57
58
59
60

35

Customer experience–marketing alignment as a dynamic organisational capability: balancing structural continuity and behavioural adaptability



Author Explanatory 
variable

Outcome 
variable

Moderator Method Key findings Theoretical foundation Limitations 

Journey Perspective 
(Lemon and Verhoef 2016).

Witell et al. 
(2020)

Relationship 
Control, 
Customer 
Entity 
Dimensions

Overall 
success of 
CX 
manageme
nt in B2B 
markets

relationship 
expectation
s and actor 
interaction 
issues

Conceptual 
paper

Identification of specific 
challenges in B2B CXM, such 
as mismatches in business 
relationships, siloed CX, and 
the dynamics of CX over time

Relationship Marketing 
Theory (Morgan and Hunt 
1994; Eggert et al. 2018) 
primary underpinning of 
the framework. Supported 
by Service-Dominant Logic 
(Vargo and Lusch 2004, 
2008), Value-in-Use 
Perspective (Lemke et al. 
2011), and Network Theory 
(Håkansson et al. 2009). 

Conceptual synthesis 
without empirical testing; 
limited generalisability 
beyond B2B service 
contexts; need for 
empirical validation of 
framework; absence of 
operational measures for 
CEM dimensions

Becker and 
Jaakkola 
(2020)

Offering-
related stimuli

CX as a 
mediator 
between 
offering 
related 
stimuli and 
evaluative 
outcomes 

Customer, 
situational, 
and 
sociocultur
al 
contingenci
es

Conceptual 
paper

Development of four 
fundamental premises of CX 
that are generalisable across 
settings and contexts and can 
advance the conceptual 
development of CX by 
defining its core domain

Metatheoretical Analysis 
Approach (Gioia and Pitre 
1990; Möller 2013), 
primary framework 
integrating fragmented CX 
literature. Supported by 
Service-Dominant Logic 
(Vargo and Lusch 2004, 
2008), Phenomenological 
Epistemology (Helkkula 
and Kelleher 2010).

Restricted to marketing 
discipline; interpretive 
synthesis may reflect 
researcher subjectivity; 
conceptual nature requires 
empirical testing; lacks 
operational measures for 
dynamic CX assessment

Feng et al. 
(2021)

The presence 
of an 
executive with 
CX (ECX) in a 
supplier firm’s 
top 
management 
team (TMT)

Firm 
performanc
e, measured 
using 
Tobin’s q, 
specifically 
referred to 
as 'Total q'

The 
presence of 
a board 
member 
with CX, 
CEO pay 
slice, TMT 
functional 
diversity, 
and the 
economic 
contraction

A panel firm 
fixed effects 
estimator and 
mitigates 
selection-
induced 
endogeneity 
using the 
Heckman 
procedure

The presence of an ECX 
improves firm performance, 
but this benefit is less when a 
BCX is also present, when the 
CEO has a higher pay slice, 
and when the TMT is more 
functionally diversified. 
However, ECE presence is 
particularly beneficial if the 
overall economy is in 
contraction

Resource-Based View 
(RBV) (Barney 1991, 1995; 
Wernerfelt 1984), primary 
framework underpinning 
the model. Supported by 
VRIO Framework (Barney, 
1995), Agency Theory 
(Eisenhardt 1989), and 
Managerial Power Theory 
(Van Essen et al. 2015)

Hidden skills of ECEs 
unobservable; firms’ 
hiring incentives not 
examined; findings 
limited to public firms; 
mediating mechanism not 
analysed; limited data for 
event study due to 
missing appointment 
dates
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Author Explanatory 
variable

Outcome 
variable

Moderator Method Key findings Theoretical foundation Limitations 

Kuppelwies
er and 
Klaus 
(2021)

Brand 
experience, 
service 
provider 
experience, 
and post-
purchase 
experience

Quality of 
customer 
experience

N/A B2C and B2B 
contexts to test 
the EXQ scale

EXQ scale comprises multiple 
dimensions, challenging the 
notion of unidimensionality 
often assumed in CX 
measures. It indicates that 
customers perceive CX 
holistically rather than in 
separate dimensions

Customer Experience 
Quality (EXQ) framework 
(Klaus and Maklan 2012; 
Klaus 2014), primary 
theoretical basis. Supported 
by Second-order reflective 
measurement theory (Jarvis 
et al. 2003) and the Value-
in-use principle from 
Service-Dominant Logic 
(Grönroos 2012). 

Inclusion of all EXQ 
items may affect 
parsimony; identical item 
interpretation assumed 
across B2C and B2B; 
distinct contexts limit 
generalisability; post-
purchase focus restricts 
scope of CX capture

Gounaris 
and 
Almoraish 
(2024)

Technical and 
functional 
offerings 
generated by 
the supplier

CX 
component
s as 
mediators 
between 
supplier 
offerings 
and 
Relationshi
p quality

N/A Mixed-
methods and 
longitudinal 
(panel study) 
in B2B

Developed a new scale to 
measure CX in B2B 
environments and identified 
four types of impressions: 
factual, sagacious, emotional, 
and social. They highlighted 
how certain aspects of past 
impressions can negatively 
impact current perceptions. 
The paper elaborates on how 
the technical and functional 
components of a supplier's 
offering influence customer 
impressions

Organisational Buying 
Behaviour (OBB) Theory 
(Woodside and Ferris-
Costa 2006) primary 
framework guiding 
conceptualisation of 
impressions and CX 
dynamics. Supported by 
Expectation–
Disconfirmation Theory 
(Oliver 1977,1980), 
Primacy-of-Effects Theory 
(Lazarus 1984), and 
Relationship Marketing 
Theory (Morgan and Hunt 
1994; Grönroos 1997). 

Single-informant sample 
from UK; focus on 
professional services 
during service delivery 
stage; short three-month 
longitudinal interval; 
reliance on self-reported 
measures; limited 
generalisability beyond 
UK B2B contexts

De Keyser 
et al. 
(2025)

Psychological 
convergence; 
Operational 
convergence

B2B 
customer 
experience 
(CX); 
Cohesive 
and value-
driven 
customer 
journey 
(CJ)

N/A Conceptual 
paper

Introduces a convergence-
based framework explaining 
how B2B customer experience 
(CX) and customer journey
(CJ) align through
psychological and operational
convergence. CX emerges
across individual, team, and
organisational levels through
psychological alignment, while

Convergence-Based 
Theoretical Lens 
(Psychological & 
Operational Convergence), 
primary framework 
integrating multilevel and 
inter-organisational 
alignment. Supported by 
Collective Mind and 
Consciousness Theory 

Conceptual and untested 
framework; absence of 
operational measures for 
convergence constructs; 
no empirical validation; 
unclear generalisability 
across industries or digital 
contexts; lack of 
longitudinal evidence on 
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Author Explanatory 
variable

Outcome 
variable

Moderator Method Key findings Theoretical foundation Limitations 

operational convergence 
between buyer and seller 
ensures a cohesive multi-phase 
CJ

(Shteynberg 2024), 
Organisational 
Psychology/Multilevel 
Theory (Klein and 
Kozlowski 2000), Social 
Comparison and Contagion 
Theories (Hatfield et al. 
1992; Boothby et al. 2016), 
and Customer Success 
Management Frameworks 
(Eggert et al. 2020; 
Hochstein et al. 2023).

convergence–divergence 
dynamics

This study Supplier’s 
technical and 
functional 
offerings

Actual 
behavioural 
outcomes 
(repurchase 
and WoM)

Stability of 
the 
supplier’s 
interacting 
team and 
financial 
supplier 
incentives

Mixed-
methods 
design 
combining a 
two-wave 
time-lagged 
panel study 
and semi-
structured 
interviews 
with UK B2B 
customers of 
professional 
service 
providers

Stability of the supplier’s 
interacting team strengthens 
the link between supplier 
offerings and CX, enhancing 
factual, emotional, and social 
experiences but constraining 
adaptability for sagacious CX. 
Supplier financial incentives 
weaken the link between 
sagacious experience and 
behavioural outcomes but 
strengthen the effect of social 
experience on repurchase and 
WoM. These patterns highlight 
that CX–marketing alignment 
in B2B contexts entails 
managing enduring tensions 
between structural stability and 
behavioural adaptability, as 
well as between relational 
depth and transactional control

Interaction Approach 
Theory (Håkansson 1982; 
Håkansson and Snehota 
1995; Ford et al. 2011) and 
Agency Theory (Eisenhardt 
1989; Bergen et al. 1992),  
explaining how structural 
(team stability) and 
economic (financial 
incentives) mechanisms 
jointly condition the 
effectiveness of CX–
marketing alignment in 
B2B relationships

Focuses on two specific 
moderators (team stability 
and financial incentives); 
results drawn from 
particular B2B customers 
of the UK professional 
service providers may 
limit generalisability 
across industries and 
contexts. Future research 
could test additional 
strategic and tactical 
mechanisms in other 
markets. Further 
limitations are discussed 
in the limitations section

Source: Authors’ own work
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Table 2 Sampling characteristics

Panel Sample 
size

Industry settings 
of the participants

Company 
size

Participant 
location

Professional 
services used

Participant 
roles

Survey 
(t0)

n = 544

St
ud

y 
1

Survey 
(t1) n = 402

St
ud

y 
2 Semi-

structured 
interviews

n = 15

A range of 
industry 
sectors, 

including 
services such 
as agencies, 

communication
s, construction, 

education, 
health, finance 
and travel, and 
goods sectors 

such as 
manufacturing 
and retailing

Small, 
medium 
and large

UK 
companies 
based in 
England, 
Scotland 

and Wales

Management 
consulting 
firms, IT 

consulting, 
advertising 
agencies, 
marketing 
research 

agencies, legal 
firms, 

accountancy 
services and 

others 

Managerial 
roles, 

including 
managing 

director, senior 
manager, 

purchasing 
manager, head 
of department, 

marketing 
manager and 

executive 
manager

Source: Authors’ own work

Table 3 Construct measures and reliability

Second-order 
constructs

First-order 
constructs Items Loadings Cronbach’s

alpha
Composite 
reliability

Average variance 
extracted

DEL1 0.92Delivery 
performance DEL2 0.92 0.83 0.92 0.85

TQ1 0.78
TQ2 0.87
TQ3 0.79
TQ4 0.84

Technical  
quality

TQ5 0.83

0.88 0.91 0.68

PR1 0.90

Core offerings

Price PR2 0.87 0.74 0.88 0.79

REP1 0.80
REP2 0.87
REP3 0.87
REP4 0.88
REP5 0.84

Reputation

REP6 0.88

0.93 0.94 0.74

ADA1 0.86
ADA2 0.85
ADA3 0.82Adaptation

ADA4 0.88

0.88 0.91 0.73

SER1 0.89
SER2 0.92Service support
SER3 0.92

0.89 0.93 0.83

INN1 0.87
INN2 0.81
INN3 0.83
INN4 0.84
INN5 0.86

Augmenting 
offerings

Innovation

INN6 0.91

0.92 0.94 0.73

INF1 0.89
INF2 0.89Information 

sharing
INF3 0.91

0.88 0.92 0.80Exchange 
climate

TEC1 0.87 0.91 0.93 0.78
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Second-order 
constructs

First-order 
constructs Items Loadings Cronbach’s

alpha
Composite 
reliability

Average variance 
extracted

TEC2 0.88
TEC3 0.89Technology 

sharing
TEC4 0.89
REL1 0.89
REL2 0.88Relational 

atmosphere REL3 0.92
0.88 0.93 0.81

PER1 0.85
PER2 0.89

Bonding
Personal 

relationship PER3 0.89
0.85 0.91 0.77

FAC1 0.87
FAC2 0.75
FAC3 0.88
FAC4 0.85
FAC5 0.85

Factual experience

FAC6 0.80

0.91 0.93 0.70

SAG1 0.87
SAG2 0.85
SAG3 0.85
SAG4 0.85
SAG5 0.89
SAG6 0.86

Sagacious experience

SAG7 0.81

0.94 0.95 0.73

EMO1 0.88
EMO2 0.90
EMO3 0.83
EMO4 0.93
EMO5 0.90
EMO6 0.83

Emotional experience

EMO7 0.83

0.95 0.95 0.77

SOC1 0.93
SOC2 0.90Social experience
SOC3 0.94

0.91 0.94 0.85

SFI1 0.90
SFI2 0.91Supplier financial incentives
SFI3 0.93

0.90 0.94 0.84

AAS1 0.73
AAS2 0.83Availability of alternative 

suppliers
AAS3 0.85

0.73 0.84 0.65

Source: Authors’ own work

Table 4 Discriminant validity following Fornell and Larcker (1981) 
Variables 1 2 3 4 5 6

1- AAS 0.74
2- Emo 0.22 0.88
3- Fact 0.32 0.63 0.84
4- SFI 0.11 0.18 0.12 0.92
5- Sag 0.31 0.68 0.68 0.14 0.86
6- Soc 0.25 0.46 0.46 0.35 0.48 0.93

The diagonal is the square root of the AVE of the latent variables and indicates the highest in any 
column or row. AAS = availability of alternative suppliers, Emo = emotional experience, Fact = 
Factual experience, SFI = supplier financial incentives, Sag = sagacious experience, Soc = social 
experience
Source: Authors’ own work
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Table 5 Results of hypotheses testing

Paths
Standardised 
coefficient 

(β)

P-
value Hypothesised paths

Standardised 
coefficient 

(β)

P-
value Outcome

Core offerings Factual experience 0.20 0.000 Stability of the supplier’s interacting team x Core offeringsFactual experience 0.09 0.036

Core offerings Sagacious experience 0.19 0.000 Stability of the supplier’s interacting team x Core offeringsSagacious 
experience 0.12 0.011

Augmenting offerings Factual 
experience 0.54 0.000 Stability of the supplier’s interacting team x Augmenting offeringsFactual 

experience -0.14 0.000
Augmenting offerings Sagacious 
experience 0.62 0.000

H1

Stability of the supplier’s interacting team x Augmenting offeringsSagacious 
experience -0.19 0.000

Partially 
Supported

Exchange climate Emotional experience 0.23 0.000 Stability of the supplier’s interacting team x Exchange climateEmotional 
experience 0.08 0.047

Exchange climate Social experience 0.37 0.000 Stability of the supplier’s interacting team x Exchange climate Social 
experience 0.20 0.000

Bonding Emotional experience 0.55 0.000 Stability of the supplier’s interacting team x Bonding Emotional experience 0.11 0.022
Bonding Social experience 0.25 0.000

H2

Stability of the supplier’s interacting team x Bonding Social experience 0.13 0.000

Supported

Factual experience Repurchased 0.18 0.000 Supplier financial incentives x Factual experience Repurchased 0.01 0.718
Sagacious experience Repurchased 0.18 0.000 Supplier financial incentives x Sagacious experience Repurchased -0.06 0.043
Emotional experience Repurchased 0.27 0.000 Supplier financial incentives x Emotional experience Repurchased -0.05 0.094
Social experience Repurchased 0.17 0.000

H3

Supplier financial incentives x Social experience Repurchased 0.07 0.006

Mainly not 
supported

Factual experience WoM 0.14 0.000 Supplier financial incentives x Factual experience WoM 0.01 0.543
Sagacious experience WoM 0.18 0.000 Supplier financial incentives x Sagacious experience WoM -0.07 0.002
Emotional experienceWoM 0.28 0.000 Supplier financial incentives x Emotional experience WoM -0.04 0.119
Social experience WoM 0.32 0.000

H4

Supplier financial incentives x Social experience WoM 0.10 0.000

Mainly not 
supported

Note: R square values are 0.523 for Factual experience, 0.627 for Sagacious experience, 0.558 for Emotional experience, 0.342 for Social experience, 0.525 for Repurchased, 0.642 for WoM
Source: Authors’ own work
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Table 6 Post hoc multi-group analysis (Stable vs Unstable) and Low SFI vs High SFI
Path Δβ (Stable – Unstable) 2-tailed

p-value
Δβ (High – Low SFI) 2-tailed

p-value
Augmenting offerings → Factual experience −0.172 0.059 −0.395 0.000 
Augmenting offerings → Sagacious experience −0.180 0.023 −0.328 0.000 
Bonding → Emotional experience +0.013 0.819 −0.150 0.006 
Bonding → Social experience +0.306 0.000 +0.126 0.079 
Core offerings → Factual experience +0.063 0.543 +0.282 0.001 
Core offerings → Sagacious experience +0.215 0.013 +0.215 0.002 
Emotional experience → Repurchased +0.045 0.009 −0.047 0.003 
Emotional experience → WoM +0.045 0.016 −0.068 0.000 
Exchange climate → Emotional experience +0.211 0.003 −0.009 0.844
Exchange climate → Social experience +0.373 0.000 −0.102 0.158
Factual experience → Repurchased −0.025 0.373 −0.030 0.080
Factual experience → WoM +0.003 0.904 −0.033 0.057
Sagacious experience → Repurchased −0.019 0.390 −0.016 0.373
Sagacious experience → WoM −0.006 0.789 −0.016 0.390
Social experience → Repurchased −0.080 0.001 −0.013 0.479 
Social experience → WoM −0.119 0.000 −0.014 0.465 
Note: Stable = Stable supplier interacting team, Unstable = Unstable supplier interacting team
High SFI = High supplier financial incentives, Low SFI = Low supplier financial incentives, 

Source: Authors’ own work
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Supplementary Appendix A
Table A1 Measures used in the study

Variables Items Source
Company X is aware of our needs concerning service delivery

Delivery performance Company X always delivers the service on time
Caceres and 

Paparoidamis 
(2007)

Company X has knowledge of our markets and 
products/services
Company X has knowledge of his/her own company’s 
procedures
Company X has knowledge of his/her company’s competitors’ 
products, services, and sales policies
Company X has knowledge of his/her company’s product 
features and benefits

Technical quality

Company X has knowledge of our operations

La et al. (2009)

Company X provides a reasonable price
Price Company X provides a better price compared with other 

companies offering similar services

Molinari et al. 
(2008)

Company X is a long-established company
The employees of company X are well trained
Company X is a sound company
Company X has a strong management
Company X has expertise in this specific area

Reputation

Company X provides sound solutions for client problems

La et al. (2009)

Company X constantly improves technical capabilities to keep 
abreast with new developments
Company X proactively offers us new technical solutions when 
conditions change
Company X makes operational changes when required by our 
team

Adaptation

Company X is able to coordinate the various disciplines when 
required by our team

Woo and 
Ennew (2004)

Company X is available when we need information
Company X provides appropriate informationService support
Company X responds quickly when we need assistance

Eggert et al. 
(2006)

Company X constantly introduces innovative ideas in 
addressing and solving problems
Company X offers new services consistent with existing client 
operating systems
Company X thinks differently from other companies in solving 
client problems
Company X frequently introduces new methodologies, 
approaches, or solutions
Company X regularly offers new products and services

Innovation

Company X is an innovative company

La et al. (2009)

Company X submits technical documentation that is easily 
understood by our team
Company X submits technical documentation that meets our 
needs

Information sharing

The technical information supplied by company X is adequate

Woo and 
Ennew (2005)

The technology used by company X improves the efficiency of 
our relationship
The technology used by company X helps us to reduce our cost 
of doing businessTechnology sharing

Company X has instituted procedures which facilitate our use of 
the technology

Paulin et al. 
(2000)
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Variables Items Source
Company X has invested considerable time and effort in 
developing electronic information exchange with our company
I consider the general atmosphere surrounding the working 
relationship with company X as harmonious
I regard the overall relationship with company X as closeRelational atmosphere
I believe mutual expectations for the project have been 
established with company X

Woo and 
Ennew (2005)

Company X staff like to talk with people
People from company X are friendlyPersonal relationship
Company X tries to establish a personal relationship

Stuart et al. 
(2012)

Stability of the supplier’s 
interacting team

The members of the supplier’s interacting team have remained 
the same throughout Yes/No

 Met the delivery deadlines
Met our budget
Met our specifications
Achieved our objectives
Produced solutions that led to increase our company’s effectiveness

Factual experience

Provided high-level reports and presentations

Spiros Gounaris 
and Almoraish 

(2024)

Adaptive to customer needs and requests
Be quick in responding to supplier’s needs/requests
Be innovative
Produced innovative solutions and ideas
Be up-to-date
Demonstrate a good understanding of the challenges the customer 
faces

Sagacious experience

Help improve customer’s performance

Spiros Gounaris 
and Almoraish 

(2024)

Pleasure (from the encounter climate)
Contentment
Be transparent
Relief
Enthusiasm
Take away fear (through reassurance to build “peace-of-mind”)

Emotional experience

Take away surprise (through honesty and/or transparency)

Spiros Gounaris 
and Almoraish 

(2024)

Friendship with the supplier’s management is welcome
Because of our business, the supplier invites us to attend social eventsSocial experience
We enjoy each other’s company in a social setting

Gounaris and 
Almoraish 

(2024)
Company X offers free products and services 
Company X frequently provides special pricing or discountsSupplier financial 

incentives Company X offers special financial benefits and incentives

Palmatier et al. 
(2007)

Repurchased Have you selected the same supplier for another project? Yes/No
WoM Have you recommended this supplier to others? Yes/No

This supply market is very competitive
Other service providers could provide what we get from company XAvailability of alternative 

suppliers
Other service providers have this supplier’s capability

Cannon and 
Perreault (1999)

Firm size Small, medium or large UK firm size
Propensity to remain loyal I will always choose the lowest-priced supplier Single item
Source: Authors’ own work

Supplementary Appendix B
Table B1 Model-free descriptive statistics

Variables Minimum Maximum Mean Std. Deviation

Stability of the supplier’s 
interacting team

0 1 0.75 0.435
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WoM 0 1 0.88 0.323

Repurchased 0 1 0.91 0.290

Core offerings 1.00 7.00 4.9840 0.82949

Augmenting offerings 1.50 7.00 5.4167 0.90038

Exchange climate 2.40 7.00 6.2490 0.92190

Bonding 3.13 7.00 6.2673 0.81172

Factual experience 1.83 7.00 5.3743 1.07284

Sagacious experience 1.29 7.00 5.3464 1.09698

Emotional experience 1.43 7.00 5.3795 1.15802

Social experience 1.00 7.00 4.4569 1.64064

Supplier financial incentives 1.00 7.00 4.1567 1.59658

Source: Authors’ own work

Table B2 Model-free zero-order correlations among study variables

Variables 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12

1- Stability of the
supplier’s interacting
team

1

2- WoM 0.081** 1

3- Repurchased 0.078** 0.874** 1

4- Core offerings -0.011 0.365**0.315** 1

5- Augmenting
offerings

0.015 0.401**0.352**0.826** 1

6- Exchange climate -0.005 0.490**0.412**0.705**0.742** 1

7- Bonding -0.075** 0.499**0.455**0.695**0.727**0.697** 1

8- Factual experience -0.059* 0.393**0.346**0.655**0.696**0.670**0.738** 1

9- Sagacious
experience

0.051* 0.436**0.374**0.711**0.771**0.677**0.689**0.691** 1

10- Emotional
experience

0.002 0.425**0.363**0.582**0.649**0.616**0.710**0.632**0.685** 1

11-Social experience 0.032 0.464**0.394**0.448**0.495**0.509**0.466**0.444**0.482**0.452** 1

12- Supplier financial
incentives

0.049 0.160**0.139**0.171**0.141**0.203**0.130**0.118**0.149**0.179**0.346** 1

**. Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed).
*. Correlation is significant at the 0.05 level (2-tailed).
Source: Authors’ own work

45

Customer experience–marketing alignment as a dynamic organisational capability: balancing structural continuity and behavioural adaptability


	1. Introduction
	2. An overview of CX in B2B literature
	3. CX–marketing alignment in B2B
	4. Mixed-methods methodology
	5. Study 1 – quantitative (two-wave time-lagged panel)
	6. Study 2 – qualitative
	7. Discussion
	8. Limitations & future research
	References
	Figure 1
	Table 1
	Table 2
	Table 3
	Table 4
	Table 5
	Table 6
	Supplementary Appendix A



