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Abstract

Purpose – I aimed to develop a conceptual model of power dynamics focused on an anticipated power
consequences in business relationships in a context of high environmental turbulence. I also intended to discuss
the theoretical significance of my findings and indicate future research directions.
Design/methodology/approach – Conceptual article indicating future research directions.
Findings – The proposal of the conceptual model of power dynamics focusing on anticipated power
consequences in business relationships.
Research limitations/implications – The limitations of the presented model stem from the critique of the
holistic view. My contribution lies in advancing our understanding of power dynamics in business
relationships amid significant environmental change. I elucidate how transformative practices relate to power
outcomes and value creation in these relationships.
Practical implications –Themodel highlights the importance of a mindful approach to managing business
relationships in a turbulent environment. It emphasizes considering expected power outcomes from activities
and their impact on creating value in these relationships.
Social implications –The proposed concept resonates with systems theory, which emphasizes how different
levels of business relationships are interconnected. It enables the analysis of power dynamics at the individual
level, such as employees, consumers and local communities. These groups often include the most vulnerable
individuals impacted by relational business structures.
Originality/value – The focus on anticipated power consequences of transformative practices triggered by
high environmental turbulences, while considering the impact of power distribution of relationship actors on
the sharing of benefits and costs.

Keywords Structural and behavioral power dynamics, Anticipated power consequences, Value creation,

Business relationship, Environmental turbulence

Paper type Conceptual paper

Introduction
Currently, the business-to-business (B2B) environment is experiencing large turbulences,
such as restrictions on access to natural resources and electronic components, volatility in
energy prices, new restrictive regulations to improve sustainability, the development of
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advanced technologies, and deglobalization (Prasad, 2023). Turbulence in the business
environment, particularly in aspects that significantly impact the structures of business
relationships, poses a number of challenges in managing B2B relationships.

This applies to different levels of B2B relationships between companies, such as the level of
dyadic buyer-seller relationships; the level of direct relationships between a buying company
and multiple direct suppliers (e.g. relationships between MNEs as orchestrating buyers and
their direct suppliers); the level of business relationships considering indirect links between
companies (e.g. within multi-tier supply chains). Let us also note to a broader level regarding
relational structures within the business ecosystem, connecting business and non-business
organizations, i.e. non-governmental organizations, not-for-profit organizations,
governmental organizations, and those associated with international institutions.

Noteworthy, the impact of a dynamically changing business environment on business
relationships varies not only according to the types of relational structures, with the possible
inclusion of non-business organizations, but also according to the different characteristics of
the actors involved in these structures, including the business field (M€oller, Nenonen, &
Storbacka, 2020, p. 385), the geographical location of the business (Pardo, Wei, & Ivens, 2022,
p. 326), or companies’ size (Murphy & Seriki, 2021, p. 741).

In B2B relationships, the literature has long highlighted the relevance of the concept of
value in business relationship exchanges (e.g. Doyle, 2000; Lindgreen &Wynstra, 2005). The
response of business relationship participants to the challenges of a turbulent business
environment involves mitigating the risk of value creation, within existing relational
structures. For example, according to Runfola, Milanesi, and Guercini (2023), supply chains
will have to balance their focus on efficiency, productivity, and just-in-time production with
considerations for resilience, risk, and redundancy. Moreover, research by El Baz and Ruel
(2021) now points to building the resilience of supply chains in response to high or extreme
levels of environmental turbulence. Although business relationship researchers have long
emphasized the need to pay attention to changes in the external environment (M€oller &
Halinen, 1999), the current scale of these changes, and the significance of the impact on
business relationships, has necessitated the development of new capabilities in business
relationship actors regarding the survival and continuation of these relationships.

Creating value in B2B relationships involves the necessary processes and actions to
produce and provide the benefits offered by a supplier to its customers, whether in financial
or non-financial gains (Chesbrough, Lettl, & Ritter, 2018). In business relationships, we
should define the value-creation function in terms of the actors’ impact on costs and benefits
(M€oller&T€orr€onen, 2003) as within the relationship business partners seek to obtain a higher
share of benefits and a lower share of costs.

In the article, I highlight the interconnectedness of the concepts of power and value creation
in business relationships, which researchers have recognized for a fairly long time (e.g. Cox,
1999; Sheth & Uslay, 2007; Zolkiewski, 2011). Empirical research, especially longitudinal case
studies on changing power positions and more broadly on power dynamics in business
relationships also address the issue of value creation in relationships (e.g. Siemieniako &
Mitręga, 2018; Siemieniako,Makkonen,&Mitręga, 2023). For example, some studies show that
when there is a high power asymmetry between actors at the beginning of a relationship,
afterward, when the weaker party’s power position improves, the benefit-cost distribution
ratio also improves, in favor of the weaker party in the relationship (e.g. Lacoste & Johnsen,
2015; Siemieniako&Mitręga, 2018; Siemieniako, Mitręga, Makkonen, & Pfajfar, 2022). In turn,
building an excessive power advantage over business relationship participants can be
disruptive to value creationwithin the relationship (Jin&Shao, 2022) andmay encourage some
relationship participants to seek other relationships in which they could obtain greater value.

Existingmodels of power dynamics in business relationships primarily pay attention to the
influence of internal factors, while marginalizing or failing to consider factors of the business
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relationship environment (e.g. Lacoste & Johnsen, 2015). Nowadays, the significant impact of
high turbulence in the business environment on value creation in business relationships
provides an important assumption to explicitly consider the impact of environmental factors
on the power dynamics of participants in different types of business relationships. This article
builds on social exchange theory (Emerson, 1976) and resource-based theory (Salancik &
Pfeffer, 1978; Pfeffer, 1987). In turbulent business environments, the impact of actions on
power consequences and value creation in business relationships represents the power
dynamics. I applied the concept of anticipated and unanticipated consequences of actions, first
introduced by Merton (1936) in his seminal work, which researchers have extensively utilized
across disciplines, including business, and management research. (e.g. Fairhurst, Cooren, &
Cahill, 2002; Fry& Polonsky, 2004; Crecelius, Lawrence, Ogilvie, & Rapp, 2022). Moreover, the
actors, resources, and activities (ARA) model (H�akansson & Snehota, 1995) underpins the
development of the conceptual model in this article.

In this article, I aimed to develop a conceptual model of power dynamics focusing on an
anticipated power consequences in business relationships in a context of high environmental
turbulence and to make some propositions for future research.

The main contribution of the proposed model concerns the mechanism of the links
between transformative practices, anticipated power consequences, and value creation in
business relationships. Apart from its theoretical contribution, the model presented in this
article is also valuable in relation to management practice. The conceptual model proposal
shows the importance of managing business relationships more consciously in turbulent
environments, considering the expected power outcomes of the undertaken activities.

Further on, I will first present a literature review on power, power dynamics, and value
creation in business relationships, with particular emphasis on the development of thinking
in works such as Siemieniako andMitręga (2018), Kubacki, Siemieniako, and Brennan (2020),
Zadykowicz, Chmielewski, and Siemieniako (2020), Makkonen, Siemieniako, and Mitręga
(2021), Siemieniako and Kaliszewski (2022), Siemieniako, Mitręga, Makkonen, and Pfajfar
(2022), Kubacki, Szablewska, Siemieniako, and Brennan (2023) and Siemieniako, Makkonen,
andMitręga (2023). Next, I will present the conceptual model and the resulting proposals with
a focus on future research.

Value creation and power asymmetry in business relationships
The role of value has gained more attention since the recognition of co-creation in business
relationships (e.g. Vargo & Lusch, 2004, 2008). The processes of value creation and B2B
relationship dynamics are undoubtedly very important in the development of collaboration,
and hence researchers focus on the necessity of better understanding them. (Siemieniako &
Gębarowski, 2016; Chesbrough et al., 2018). Therefore, there is a need for a more nuanced
theory of dynamic relationships between actors (Ponte, 2019). An example may be social
exchange theory (Emerson, 1976), which can help to explain the basis for the agreement of
cooperation between parties to a business relationship (Tanskanen, 2015). According to this
theory, four social constructs such as trust, commitment, reciprocity, and power structure
help preserve collaboration (Wu, Chuang, & Hsu, 2014). I examined one component of SET
theory, that is, power in business relationships, which is interrelated in causal logic with the
value creation function of business relationships (see Makkonen et al., 2021).

We may understand the power within the social exchange as “the potential to affect
another’s behavior, manifests when a firm demands something incompatible with another
firm’s desire, and the firm receiving the demand shows resistance” (Cowan, Paswan, & Van
Steenburg, 2015, p. 142). Scholars draw attention to power imbalances (or power
asymmetries) in business relationships (e.g. Belaya, Gagalyuk, & Hanf, 2009; Nyaga,
Lynch, Marshall, & Ambrose, 2013) and how this affects the formation of business
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relationships and the obtained benefits. Power asymmetries in business relationships imply
not only differences in resources between partners, but also the potential to use the power
resulting from these asymmetries to change the distribution of resources within the
relationship itself, thus influencing power dynamics (P�erez & Cambra-Fierro, 2015;
Siemieniako, Mitręga, Makkonen, & Pfajfar, 2022; Siemieniako & Kaliszewski, 2022).

On the one hand, the asymmetry of power between parties of a business relationship is a
natural phenomenon and sometimes even desirable for partners entering into a business
relationship, if only for the sake of complementarity of resources or to obtain economies of
scale and learning (Hingley, Angell, & Lindgreen, 2015). On the other hand, significant power
asymmetry can be risky (Nyaga et al., 2013), because the stronger side of the relationshipmay
take advantage of the weaker side (Munksgaard & Medlin, 2014). Moreover, it may be risky
due to the undervaluation of the value created within the relationship, not only from the
perspective of the weaker side, but also the stronger one (Makkonen et al., 2021, p. 13).
Research on power in business relationships examines either the extent of power asymmetry
or the degree to which power advantages in creating value in such relationships. Using
paradox theory, Jin and Shao (2022) provided evidence that excessive amounts of power can
hinder the benefits of innovation networks.

Structural and behavioral power dynamics
Research on power in business relationships focuses on capturing how power shapes inter-
organizational interactions and guides relationship development. The literature on power in
business relationships distinguishes between structural power and behavioral power, or
otherwise the use of power. In this article, I define power as the combination of these two
inseparable concepts of power. We may base the understanding of power in structural and
behavioral aspects on the assumptions of resource-based theory (Salancik & Pfeffer, 1978;
Pfeffer, 1987), in which business actors influence each other through unequal access to
resources, which in turn creates dependencies between them. This is because the link between
resources, power position (structural power), and the actions of using power (behavioral
power) is apparent in such a wider understanding of power.

Structural power refers to the potential of actors to use power. In other words, structural
power represents a capacity that may manifest itself in behavioral power or it may represent
only the potential to use power (Oukes, von Raesfeld, & Groen, 2019). Structural power refers
to the sources of power (see French & Raven, 1959; Oukes et al., 2019), which we may see
partly as objective properties of the actors in a business relationship, and the subjective
perceptions thereof held by both the power source and the power object (see Imai, 1989, in:
Siemieniako, Makkonen, & Mitręga, 2023). For example, Chamanara, Goldstein, and Newell
(2023) adopted a static perspective on the study of structural power by examining the
perceived power asymmetry between actors in the beef industry supply chain. Meanwhile,
Makkonen et al. (2021), analyzed asymmetries in structural and behavioral power from the
perspective of the parties’ perceptions of their own structural power and that of the other
actor. Noteworthy, this perception may be more or less limited or biased (Rutherford &
Holmes, 2008).

Behavioral power is a very important aspect of power research because it refers to actions
of relationship partners taken to either benefit from the existing power structure or to change
the existing power structure (Lacoste & Johnsen, 2015; Siemieniako & Mitręga, 2018;
Siemieniako & Kaliszewski, 2022).

Apart from static research on power in business relationships, there is a growing body of
research from a dynamic perspective (e.g. Lacoste& Johnsen, 2015).Most researchers focused
on the structural issue of power dynamics (Benton & Maloni, 2005; Siemieniako &
Kaliszewski, 2022; Zadykowicz, Chmielewski, & Siemieniako, 2020), but rather neglected the
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perspective of behavioral power dynamics. However, recent years have seen an increased
interest in the study of behavioral power dynamics (Lacoste& Johnsen, 2015;Makkonen et al.,
2021; Siemieniako, Mitręga, Makkonen, & Pfajfar, 2022; Siemieniako, Makkonen, & Mitręga,
2023). We may understand behavioral power dynamics through the prism of frequency and
intensity (Makkonen et al., 2021). In general, researchers investigate the change in power
between relationship partners using longitudinal data (Siemieniako & Mitręga, 2018;
Makkonen et al., 2021; Siemieniako, Mitręga, Makkonen, & Pfajfar, 2022; Siemieniako,
Makkonen, & Mitręga, 2023). Consistently, I adopted an understanding of power dynamics
through the lens of changes in both structural and behavioral power (Oukes et al., 2019),
including both objective and subjective perception aspects. This understanding of power
dynamics is useful from the point of view of tactics to change the power configuration
between actors in business relationships (Lacoste & Johnsen, 2015; Siemieniako & Mitręga,
2018; Siemieniako, Mitręga, Makkonen, & Pfajfar, 2022). A notable occurrence is when, due to
different reasons, the balance of power shifts, making the once weaker party in the
relationship stronger (Lacoste & Johnsen, 2015; Siemieniako, Makkonen, & Mitręga, 2023).

In the study of power dynamics, the perspective of variation in actors’ perceptions of
structural power, both their own and their exchange partners’ is important. In various
studies, we may find holistic models for the study of structural and behavioral power
dynamics with the subjective perspective of actors in business relationships (Makkonen et al.,
2021; Siemieniako, Mitręga, Makkonen, & Pfajfar, 2022; Siemieniako, Makkonen, &
Mitręga, 2023).

In both similar models of structural and behavioral power dynamics proposed by
Makkonen et al. (2021, p. 6, 11) and Siemieniako, Mitręga, and Makkonen (2022, p. 33),
scholars emphasized the perception-based framework: “The cases exemplify perceptions as a
means through which the objective state of power institutionalizes the relationship’s power”
(Makkonen et al., 2021, p. 10). In both of these models, the basis was the IMP approach to B2B
relationships. Therefore, researchers focused on business relationship interactions and
actions within events of power dynamics, which they analyzed dyadically through
longitudinal case study research. The theoretical implication of these models is that the
perceptual approach emphasizes that power is a combination of an objective entity (i.e. the
actual elements of the use and possession of power) and the subjective perception of actors
involved with the relationship (Rutherford & Holmes, 2008). Moreover, the theoretical
contribution of these models evidences that the interplay between structural and behavioral
power is a constant factor that influences power dynamics and overall power in a
relationship. This suggests that researchers should consider both structural and behavioral
power when studying power dynamics.

In a recent empirical article with a theoretical contribution, Siemieniako, Makkonen, and
Mitręga (2023) used a nuanced account of power dynamics in business relationships, focusing
on the roles of individuals from the buying center and selling center, and their perceptions
and actions. They also examined events at both the organizational and business environment
levels that impact power dynamics in these relationships (Makkonen, Olkkonen, & Halinen,
2012). Siemieniako, Makkonen, and Mitręga (2023, p. 105) using an interrelated structure-to-
action mechanism (Oukes et al., 2019; Buvik & Reve, 2002), “conceptualize events that are
perceived, interpreted and acted upon, i.e. thatmaterialize in the relationship as a structure-to-
action mechanism . . . Secondly, the perceived manifestations of BC/SC activities that
produce, reproduce and renew prevailing shared attitudes, norms and beliefs within the BC/
SC comprise the action-to-structure mechanism.” This allowed them to propose a power
dynamics model in a buyer-supplier relationship (Siemieniako, Makkonen, & Mitręga, 2023,
p. 100) in a form of power mechanism of actors’ activities and their perceived power-related
outcomes in connectionwith the opportunity of value co-creationwithin the focal relationship
or outside of it (e.g. in an alternative business relationship).
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Power consequences and value creation in business relationships
Antecedents and consequences of power in business relationships
Research on power and power dynamics in business relationships also deals with
antecedents and consequences regarding the power of relationship actors. Already in the
works of the classics, there is encouragement to deal with precisely the aspect of power-
related consequences in research. Because of the uncertainty associated with identifying the
distribution of power between different actors in social relationships, March (1966, p. 41)
proposes that the emphasis should instead be on examining the consequences resulting from
different power distributions.

For example, researchers address the antecedents of power change of actors in business
relationships (Siemieniako &Mitręga, 2018; Siemieniako &Kaliszewski, 2022). The literature
points to intentional and unintentional tactics and actions of changing power, especially of
the weaker side of the relationship (e.g. Nyaga et al., 2013; Cowan et al., 2015; Zadykowicz,
Chmielewski, & Siemieniako, 2020; Siemieniako, Mitręga, & Makkonen, 2022). Moreover,
scholars study the antecedents of power as factors preceding the use of power (behavioral
power) in business relationships tomaximize benefits andminimize costs. The antecedents of
power can also be the unintentional actions of business relationship actors pursuing each
actor’s business goals, which change the power configuration of these actors.

We may understand power-related consequences for actors as a result of actions taken
within the business relationship, connected to the utilization of power (Chamanara et al., 2023;
Siemieniako, Makkonen, & Mitręga, 2023; Vann Yaroson, Breen, Hou, & Sowter, 2023).

The concept of anticipated and unanticipated consequences of action and power research
Researchers in the business and management field have utilized various categories of
consequences of action proposed by Merton (1936) (e.g. Harrison, Koppel, & Bar-Lev, 2007;
Sveiby, Gripenberg, Segercrantz, Eriksson, & Aminoff, 2009), i.e. direct vs indirect;
anticipated vs unanticipated; desirable vs undesirable. The consequences of a purposeful
action, which are anticipated, can be twofold, direct (those that are solely the result of the
action) and indirect (causally related). The literature presents the direct consequences of
purposeful action as anticipated and desirable, while the indirect consequences of such action
are presented as desirable and both anticipated and unanticipated (Sveiby et al., 2009).Merton
(1936) distinguishes between various factors that limit an actor’s ability to anticipate both
direct and indirect consequences. The concept of unanticipated consequences has been
widely used, including in the discipline of business and management (Fairhurst et al., 2002;
Fry & Polonsky, 2004; Harrison et al., 2007). In literature, this type is associated with
undesirable direct and indirect consequences (Sveiby et al., 2009). Figure 1 presents these
links of anticipated and unanticipated consequences of intentional and unintentional actions.

Direct 
consequences

Indirect 
consequences

An cipated and 
desirable

Unan cipated 
and disarable
Foreseen and 
undesirable

Unan cipated 
and undisarable

An cipated and 
desirable

Unan cipated 
and undisarable

Inten onal 
ac on for 

consequences

Uninten onal 
ac on with 

consequences

Source(s): Based on Merton (1936) and Sveiby 
et al. (2009)

Figure 1.
Anticipated and
unanticipated
consequences of
intentional and
unintentional actions
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The existing literature on power consequences in business relationships does not explicitly
address the categories of anticipated and unanticipated consequences of intentional and
unintentional actions. However, the literature commonly discusses three types of situations
regarding anticipated and unanticipated power consequences, i.e.: (1) power shift or power
change as power consequence resulting from intentional activities of one or more parties of a
business relationship, (e.g. countervailing power; Lacoste & Johnsen, 2015; Siemieniako &
Mitręga, 2018); and this is rather desirable consequence; (2) business goals oriented activities
which unintentionally impact on structural and behavioral power dynamics (Oukes et al.,
2019; Siemieniako, Makkonen, &Mitręga, 2023) may result in unanticipated and undesirable
direct consequences, at least from one partner’s point of view, and further anticipated or
unanticipated indirect consequences; (3) power-related events in business environment,
which may impact power dynamics and power structures changes in business relationships
(Makkonen et al., 2021), both as anticipated or unanticipated and desirable or undesirable
power consequences.

Power consequences and the levels of business relationships
In studies of power consequences in B2B relationships, some researchers address only
consequences directly related to structural and behavioral power, power asymmetry, or
perceived power (e.g. Makkonen et al., 2021; Siemieniako & Kaliszewski, 2022), not
considering the impact of power consequences on value creation. However, most studies on
power-related consequences in business relationships also look at the impact of direct power
consequences on financial and non-financial performance. In a study on value and power,
Zolkiewski (2011) showed the alignment of activities and resources using the ARA model to
capture the dynamics between value and power as well as the consequences of this
interaction. Zolkiewski (2011) used an empirical study on a healthcare network example to
reveal these interactions and their consequences. Siemieniako, Makkonen, andMitręga (2023)
showed the relationship between antecedents and consequences of power. For example, An
example from Siemieniako et al. (2023) depicts how a supplier leverages relationships with
surgeons, who are end-users of a product, to pressure a stronger customer (distributor) into
ordering new product types from the supplier to replace old ones. This resulted in an increase
in structural power on the supplier’s side and in the supplier gaining a profit from the sale of
new product types.

The impact on financial performance relates to the perspective of a single organization in a
business relationship. For example, Mitręga (2023) studied the impact of the use of coercive
power by stronger partners on SMEs’ export performance. In particular, the study results of
250 SME manufacturers showed that the use of network development capabilities by these
SMEs is limited by the coercive power advantage on the side of export retail partners.

Research by Cuevas, Julkunen, and Gabrielsson (2015) shows that power asymmetries in
business relationships cannot be inferred to be associated with negative or positive
consequences for value creation. The findings of these authors demonstrate that it is rather
goal congruence that is a condition for favorable relationship outcomes. Behavioral power
can then serve to successfully organize coordination and facilitate the resolution of conflicts
in relationships (Bachmann, 2001). Makkonen et al. (2021) indicate that subjective perceptions
of power by relationship parties can lead to negative consequences for value creation, due to
the parties’misuse of power to obtain value in the relationship. Makkonen et al. (2021) list two
characteristic approaches in this regard, i.e. “overpowering,” and “underpowering.” The
former indicates that an actor’s use of power surpasses its current structural power. The
latter approach means that the use of power is lower than the potential of structural power.
Studies of asymmetric relationships between weaker suppliers and stronger buyers identify
practices on the supplier side that contribute to improving their power sources and the impact
of these on increasing the benefits of weaker suppliers in the relationship with stronger
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buyers (e.g. Lacoste & Johnsen, 2015; P�erez & Cambra-Fierro, 2015; Siemieniako &
Mitręga, 2018).

In the case of multi-tier relationships, there is little research related to power, and the focus
is on power sources as antecedents. For example, the study by Marttinen and K€ahk€onen
(2022) represented antecedents to power. These authors investigated power sources in multi-
tier supply chains in the context of cascading sustainability requirements from focal firms
further down to lower-tier suppliers. Similarly, in the case of business relationships involving
non-business organizations, empirical research on power consequences is also lacking. One
example might be the conceptual article by Kubacki et al. (2020), who analyzed the effects of
power asymmetries of different stakeholders (Freeman, 1984) on social marketing systems
(Hastings & Domegan, 2017). According to Kubacki et al. (2020, p. 482), “all stakeholders act
to mitigate the consequences of their vulnerability by using their power to shape these
relationships and interactions and to create or recreate power asymmetries.”

Studies on the effects of actions by business relationship actors on power consequences do
not clearly connect these consequences to financial and non-financial outcomes in business
relationships (e.g. Cuevas et al., 2015). Therefore, scholars should examine power-related
consequences including an anticipated and unanticipated power consequences framework in
association with the value creation in business relationships (e.g. Cox, 1999; Siemieniako,
Makkonen, & Mitręga, 2023; Sheth & Uslay, 2007; Zolkiewski, 2011).

Environmental turbulence and business relationships
Business relationship research highlights the need to consider the impact of a dynamic and
complex business environment (e.g. M€oller & Halinen, 1999; M€oller et al., 2020). Currently, a
number of factors cause business relationships to operate in an environment subject to
intense turbulence, which include, but are not limited to: pandemics, supply chain
disruptions, high global inflation, geopolitical friction, instability in supply and energy
prices. We may define environmental turbulence as the frequency and amplitude of
environmental change and general uncertainty (Duncan, 1972). Today, we refer to the
business environment as a VUCA World, i.e. volatile, uncertain, complex, and ambiguous.

Three megatrends, i.e. the sustainability imperative, digitalization, and deglobalization,
significantly contribute to dynamic changes in the business environment and require
business relationships to transform (M€oller et al., 2020, p. 380). The need for sustainability
arises from the awareness across all levels of society of various problems and challenges
linked to the traditional model of social and economic development. We may see an example
of the change in the governance model due to the adoption of the sustainability imperative in
the transition from a linear economy to a circular economy within business-to-business
linkages, challenging the creation of value in business relationships (Harrison, Prenkert,
Hasche, & Carlborg, 2023). Currently, many studies present the impact of new technologies
such as the Internet of Things (IOT) and artificial intelligence (AI) (Pardo et al., 2022) or
Industry 4.0 (Mączy�nska & Oko�n-Horody�nska, 2020, p. 10, p. 13) on the functioning of
business relationships. Researchers of business relationships draw attention to
deglobalization, which, among other things, contributes to decisions to move goods
production closer to markets (Prasad, 2023). They also stress that it is not clear whether we
are currently experiencing deglobalization or a new opening to globalization (James, 2021).
Thus, it is not clear to what extent to consider the criterion of the geographical narrowing of
supply chains, where the alternative is the possibility of reconfiguring global business
networks with global chain management mechanisms adapted to the new world conditions.
Undoubtedly, these factors significantly impact value creation in business relationships. We
need actions to strengthen the resilience of both individual actors in the relationship and the
broader stakeholders in the business ecosystem.
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As a result of dynamic changes in the business environment, and increased complexity,
including collaboration within the business ecosystem, contemporary researchers advocate a
shift away from narrowly defining the business environment through the lens of the
traditional market. Rather, scholars suggest considering new business realities that require
facing the complexity and uncertainty of value creation by all participants in the business
relationship (Lilien, 2016). Therefore, M€oller et al. (2020) call for a transformation of
mainstream business marketing from relationship management to ecosystem orchestration.
In today’s turbulent business environment, conditioning forces, as top-down forces (macro to
micro), and transformational processes, as bottom-up forces (micro tomacro), are dynamizing
the linkages between the layers of the system much more than was previously the case
(M€oller et al., 2020).

In summary, turbulence in the business relationship environment may contribute, firstly,
to changes in structural power between business relationship actors (Marttinen&K€ahk€onen,
2022; Siemieniako & Kaliszewski, 2022) and, in general, to an increase in power dynamics in
different types of relational structures. The reference of the high turbulence of the business
environment to structural and behavioral power is presented in their research by, among
others, Cheung, Myers, and Mentzer (2010). Similarly, Siemieniako et al. (2022, p. 38) point to
the relationship between changes in the business relationship environment and the power
dynamics within these relationships.

Conceptual model of power dynamics in business relationships focusing on
anticipated power consequences
Regarding previous considerations, Figure 2 presents a conceptual model of power dynamics
in business relationships, depicting the links between transformative practices, anticipated
power consequences, and value creation. High environmental turbulence and power
imbalances between actors trigger transformative practices, impacting costs and benefits in
business relationships.

Ignoring environmental turbulence leads the model of power dynamics in business
relationships to primarily focus on internal factors within the relationship. For example, a
situation of structural power improvement of a weaker supplier in a relationship with a
stronger buyer may result from organic development of the business relationship (Makkonen
et al., 2021), mutual learning between the two partners (Siemieniako & Kaliszewski, 2022;
Zadykowicz, Chmielewski, & Siemieniako, 2020) or expansion of cooperation between them
(Lacoste & Johnsen, 2015; Siemieniako & Mitręga, 2018).

High turbulence in the business environment is an important factor to consider as an
external event influencing power dynamics in business relationships. The model shows that
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the factor of high environmental turbulence not only affects transformative practices but can
also cause changes in the structural power arrangement contributing to power asymmetry
dynamics. The arrangement of power asymmetries causes actors’ impact on value creation in
business relationships, which can be operationalized into the impact on costs and benefits in
business relationships (Makkonen et al., 2021).

Transformative practices triggered by high environmental turbulence can serve to
maintain the resilience of relational structures and the value generated in these structures in
relation to these turbulences. For example, Ruel, El Baz, Ivanov, and Das (2021) indicate that
in the case of high environmental turbulence, building resilience of business relational
structures appears to be an adequate response, addressing the urgency of relational
structures actors to respond by absorbing short-term impacts and simultaneously
reconfiguring, for example, supply chain structures in the long term (Ramos, Patrucco, &
Chavez, 2023). The essence of building resilience, which constitutes transformative processes,
is adapting to changed conditions rather than doing the same thing over and over again. It is
not about preventing something, it is about how to respond if something happens. The
essence is the ability of the business relational structure to withstand the pressure, rebuild,
and adapt its core functions and objectives to the post-disruption conditions. This constitutes
a transformative process. Ramos et al. (2023) call this process a jump forward and an
adaptation to a “new” normal. Implementing these transformative practices will lead to
various expected and unexpected power outcomes, both positive and negative, affecting all
types of actors in business relationships, both directly and indirectly.

An example of building resilience as an implementation of transformative practices can be
seen in the response of supply chain actors to high environmental turbulence caused by the
need tomeet the requirements of new restrictive sustainability regulations and the associated
threat to value creation between supply chain actors. Chamanara et al. (2023) examined
perceived power from a systems perspective in the beef supply chain, in terms of the global
environmental impacts associated with livestock production. The main rationale for this
study was the need to implement complex and costly changes in beef production throughout
the supply chain to comply with new environmental regulations. This process brings about a
radical transformation of the entire value systemwithin the supply chain. It involves complex
processes across various analytical layers of the business environment, with different actors
playing various roles. Transformative practices in building business relational structure
resiliencemay have exemplary anticipated power-related consequences, such as the risk of an
increase in coercive power from stronger supply chain actors, an increase in the gap between
perceived and realized power, the impact of coercion from a stronger actor on the increase in
expert power of a weaker actor, an increase in the dependency of weaker actors on stronger
actors. These exemplary anticipated power consequences can lead to anticipated
consequences regarding the capture of value by different supply chain actors.

Theoretical implications, future research directions, limitations,andmanagerial
implications
The model (Figure 2) contributes to understanding power dynamics in business relationships
amidhigh environmental turbulence. The originality of themodel is the proposal to focus on the
anticipated power consequences of transformative practices triggered by high environmental
turbulences. It considers how the power distribution among actors in relationships affects the
sharing of benefits and costs in business relationships.Moreover, I highlighted thedimension of
perceived structural power of business relationship actors, and consequently subjectivity in the
assessment of actors’ structural power, as a component of structural and behavioral power
dynamics. Power dynamics constitute themechanism that regulates value creation in business
relationships (see Siemieniako, Makkonen, & Mitręga, 2023).
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With the proliferation of inter-organizational contexts in business relationships, including
the influence of non-business stakeholders, the issue of power is becoming increasingly
multidimensional and linked (Makkonen&Olkkonen, 2017; Kubacki et al., 2020; Siemieniako,
Kubacki, &Mitręga, 2021; Siemieniako, Mitręga, & Kubacki, 2022; Kubacki et al., 2023) with
different temporal (past-present-future) and hierarchical dimensions: individual,
organization, inter-organizational relationship, business ecosystem.

Arguably, the lack of research on power-related consequences in more extended business
relational structures (i.e. multi-tier relationships and business and non-business
relationships), stems from the fact that both researchers and managers providing
information find it hard to observe these consequences empirically. Therefore, I propose to
introduce the category of anticipated consequences (desirable and undesirable), first
introduced by the sociology classic Merton (1936) and used in research in business and
management (e.g. Fairhurst et al., 2002; Fry & Polonsky, 2004; Harrison et al., 2007), but not
used in power research in business relationships setting.

In empirical research, it would be difficult, if not impossible, to set managers the task of
recognizing post facto what actions implemented under the influence of high environmental
turbulence have produced anticipated or unanticipated consequences and what impact they
have had on value creation in relational structures. Therefore, the proposed framework
(Figure 2) served for predictive research, in which managers anticipated what power
consequences of transformative practices for value creation might emerge.

Based on the reviewed literature on structural and behavioral power dynamics in business
relationships (e.g. Lacoste & Johnsen, 2015; Makkonen et al., 2021; Siemieniako, Makkonen, &
Mitręga, 2023) I suggest that future research should inquire about three aspects of power
dynamics concerning expected power outcomes. First, howwill the structural power between
business partners change due to transformative practices? Second, how will transformative
practices affect behavioral power dynamics? Third, how will perceptions of structural and
behavioral power change under the implementation of transformative practices?

Future research should also consider unexpected outcomes of power during
transformative actions triggered by turbulent environments. As power-related
consequences are difficult to anticipate, it is worth noting not only the anticipated and
desirable power consequences, but also the unanticipated direct and indirect consequences
that may be undesirable.

The conceptual framework (Figure 2) contributes to research on transformative
processes in business relationships (e.g. M€oller et al., 2020; Ojansivu, Medlin, Andersen, &
Kim, 2022; Siemieniako, Mitręga, & Kubacki, 2022). In the current era of a highly turbulent
business environment, the proposed concept (Figure 2) resonates with systems theory
(Boulding, 1956; Bertalanffy, 1968; M€oller et al., 2020; Rybicki, 2022), which emphasizes the
interconnectedness of the levels of business relationships. This allows us to analyze power
dynamics in business relationships at the individual level, including employees,
consumers, and local communities, who are often the most vulnerable individuals
impacted by relational business structures. Therefore, future research on power dynamics
in business relationships should emphasize the use of systems theory. Moreover, research
on the links between intra-organizational and inter-organizational power in business
relationships should prove to be contributory. There is also a need for more research,
combining micro, meso, and macro levels, on power-related transformative practices and
their anticipated consequences in different specific contexts, such as the practices of
reducing modern slavery in global value chains and the role of power in a systems
perspective (Kubacki et al., 2023).

The presented model aligns with M€oller et al. (2020) proposal to shift traditional business
marketing from managing relationships to orchestrating ecosystems, considering both top-
down and bottom-up influences. The limitations of the presented model (Figure 2) stem from
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the critique of the holistic view, which requires a simplistic approach to understanding the
components of the model.

This article discussed various levels of business relationships. However, to propose a
conceptual model that can be broadly applied, I had to generalize and did not delve into
analyzing contextual differences, such as the industry type, the field, and the size of the
companies, abandoned. I recommend that future research based on themodel presented, both
empirical and conceptual, take into account the context of activities affecting value creation
and the consequences associated with power in different types of business relationships.

Themodel shown in Figure 2 can assist business professionals inmanaging relationships,
particularly concerning expected power outcomes, across various relational setups. It also
helps in understanding how these outcomes affect value creation, such as the distribution of
costs and benefits among different partners. Increased awareness of the mechanism
discussed will be useful to managers both at the planning and forecasting stage and in
historical analysis as well.
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Mitręga, M. (2023). SME networking capabilities in export markets and contingencies related to power
asymmetry and brand assets. Industrial Marketing Management, 110, 129–146. doi: 10.1016/j.
indmarman.2023.03.001.

M€oller, K. K., & Halinen, A. (1999). Business relationships and networks: Managerial challenge of
network era. Industrial Marketing Management, 28(5), 413–427. doi: 10.1016/S0019-8501(99)
00086-3.

M€oller, K. K., & T€orr€onen, P. (2003). Business suppliers’ value creation potential: A capability-based
analysis. Industrial Marketing Management, 32(2), 109–118. doi: 10.1016/S0019-8501(02)00225-0.

M€oller, K., Nenonen, S., & Storbacka, K. (2020). Networks, ecosystems, fields, market systems? Making
sense of the business environment. Industrial Marketing Management, 90, 380–399. doi: 10.
1016/j.indmarman.2020.07.013.

Munksgaard, K. B., & Medlin, C. J. (2014). Self-and collective-interests: Using formal network activities
for developing firms’ business. Industrial Marketing Management, 43(4), 613–621. doi: 10.1016/j.
indmarman.2014.02.006.

Murphy, R., & Seriki, O. (2021). The impact of environmental turbulence on the strategic decision-
making process in Irish quantity surveying (QS) professional service firms (PSFs). Construction
Management and Economics, 39(9), 739–758. doi: 10.1080/01446193.2021.1952632.

Nyaga, G. N., Lynch, D. F., Marshall, D., & Ambrose, E. (2013). Power asymmetry, adaptation and
collaboration in dyadic relationships involving a powerful partner. Journal of Supply Chain
Management, 49(3), 42–65. doi: 10.1111/jscm.12011.

Ojansivu, I., Medlin, C. J., Andersen, P. H., & Kim, W. (2022). Using a ‘lens’ to re-search business
markets, relationships and networks: Tensions, challenges and possibilities. Industrial
Marketing Management, 100, 49–61. doi: 10.1016/j.indmarman.2021.10.008.

Oukes, T., von Raesfeld, A., & Groen, A. (2019). Power in a startup’s relationships with its established
partners: Interactions between structural and behavioural power. Industrial Marketing
Management, 80, 68–83. doi: 10.1016/j.indmarman.2017.12.007.

CEMJ

https://doi.org/10.1016/j.indmarman.2005.01.001
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.indmarman.2005.01.001
https://doi.org/10.33141/po.2020.01.01
https://doi.org/10.33141/po.2020.01.01
https://doi.org/10.1177/1470593117699661
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jbusres.2010.12.015
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jbusres.2010.12.015
https://doi.org/10.1080/09537325.2021.1991574
https://doi.org/10.1080/09537325.2021.1991574
https://doi.org/10.1108/IJOPM-11-2021-0739
https://doi.org/10.2307/2084615
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.indmarman.2023.03.001
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.indmarman.2023.03.001
https://doi.org/10.1016/S0019-8501(99)00086-3
https://doi.org/10.1016/S0019-8501(99)00086-3
https://doi.org/10.1016/S0019-8501(02)00225-0
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.indmarman.2020.07.013
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.indmarman.2020.07.013
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.indmarman.2014.02.006
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.indmarman.2014.02.006
https://doi.org/10.1080/01446193.2021.1952632
https://doi.org/10.1111/jscm.12011
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.indmarman.2021.10.008
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.indmarman.2017.12.007


Pardo, C., Wei, R., & Ivens, B. S. (2022). Integrating the business networks and internet of things
perspectives: A system of systems (SoS) approach for industrial markets. Industrial Marketing
Management, 104, 258–275. doi: 10.1016/j.indmarman.2022.04.012.

P�erez, L., & Cambra-Fierro, J. (2015). Learning to work in asymmetric relationships: Insights from the
computer software industry. Supply Chain Management: An International Journal, 20(1), 1–10.
doi: 10.1108/SCM-12-2013-0468.

Pfeffer, J. (1987). A resource dependence perspective on intercorporate relations. Intercorporate
Relations: The Structural Analysis of Business, 1(1), 25–55. doi: 10.1017/CBO9780511570841.002.

Ponte, S. (2019). Business, power and sustainability in a world of global value chains. Berlin:
Bloomsbury. doi: 10.5040/9781350218826.

Prasad, E. (2023). The world will regret its retreat from globalization. Foreign Policy, Available from:
https://foreignpolicy.com/2023/03/24/trade-economy-globalization-united-states-china-ira-chips-
reshoring-decoupling-industry-china/ (accessed 7 September 2023).

Ramos, E., Patrucco, A. S., & Chavez, M. (2023). Dynamic capabilities in the “new normal”: A study of
organizational flexibility, integration and agility in the Peruvian coffee supply chain. Supply
Chain Management: An International Journal, 28(1), 55–73. doi: 10.1108/SCM-12-2020-0620.

Ruel, S., El Baz, J., Ivanov, D., & Das, A. (2021). Supply chain viability: Conceptualization,
measurement, and nomological validation. Annals of Operations Research, 335(3), 1–30. doi: 10.
1007/s10479-021-03974-9.

Runfola, A., Milanesi, M., & Guercini, S. (2023). Relationship resilience and exogenous events: The role
of relational dynamics. Industrial Marketing Management, 109, 146–153. doi: 10.1016/j.
indmarman.2023.01.002.

Rutherford, T., & Holmes, J. (2008). ‘The flea on the tail of the dog’: Power in global production
networks and the restructuring of Canadian automotive clusters. Journal of Economic
Geography, 8(4), 519–544. doi: 10.1093/jeg/lbn014.

Rybicki, J. (2022). Holizm w my�sleniu strategicznym. Przegląd Organizacji, 1, 10–18. doi: 10.33141/po.
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