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ABSTRACT 

The paper’s aim is the analysis of managing relationships from the perspective of the 

flexibility of the relationship’s creation between an enterprise and market stakeholders and 

the flexibility of the relationship’s creation impact on the performance of the company. The 

studies constitute the basis for developing the conceptual framework of the flexibility of the 

relationship’s creation between the enterprise and market stakeholders. The analysis also was 

served to identify research objectives. The further part of the paper describes the empirical 

verification of the set of assumptions using a quantitative study. Finally, the implications for 

further research in this area are indicated. 
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INTRODUCTION 

Increasing environmental variability and uncertainty causes that the flexibility of the 

organization is becoming one of the leading determinants of its duration and development. 

The main manifestation of flexibility is the ability of businesses to respond and deal with the 

imperative of making changes in the conditions of the growing turbulence of the environment 

[Osbert – Pociecha 2004, 51]. Flexibility can be perceived both in terms of functions 

performed in the enterprise, as well as in terms of the source of competitive advantage in 

certain environmental conditions [Upton 1994, 75]. According to the research, flexibility in 

the scope of functions performed (including the flexibility of production) [Vokurka, O'Leary- 

Kellyin 2000; Das 2001], and in terms of sources of competitive advantage (including 

initiatives leading t innovation) [Jordanand Graves 1995; Gupta, Somers 1996] affect the 

performance of the company. Relationships of the company with market stakeholders 

constitute one of sources of competitive advantage. As demonstrated by empirical studies 

conducted in Poland, relations with the environment- including preferential, non-formalized- 

aret he resources most frequently typed by companies and considered to be original and 

influencing the effectiveness of the activities [Krupski 2006, 97-105]. Additionally, Byramjee 

F., P. Bhagatand A. Klein emphasize that the value of the various parties in the relationship is 

the factor influencing company's performance [Byramjee, Bhagatand Klein 2010, 58]. 

Thus, in the context of the contemporary features of the environment and in the context of 

importance of market relations the problem of flexibility of creating relations seems to be 

very interesting. The paper’s aim is to analyze the flexibility of managing relationships value 

from the perspective of the company-market stakeholders and its impact the performance of 

the company. 

This analysis is primarily based on studies of the literature in terms of flexibility and 

relationships value. These studies constitute the basis for developing the conceptual 

framework of flexibility of managing relationships value of the enterprise with market 

stakeholders. The analysis also served to identify research objectives. The further part of the 

paper describes the empirical verification of the set of assumptions using a quantitative study. 

Finally, the implications for further research in this area are indicated. 

 

Flexibility –complexity of the concept 

Literature studies allow to conclude that the concept of flexibility is not clearly defined [eg. 

Kost, Malhotra 1999; Wadhwa, Saxena, Chan 2008; Fatemi 2010]. Defining the term" 

flexibility" is not easy, as it is correlated with various situations and problems [Upton 1994, 
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73] what results in a variety of interpretations of the phenomenon. Flexibility features are the 

basis of analyzing flexibility. They allow to determine the types of flexibility. 

In the 80's and 90's of last century, the focus was only on the flexibility of production. The 

various categories of production flexibility were highlighted [Upton 1994, 74],but only 

interorganisational analysis and analysis of the production environment is common (i.e. the 

analysis of features and products volume flexibility, the analysis of flexibility of ways of 

supplying products [Fatemi 2010, 140].The flexibility of the volume of products, product 

diversity and the supply is fully described, for example, by N. Govindarajulu and B. Daily 

[Govindarajulu, Daily 2009, 85-87]. Nevertheless, A . Das presented an interesting conceptual 

framework and the research of production flexibility [Das 2001, 4154-4174]. 

In fact, there are various interactions between players in the market including flows of 

products, cash, resources, information and decisions [Wadhwa, Rao 2004, 15]. It results in a 

variety of relationships between manufacturers, customers, suppliers and consumers. 

Therefore, R. Lummus, L. Duclos and R. Vokurka correctly observed that the issue of 

flexibility should be considered more broadly, going beyond the internal flexibility of the 

company [Lummus, Duclos, Vokurka 2003, 1]. Therefore, the flexibility of the entity is in 

fact a component of the flexibility of the system covering the whole supply chain. 

Defining supply chain flexibility is dependent on the approved focus on a particular 

component like the operating systems, logistics processes, a supply chain, an organizational 

structure, and information systems. It can be assumed that the flexibility of the whole supply 

chain is a result of the components flexibility of each participant and the relations between 

them [Lummus, Duclos, Vokurka 2003, 3-5]. It is expressed in the speed and level of 

adjusting a supply chain to the demand changes in the scope of time, volume and destination 

[Prater, Biehl, Smith 2001, 824]. These changes may be the results of the requirements of the 

environment and stakeholders [Sharma, Gupta 2004, 2]. In this context, it is essential to 

comprehensively look at both separately for each company in the supply chain, as well as 

simultaneously on all suppliers, customers and partners [Ozgur, Sauser, Boardman 2009, 13], 

whose flexibility in terms of product, volume, delivery conditions and strategies can enhance 

the quality of relationships [Kumar, Deshmukh 2006, 20]. Adapting to changing conditions 

requires the ability to manage the partnership [Erol, Sauser, Boardman 2009, 12], which 

effects are dependent on hidden opportunities called "purchasing competences", which 

include practices of developing relationships at the level of buyer - supplier apart from [Das 

2001, 4156]bundling parts, auditing capabilities and integration of suppliers. Their basis is the 

desire of exchange parties to reconcile mutual differences and adjustments to uncertainty. It 
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requires to create relationships in a flexible way. Relationships are strongly flexible when in 

spite of occurring different exchange conditions only minor changes in the value of 

transactions develop. Then, despite the changing conditions of supply, the relationships are 

based on the robustness and reliability. These features are conducive to increased flexibility in 

terms of volume and time of delivery, which, as research shows, are the most common reason 

for reporting complaints by participants in the exchange [Das, Abdel - Malek 2003]. 

Eliminating these problems increases the chance to increase the value of relationships 

between the company and its market stakeholders. Literature studies lead to the conclusion 

that in the scope of researching the flexibility of the organization there is a cognitive gap 

concerning the analysis of the flexibility of managing relationships value from the enterprise-

market stakeholders perspective.  

 

The essence of managing the value of enterprise’s relationships with market 

stakeholders  

The total value of the company consists of physical capital (physical and financial) and 

intellectual capital [Ross, Ross, Dragonetti, Envinsson 1997]. Market relations are one of the 

intangible resources of the company that affect the value of intellectual capital. Organizations 

actually function in a network of mutual relationships and dependencies [Cyert, March 1963]. 

A supply chain is a network of interrelated organizations [Christopher 1998, 23]. J. Jayaram, 

V. Kannan, and K. Tan distinguished value creation factors in the supply chain, which build 

relationships, the structural mechanism and the value of suppliers, customers and internal 

processes [Jayaram, Kannan, Tan 2004, 4383]. Their studies confirm that these factors 

determine the performance of the company. Thus, the activity of any of the entities 

determines the duration of the exchange and development of the entire supply chain. Thus, the 

success of the operation of each of its members is in the interest of all participants. Thus, 

manufacturers, suppliers, customers, collaborators and consumers in fact create a network of 

market players. 

The concept of the value of relationships with stakeholders is not explicitly defined in the 

literature. The value is the result of the interaction between buyers and sellers [Garver, 

Gardial 1996, 243]. According to M. Bower and R. Garda, a checkout process can help shape 

the values if it runs in accordance with specific sequences [Bower, Garda 1985, 39]. Their 

concept cannot be uncritically adapted to the management of relationship value of companies 

with market stakeholders, because they focused on examining the development from the 

perspective of the organization, they under-emphasized the importance of consumers and they 
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did not mention anything about the other market stakeholders. Secondly, they did not include 

the sequence of evaluating the value that seems to be necessary for the proper response to 

business stakeholders' perceptions of market value provided by the organization. Thus, the 

sequence proposed by M. Bower and R. Garda does not take into consideration feedback in 

the process of creating value. M. Burns, and R. Woodruff noticed the need to assess the value 

delivered to consumers and to take corrective actions [Burns, Woodruff 1992]. R. Normann 

and R. Ramirez fulfilled the theory and they broadened the perspective of problems of 

creating relationships value by employees and other external stakeholders [Normann, Ramirez 

1993, 66]. 

The relationship is an intangible resource whose proper acquisition and use (as other 

intangible resources) contributes to build a competitive advantage[Barney 1991; Poppo, 

Zenger 1998]. Relations are specified value [Daum 2002, Cohen 2004; Kaplan, Norton 2004; 

Ulirich 2004; Berry 2004] and have the economic, strategic and behavioural dimension 

[Wilson, Jantrania 1994, 577]. Thus, the value of relationships with stakeholders is an 

intangible, but its sources must be sought not only in the non-material, but also in the material 

area. Consequently, the sources determine benefits gained and expenses incurred by the 

company(both material and non-material). 

According to G. Garverand, S. Gardial, value is the result of the interaction between buyers 

and sellers [Garver, Gardial 1996], so it is determined by the value derived from market 

stakeholders and by the value delivered to market stakeholders. It seems appropriate to 

assume the thesis that the value of relationships is the difference between the values received 

from market stakeholders and the value delivered to the market stakeholders. The value of the 

various parties of relationships is dependent on the quality of relationships, which determines 

benefits and costs of the exchange realized in a dynamic network [Byramjee,  Bhagat, Klein 

2010, 53]. Therefore, it seems legitimate to assume that from the perspective of an enterprise 

the value delivered by the market stakeholder is the sum of tangible and intangible advantages 

the company receives. Nevertheless, the value supplied to the market stakeholder is from the 

company’s perspective the sum of tangible and intangible expenditures that must be incurred 

in order to realize a relationship. 

The value of the relationship affects the performance of the company [Byramjee, Bhagat, 

Klein 2010, 58]. It is believed that in order to create a positive impact of the relations 

occurring at the level of the company- market stakeholders on the value of the company it is 

necessary to manage the value of those relationships. It involves both conscious and 

organized gaining, maintaining and developing tangible and intangible advantages gained by 
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the company as a result of realizing relationships with market stakeholders and incurring, 

keeping or changing (decreasing or increasing) tangible and intangible expenditures that an 

organization incur in realizing these relations. This approach ensures to optimize the value of 

relationships portfolio with market stakeholders what increases the possibility of positive 

impact on company value. 

 

Background of the conceptual framework of the flexibility of creating enterprise’s 

relationships with market stakeholders 

The flexibility of creating relationship is important especially when the company operates in a 

changeable and often unpredictable environment. The flexibility "(...) deals with using 

conditions resulting from uncertainty" [Klein 1984, 48 per Osbert-Pociecha 2008, 14].    the 

changes. At the same time building a competitive advantage is becoming increasingly 

difficult. To meet the demands of modern market participants in the exchange must be 

flexible. This fact points out M. Christopher. According to him, the survival in the changing 

environment requires agility, and the flexibility of the whole supply chain in creating a 

response to uncertainty [Christopher 2000, 37].The supply chain as a flexible system is one of 

the "most exciting opportunity" to create value [Saxena, Wadhwa 2009, 839]. This task 

requires a flexible approach to relations between the actors of the exchange. This approach 

also allows to optimize the relationship, and it is the basis for improving performance and 

competitiveness of both the company and the entire supply chain. 

The flexibility of the organization may be considered in a strategic and operational dimension. 

The strategic flexibility includes the ability to cope with uncertainty [Gerwin 1993, 396] and 

changes [Upton 1994, 72-89, Wadhwa, Rao 2000, 820-845] and to respond to these changes 

[Benjaffar, Ramkrishanan 1996, 1195-1219] and to use opportunities from the market [Fatemi 

2010, 142]. Thus, the flexibility perceived in this way is characterized by two dimensions: the 

speed of reaction and the degree of matching [Lummu 2003, 1]. Efficiency and ability to 

respond are the measures of flexibility in terms of time. In contrary, the versatility and an 

economic situation can be used to measure the extent of flexibility [Golden, Powell 2000, 

381]. 

Time and the extent of response involves not only the same reaction, but also the ability to 

actively anticipate changes that may occur [Celuch, Murphy, Callaway 2007, 187]. The 

reaction may be either passive or active. In the first case there is reactive or adaptive - inertial 

flexibility. In the second case there is anticipative flexibility [Gerwin 1993, 396-397; Krupski 

2006, 9]. The reactive and adaptive flexibility, due to the perspective of time, includes the 
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speed of response, and due to the perspective of the range extend, includes the speed of 

creation [Rokita 2005; Stabryła 2005]. 

S. Evans pointed out that the changes can also be unpredictable. Then, security and the ability 

to ensure the ability to "regenerate" the organization to return to relative stability are forms of 

flexibility [Evans 1991, 76]. Thus, it can be concluded that flexibility of creating the 

relationship at the strategic level concerns the ability to cope with uncertainty and changes 

accompanying relations executed and the ability to react and anticipate these changes and to 

use the opportunities due to their relationships. 

The flexibility of the organization from operational perspective involves the physical and 

information flows of the company. Especially informational flows are very important because 

they have a direct impact on production schedule, inventories control and supply plan of each 

of the entities of the exchange [Lau, Lee 2000, 627]. Today, companies focus on their core 

business, so they often outsource certain activities and the parts of a supply chain to other 

entities. It increases the chance of increased flexibility in exchange relations. Effective 

monitoring activities beyond the boundaries of the organization is necessary to accomplish 

this task [Chan, Bhagwat, Wadhwa 2009, 969]. It should include not only the company but 

also the functioning of the market stakeholders. Enterprises evaluating other entities pay 

attention to exchange their flexibility [Chan, Bhagwat, Wadhwa 2009, 970], including the 

flexibility of creating relationships in a supply chain. It should, as a component of the whole 

supply chain flexibility, be the subject to the management and implementation including the 

following stages: identify required flexibility, implementing this flexibility and mutual 

monitoring and accountability [Kumar, Kumar 2006, 303]. 

Due to the operational perspective, the flexibility concerns the volume, variety and supply of 

products [Govindarajulu, Daily 2009, 86-87]. All these dimensions affect the flexibility of 

relations between companies with market stakeholders and although they are "externally 

driven" in fact, they relate to internal competences, which allow the company to 

operate(operational activities) [Zhang, Vonderembse, Lim 2002, 566-571]. As a result, the 

flexibility of creating company’s relations with market stakeholders including the operational 

aspects of the exchange processes requires a situational approach specific to each company. A 

supply chain in the perspective of operational flexibility and flexibility complexity was 

interestingly presented by S. Wadhwa, A. Saxena, F. Chan [Wadhwa, Saxena, Chan 2008, 

1378-1381]. 
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Conceptual framework of the flexibility of creating enterprise’s relationships with 

market stakeholders 

The flexibility of building relationships at the level the company-market stakeholders is one 

of the determinants of managing the value relationships between actors of the exchange. The 

premise of flexible creating relationships is aiming to optimize the portfolio of relationships. 

In the conditions of turbulent environment to achieve this goal requires the ability to adapt to 

changes in relationships and even to create them. Taking actions in this area should contribute 

to improve competitiveness and to improve enterprise’s performance (Fig. 1). 
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Figure 1: Conceptual framework of the flexibility of creating relationships with market 

stakeholders as a determinant of managing relationship value -a strategic perspective 

Source: own study. 

 

An important factor influencing the flexibility of creating the firm's relationships with market 

stakeholders is the time of realizing decisional-informational processes. It presents the speed 

of reactive and anticipative-inertial reactions to changes in environment. Decisional-

informational processes may be differently efficient what presents the reality of realizing 

these processes. It does not mean, however, shortening the time, but rather the application of 
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the "slowly hurry ", which requires consideration in decision-making processes [Krupski, 

2005, 28]. The efficiency of decisional-informational processes influences results of the 

organization. Due to contemporary market the base of efficient and effective decision-making 

is to have information about the need for a change, and the company's ability to change 

[Wadhwa, Saxena, Bibhushan 2006, 27]. Without having current and useful information in 

this regard managing relationships of the company with market stakeholders cannot be 

realized. In order to exploit opportunities to create the relationships the synchronization of 

making-decision processes by autonomic actors of the exchange is needed. Accomplishing 

this task is determined by the effectiveness of sharing information between the company and 

its market stakeholders. Sharing knowledge has great potential to identify opportunities to 

create and retain value in the supply chain [Wadhwa, Saxena, Bibhushan 2006, 25]. 

Considerations made lead to the following assumption: 

A1: the time of realizing decisional-informational processes influences the flexibility of 

creating company’s relationships with market stakeholders. 

The company flexibly forming relationships with market stakeholders should be characterized 

by the use of different strategies of building relationships and the ability to move smoothly 

from one to another. This approach is a manifestation of the versatility of the company what is 

one of the characteristics of flexibility. Versatility allows to take offensive actions due to 

predicted changes [Evans 1991, 76]. Using the set of strategies of creating enterprise’s 

relationships with market stakeholders is a factor determining the level of adjusting the firm 

to changing needs and requirements of other entities of the exchange. Changes of preferences 

are dictated by the evolution of internal and external determinants of functioning a given 

supply channel. Therefore, the company must skillfully navigate the strategies of creating 

relationships. These strategies should be adapted to current market characteristics of 

stakeholders as only such an attitude makes it possible to aim to optimize the value of 

relationships. Considerations made lead to the following assumption: 

A2: set of the strategies and the ability to change their use fluently influence the flexibility of 

forming relationships. 

The redundancy of the resources enables to use opportunities that appeared unexpectedly and 

in the situations difficult to predict [Krupski 2005, 26].Therefore, the flexibility of creating 

anticipative relationships needs possessing the redundancy of market relations. Relational 

resources are created with the ability to establish relationships and the ability to use existing 

ones [Bąkowska-Morawska 2006, 167]. The diversity of relationships is an important feature 

because on the one hand it determines the diversification of business risks associated with 
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emerging market threats, on the other hand, a various space of relationships increases the 

chance to use the occasion that may arise. Therefore, in the modern and frequently 

unpredictable market, the company should create relations in a flexible way using the whole 

space of potential combination of relationships with market stakeholders [Piwoni –

Krzeszowska 2008, 157]. Considerations made lead to the following assumption:: 

A3: The time of processes of initiating new relationships and the tome of using redundant 

relationships influence the flexibility of creating enterprise’s relationships. 

The variability and unpredictability of the environment make the company take into account 

the possibility of a crisis. It results in the necessity of continuous monitoring the environment 

not only in the scope of registering the future and presence but also in the scope of predicting 

the future [Krupski 2008, 31]. Crisis situations differ due to the level, depth and consequences 

for further functioning [Valackiene 2011, 86].Therefore, they should be the subject of 

anticipative predicting changes. The crisis has a direct impact on the functioning constellation 

of partners [Yu, Sengul, Lester 2008, 452]. The organizational crisis makes that market 

stakeholders claim useful changes I relationships what is justified [Clarkson 1995, 112]. It 

requires from the company the flexibility in dealing with crises. This is particularly important 

in view of the results of Yu, Sengul, Lester. They confirmed that the negative impact of the 

crisis of one organization may exceed the industry border concerning other organizations in 

the same supply chain [Yu, Sengul, Lester 2008, 452]. The company should be prepared to 

take appropriate actions to eliminate this disadvantage. Market stakeholders have the power to 

shape and limit he organization [Hsu, Hannan 2005, 478], so the company must be flexible in 

dealing with crises in order to prevent breaking valuable relationships. Considerations made 

lead to the following assumption: 

A4:a way of solving crisis situations influences the flexibility of creating relationships. 

Competitive environment requires instant and even unpredictable changes. For this reason, 

companies are increasingly focusing on flexibility, which they perceive as a way to achieve 

competitive advantage [Chan, Bhagwat, Wadhwa 2009, 968]. Supply chain flexibility allows 

to respond quickly and effectively to the volatility and unpredictability of market conditions 

what allows the company to achieve a better competitive position. The advantage of a flexible 

supply chain reveals also be in the improvement of company performance, including, among 

others: reducing the quantity of returns, lost sales, delayed orders, and the increase of 

consumer satisfaction [Fatemi 2010, 142]. Currently, flexibility becomes a key factor 

improving competitiveness and financial and non-financial results of the organization 

[Sharma, Sushil, Jain 2010, 63-64]. It is believed that flexibility of creating relationships is 
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one of the determinants of optimizing the portfolio of company’s relationships with market 

stakeholders. The value of stakeholders "(...) is the sum of the individual stakeholder groups, 

measured by the amount of revenues achieved directly and indirectly (...) by the formation of 

a relationship with the various stakeholders and the amount of benefits resulting from the 

optimization of costs of functioning resulting from relationships with stakeholders (....) Both 

the increase of revenues and costs  optimization help increase the profitability of the 

company, and consequently to increase its long-term value" [Jablonski 2011, 15]. 

Considerations made lead to the following assumption: 

A5: optimized value of the portfolio of relationships results in increased profitability leading 

to improve financial performance of the enterprise. 

The research of R. Lummus, L. Duclas, R. Vokurka shows that supply chain flexibility affects 

the level of consumer satisfaction [Lummus, Duclas, Vokurka 2003, 5]. A. Das believes that 

the results of the company are the result of not only the ability to satisfy customers, but also 

other key stakeholders [Das 2001, 4157]. Determining key stakeholders and focusing on the 

effective development of relations with them helps optimize the value of the portfolio of 

relationships. This task requires flexibility as internal and external conditions of creating 

satisfying relationships constantly change. Considerations made lead to the following 

assumption:  

A6: flexibility of creating relationships determines the optimization of the value of 

relationships portfolio and influences the level of satisfaction of stakeholders, which helps 

contribute to improve non-financial results of the company. 

Optimizing the value of the relationships portfolio of the company with market stakeholders 

need not mean maximizing. Relationships included in the optimal portfolio one hand are to 

ensure expected financial results from short-term perspective and long-term one and, on the 

other hand, should support existing and/or developing organization. For this reason, its 

components should create both transactional and cooperational relations [Webster 1992, 7] as 

well as prospective. Prospective relations may not be profitable at given time but they have 

significant potential. There is a high probability that their proper development will result in 

the increase of relationships value in the future [Sabath, Fontanella 2002, 26] and / or in 

creating or using market opportunities. Considerations made lead to the following 

assumption:  

A7: possessing the portfolio of relationships with the optimum value allows to diversify a 

relational risk what can positively influence the company's competitive position. 
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The research methodology 

So as to verify the veracity of assumptions made on a basis of literature studies and 

concerning factors influencing the flexibility of creating the enterprise’s relationships with 

market stakeholders the quantitative studies were planned. The research is the part of a 

research project titled ‘Managing the value of enterprise’s relationships with market 

stakeholders’ that is financed by the National Science Centre in Poland (no. N N115 410240).  

In studies a method of probabilistic sampling was used. Thus, a database of the Central 

Statistical Office in Poland with 450 enterprises (150 manufacturing companies, 150 trade 

companies, and 150 service companies) was bought. An internet questionnaire for top 

management is used. The questionnaire is structured. 

The measure of reaction/creation time and the range/adjustment level is very difficult. 

As relationships create network of mutual relations and interdependencies the measure in 

practice is rather impossible. The way of solving this problem might be the assumption that 

delegating authorisation and responsibilities is a condition conducive to shorten 

reaction/creation time to changes in the scope of creating relationships between an enterprise 

and market stakeholders. The range/adjustment level increases if the enterprise creates 

relationships with market stakeholders in a differentiated way. Consequently, research is 

concentrated on checking: 

 in which way in an enterprise decisions concerning the creation of relationships with 

market stakeholders are made in a centralization dimension,  

 whether there are problems in communication processes from an enterprise – market 

stakeholders perspective and how to solve these problems,  

 in which way enterprises solve crisis situations occurring in relationships with market 

stakeholders, 

 which strategies of creating relationships with market stakeholders are used by 

enterprises, 

 whether enterprises seek new stakeholders and keep the redundancy of relationships.  

A descriptive method is used for analysing answers for mentioned questions. 

 

The key findings, along with their significance 

Up to now, the answers from 53 enterprises were received. Thus, conducted studies 

are pilot ones. Thus, they do not constitute assumptions for generalizing what requires 
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conducting research using a bigger sample group – it is in a realising stage. Consequently, a 

descriptive method of analyzing results is used.   

Conducted research showed that decisions concerning the creation of relationships 

with suppliers, customers, cooperating firms and persons are made at various levels of an 

organisational structure dependently on the problem importance. This situation also occurs in 

the case of relationships with consumers, however, respondents emphasized that due to this 

perspective workers contacting directly consumers have decisional rights. These results show 

that enterprises make decisions concerning the creation of relationships with market 

stakeholders in a flexible way. 

Research results show that in the most of enterprises occasionally some problems with 

communicating with suppliers, customers, and cooperating firms and persons occur, but 

enterprises aim to solve these problems as quick as it is possible. Consequently, enterprises 

take actions aiming to shorten reaction time what positively influences the flexibility of 

creating relationships with market stakeholders. According to the most of respondents 

problems in communicating with consumers do not appear.  

Additionally, studies showed that the most of enterprises is prepared for crises that 

may occur in creating relationships with market stakeholders and they mainly make efforts to 

find common solutions of these useless circumstances. It confirms also a flexible attitude to 

the creation of relationships with market stakeholders. 

Conducted research reveals that according to the most of enterprises, all customers and 

consumers are equally important, and that is why they try to fulfill their all needs. Thus, they 

use so called ‘a bur strategy’
1
 what in fact is not the symptom of their flexibility as an 

enterprise using this strategy tries to adjust to needs and requirements of customers not taking 

into consideration costs of actions taken. It is not a proper understanding pro-market 

orientation. ‘The company that uses only ‘a bur strategy’ cannot be successful in a long run’ 

[Storbacka, Lehtinen 2001, 124]. The most of enterprises due to relationships with suppliers 

aims to maximize their advantages of each single transaction using so called ‘a safety pin 

strategy’. It confirms a lack of flexibility in creating relationships in this dimension. Research 

results present also that the most of enterprises tries to fulfill needs of cooperating firms and 

persons with whom they have long-term partnership relationships. Due to relationships with 

cooperating firms and persons, enterprises use so called ‘a zipper strategy’ what facilitates to 

create relationships in a flexible way.  

                                                 
1
 Strategies of creating relationships are precisely described in [Storbacka, Lehtinen 2001, 123-133]. 
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Research results show that the most of respondents constantly seeks new market 

stakeholders. Studies showed also that the most of enterprises keeps relationships with market 

stakeholders that at present do not give expected advantages, however, in the future they can 

help the enterprise use potential occasions. The results confirm that enterprises possess the 

redundancy of relationships which are conditions conducive to have possibilities of creating 

flexibly relationships between an enterprise and its market stakeholders.   

 

Directions for further research 

Literature studies that were made seem to confirm that optimized value a portfolio of 

relations results in increasing the relationship profitability what leads to improve financial 

results of an enterprise. The studies suggest also that the flexibility of creating relationships 

that determines optimizing a value of relationships portfolio influences the increase of 

stakeholders’ satisfaction that contributes to improve not financial results of an enterprise. 

Nevertheless, there is a lack of complex research that would justify this approach in the 

context of the specificity of a Polish market. Thus, it is thought that so as to verify conceptual 

framework of the flexibility of creating relationships of an enterprise with market 

stakeholders as a determinant of managing the value of relationships it would be justified to 

find the answers for the following detailed research questions:  

 is there a correlation between changeability and unpredictability of environment and 

the flexibility of creating relationships of an enterprise with market stakeholders?,  

 is there a correlation between the flexibility of creating relationships and the 

dynamics of profitability of relationships market stakeholders?, 

 is there a correlation between the flexibility of creating relationships and the level of 

market stakeholders’ satisfaction in the scope of realized relationships with an 

enterprise?,  

 is the diversification of a relational risk perceived by an enterprise as the factor 

influencing the improvement its competitive position?   

Receiving the answers for these questions would be useful supplement of knowledge 

about the flexibility of creating relationships of an enterprise with market stakeholders and 

about the impact of this flexibility on enterprise’s results.    

Additionally, it would be interesting to study a level of the flexibility of creating 

relationships from the perspective an enterprise – market stakeholders in the following 

dimensions: enterprise’s size, basic type of activities, the time of functioning on the market or 
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the changeability of environment conditions. In this case the method proposed by R. Lund and 

A. Gjerding could be used [Lund, Gjerding 1996]. This method is based on constructing the 

ratio of total flexibility in a studied area of a given enterprise. According to assumed in the 

paper conceptual framework the ratio of the flexibility of creating relationships of an 

enterprise with market stakeholders can be based on answers for 6 questions that concern the 

following areas: 

1. decentralizing a way of making decisions concerning the creation of relationships,  

2. decentralizing communication with market stakeholders, 

3. continuity of the process of seeking new market stakeholders, 

4. keeping the redundancy of relationships with market stakeholders, 

5. attitude to solving crisis situations in relationships with market stakeholders, 

6. using differentiated strategies of creating relationships.  

Such a ratio of the flexibility of creating relationships of an enterprise with market 

stakeholders has total values from the interval [1,6] – ‘0’ means an enterprise that is not 

flexible, ‘6’ means an enterprise that is totally flexible.   

 

The key conclusion and the implication of the work 

Conducted empirical research made up to now due to a relatively small research 

sample should be treated as pilot studies. Conclusions and final implication of the work will 

be formulated after conducting research using a bigger sample. Results received confirm that 

enterprises flexibly treat the creation of creating relationships with market stakeholders. It was 

confirmed by the decentralization of the process of making decisions in a given area, an 

attitude to solving communication problems and crisis situations occurring in the dimension 

an enterprise – market stakeholders and aiming to possess the redundancy of relationships. 

However, the research results show that enterprises are not flexible in the scope of used 

strategies of creating relationships. In this case, enterprises do not aim to increase the 

profitability of each exchange. Thus, it is doubtful to have the possibility of optimizing the 

value of relationships portfolio. It can suggest that enterprises take flexible actions in an 

operating dimension, however, due to a strategic perspective they do not take these actions in 

a conscious way. It induces to suggest that enterprises do not define unambiguously for what 

effects the flexibility of creating relationships with market stakeholders should lead. 

Nevertheless, such a situation shall not exclude that flexible actions taken in the scope of 

creating relationships with marker stakeholders can lead to enhance financial and non-
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financial results of an enterprise and improve its competitive position. Considering this issue 

requires conducting further empirical research.   
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