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Customer Categorization, Relational Justice and SMPerformance in Supermarket
Supply Chains
Abstract

Purpose The purpose of this research is to examine the éingfgoerceived relational justice
on the relationship between key customer categwizand performance of small food and
drink producers in supermarket supply chains.

Design/methodology/approach -Survey data is derived from a sample of (smallecal
suppliers of local and regional food to a largetiBini supermarket. Partial least squares
regression analysis was used to test a concepamaéfvork, which positions relational justice
as a mediator in the relationship between key ooustocategorization and supplier
performance, moderated by the length of the relah.

Findings - Findings reveal that small suppliers who percehar treatment by their key
customers as fair tend to achieve higher businem$ormance, which supports the
hypothesized mediating role of relational justiae supplier performance. However, this
research found no evidence to support the hypdatlteat this role is moderated by the length
of the relationship between the supplier and theshu

Originality/value - This paper makes a novel empirical contributfonusing on performance
outcomes for small-scale suppliers in a highly cetitipe environment (fast-moving consumer
goods) with customers (supermarkets) who have fa@aggni market power. Accordingly, the
paper shows that the way supermarket buyers theat suppliers matters more for the

performance of their suppliers than the very fhat they are key customers.

Keywords: Supply-chain management, Customer relationshipagement, Supermarkets,

UK, Company Performance, Food Industry



1. Introduction

Many firms strive to manage their buyer-suppli¢atienships to achieve their strategic goals
(McGinnis & McCarty, 1998; Millman & Wilson, 19995uch relationships often require
focused and deeply-involved management of theantems with a select set of key partners.
The rationalization and integration of a firm’s tarmer and supply base increases their
dependence on fewer, larger supply chain (SC) eertof strategic value (McGinnis &
McCarty, 1998; Zupancic, 2008). The health andngiife of key customer relationships are,
therefore, widely viewed as having a critical impaa firm performance and, ultimately,
survival (Zupancic, 2008), particularly for smaludinesses who have a high level of
dependency on a small number of (larger) buyere¢Bacelli, Murmura, & Pagano, 2017).
However, such customers cannot always be relieth @gosaviors of small businesses and
relationships between small suppliers and largefsugan be complicated (Bocconcelli et al.,
2017). Large customers’ treatment of smaller s@pplcan play an instrumental role in these
suppliers’ businesses (Duffy, Fearne, & Hornibra2®03).

Buyer-supplier relationships and the dynamics tbfedeas received widespread
attention in supply chain management (e.g., Autrga&licic, 2010; Bendoly, Donohue, &
Schultz, 2006; Rinehart et al., 2004). Much of tieisearch has focused on the pivotal role of
trust (Emanuela, 2012; Terpend & Ashenbaum, 20h&)the consequences of power (e.g.,
Brito & Miguel, 2017; Hingley, 2005; Kumar, 2005;4Kkkdnen, 2014). In an attempt to
understand better the antecedents to trust arfwetieevioral implications of power asymmetry,
scholars have begun to explore the impact thaepéons of relational justice might have on
the behavior of buyers and suppliers, aimed angthening these relationships (Griffith,
Harvey, & Lusch, 2006; Liu et al., 2012; Schwepker2016) or accelerating their dissolution
(Gedeon, Fearne, & Poole, 2009). However, the itpat suppliers’ perceptions of relational

justice might have on the allocation of relatiomesources and supplier performance has



received little attention to date. Such researcbf isignificance not only because relational
justice is likely to play a central role in buyerpplier relationships but also because it might
influence the way key customer categorization @ngtated into increased performance.
Moreover, it cannot be assumed that large buydigreat smaller suppliers fairly, given the
existence of market power (Goélgeci, Murphy, & Jdbns 2018). Consequently, whilst the
mere presence of key customers does not guaramteess for small suppliers the nature of
relationships between key customers and suppli@nshave an instrumental influence on
suppliers’ performance outcomes. A more specifidenstanding of the effect of relational
justice on asymmetrical buyer-supplier relationship, therefore, needed to advance the
literature on SC governance (Kano, 2018; Wathneetdkl, 2004).

Drawing on social exchange theory and justice igebsupplier relationships, the
purpose of this research is to examine the rofeeafeived relational justice in the relationship
between key customer categorization and performaficemall producers in supermarket
supply chains. Specifically, the research focusethe performance outcomes for small-scale
suppliers in a highly competitive environment (fagtving consumer goods) with key
customers (supermarkets) who have significant nigrixerer. In so doing, this research pays
particular attention to the potential mediatingerof relational justice and the moderating role
of relationship length. This view is anchored ie tiotion that the behavior of key customers
is instrumental to the resource allocation of teapliers, which has a material impact on their
performance. Small food suppliers who perceive thair (key) customers treat them fairly
may allocate more resources to support their basineith key customers, resulting in
increased commitment and improved performance owgso

This study focuses on a large British supermarkétits suppliers of local and regional
food, the majority of which are small businessegrovide an account of how relational justice

can explain the means by which the influence of &egtomer categorization on supplier



performance are conveyed. The empirical contextighly relevant, given the increasing
scrutiny of supermarket buyer behavior and its ichpa suppliers (Duffy et al., 2013; Fearne,
Duffy, & Hornibrook, 2005; Hingley, 2005).

This article contributes to research on supplyircimanagement (SCM) and buyer-
supplier relationships. First, it introduces radagl justice as a critical link between
relationship management and firm performance. €Riends the conceptual positioning of
relational justice beyond that of an endogenouscatent to relational behaviors (e.g., Duffy
et al., 2013; Liu et al., 2012; Schwepker Jr, 20d6an outcome (e.g., Patterson, Cowley, &
Prasongsukarn, 2006) within the context of buyegupsiar relationships. Instead, it shows that
justice can be used as a mechanism for conveymgripact of (key) customer behavior on
suppliers’ performance. Second, it tests the extemthich relationship length moderates the
link between key customer categorization and peeckrelational justice. Accordingly, this
study advances the extant research on the relati@va of retail supply chains as well as the
nascent research on justice within an inter-orgdiinal context (Luo, 2007).

2. Theoretical background and hypotheses

2.1 Key customers in supermarket supply chains

For small and medium enterprises (SMESs) servingeldsuyers (Johnsen & Ford, 2006;
Munksgaard, Johnsen, & Patterson, 2015), a smalbeu of customers can have a significant
impact on the supplier's business (Bocconcelli let 2017; Donnelly et al., 2013). The
management and utilization of relationships witlesth customers are, therefore, core
competences for SMEs (Ojasalo, 2001).

In buyer-supplier relationships, key customers #ese customers to whom the
supplier's offerings create most value vis-a-visnpeting suppliers (Tikkanen, Kujala, &
Artto, 2007). These customers can play a pivotia imthe management and development of

the supplier, providing necessary cash flow, cboting a large proportion of sales revenue,



and offering confidence for making long-term inveents. As a result, they are usually given
distinct consideration within suppliers’ marketisigategy and resource allocation (Millman &
Wilson, 1999).

Suppliers with large customer portfolios may fiicchallenging to develop distinct
strategies for all customers or tailor their offigrito their varying needs. Accordingly, many
suppliers categorize their customers accordinghwr tstrategic importance and develop
relationship management practices (e.g. analyzpagial needs, customizing value-adding
solutions, analyzing competencies necessary tozeeaind deliver the solutions) tailored
towards key customers to maintain and develop tiedationships (Ojasalo, 2001; Zupancic,
2008).

Despite the importance of key customers, managitagionships with such customers
can be extremely complex, particularly for smalpgliers (Bocconcelli et al., 2017). Those
small suppliers are constrained by limited resaaiga often face stringent and unpredictable
demands from larger buyers who have been knowrxpioie their market power in their
treatment of much smaller and more vulnerable S@hees (Kumar, Scheer, & Steenkamp,
1995). As a result, suppliers can find themselwes-gtretched and exposed, as they seek to
satisfy their key customers for little or no maigimeturn on their investments and efforts
(Bocconcelli et al., 2017).

Given the complexities ingrained in supplier redaships with key customers, their
influence on performance outcomes is not likelpecstraightforward or universal (Corsten &
Kumar, 2005). Moreover, the relationships betwesgd buyers and small suppliers are often
characterized by perceptions of inequity on the phithe supplier (Corsten & Kumar, 2005).
A key customer’s lack of concern for the welfaresofaller suppliers can lead to contentious
buyer behaviors and perilous performance outcooresmaller suppliers (Pruitt & Carnevale,

1993). Therefore, the perceived justice in buygpsier relationships can play an essential



role in the linkage between the management of kestoener accounts and supplier
performance.
2.2 Social exchange theory and justice in buyer-spper relationships
This research draws on social exchange theory dermstand the concept of relational justice
and examine its role in key customer categorizatiéinm performance relationship. The core
premise of social exchange theory is that it treatso-economic life as involving a series of
sequential interactions between two or more pa(@espanzano et al., 2017). Resources are
exchanged through a process of reciprocity, whewai®y party tends to repay the good (or
sometimes bad) deeds of another party (Cropanzaiah,e2017; Masterson et al., 2000).
Accordingly, justice, reciprocity, power and theuab thereof, have been among the core
concepts of social exchange theory (Griffith et2006; Reimann & Ketchen Jr, 2017; Tepper
& Taylor, 2003). Given its important role in explaig exchange behaviors and their
consequences, social exchange theory has incréabiegn applied in SCM literature (e.qg.,
Griffith et al., 2006; Karatzas, Johnson, & Ba2016; Oliveira & Handfield, 2017; Reimann
& Ketchen Jr, 2017).

Social exchange theory assumes that social exclsiage when a socioeconomic actor
(e.g. a firm)treats a target actor in a positive or negativeitas Positive initiatives such as
justice and support often lead to trust, whereaminee initiatives such as power abuse and
bullying lead to conflict (Cropanzano et al., 20IMe argument that power use may damage
the relationship between firms is, therefore, fetly based on social exchange theory
(Reimann & Ketchen Jr, 2017). Consequently, inSecontext where interfirm interactions
are manifested both in social and economic realkasd, 2018), justice and related positive
exchange behaviors are important for relevant pednce outcomes.

Justice is a pivotal concept for the functioningimtenance, and well-being of society

in general (Colquitt et al.,, 2001) and smooth andcessful exchange between parties in



particular (Karatzas et al., 2016). The theoryrgimizational justice has been used extensively
in the organizational behavior literature, where traditional focus has been on the role of
fairness in the workplace. The assumption is thgileyees’ perceptions of fairness will have
an impact on their behavior and therefore on omginal outcomes and performance
(Colquitt et al., 2001; Konovsky, 2000; Mastersorale 2000; Thibaut & Walker, 1975). In
recent years, the empirical context has been e&tetalbuyer-supplier relationships, in which
relational justice is seen as a critical enabletlie effective governance and co-ordination of
buyer-supplier relationships (Griffith et al., 20Q@i0, 2007; Patterson et al., 2006; Tsanos &
Zografos, 2016) and the development of suppliermmdment (Duffy et al., 2013).

Buyer-supplier relationships are established andaged on the fundamental premise
of reciprocity (Dwyer, Schurr, & Oh, 1987; Frazi@B83). This notion suggests that each party
in the relationship expects to accrue value ouhefrelationship, undertake responsibility in
this pursuit, and do so in a more or less fair itashPower dynamics in buyer-supplier
relationships can shape how fair and equitablgioglal rents are distributed and SC partners
are treated (Golgeci et al., 2018; Kumar et al95)9However, relational justice is essential
for the health and longevity of the relationshipd aocial exchange in those relationships that
each party relies on to create and capture valuy@t al., 2013; Griffith et al., 2006; Liu et
al., 2012; Yi & Gong, 2008). As such, it providée tfacilitative ground upon which buyer-
supplier relationships are established, manageditiimbd for mutual benefit.

The concept of relational justice is basedlework of Greenberg (1994) aGolquitt
et al. (2001) and is advanced by Griffith et aOQ@) relying on insights from social exchange
theory. They identify foudistinct components: the fairness of outcome distrons (known
as Distributive Justice), the fairness of the psses that led to such outcomes (known as

Procedural Justice), the fairness of the interastidetween individuals (known as



Interpersonal Justice), and the fairness in th@sx@ of evidence or reasoning for decisions
taken (known as Informational Justice).

Distributive justice refers to how equitable thenfiperceives the distribution of
relational rents relative to that of inputs (Giiffiet al., 2006). It is about the distribution of
benefits and harms, rewards and costs, and othegstlthat affect the well-being of parties
involved in the socio-economic exchange (Luo, 200Vhen the benefits are deemed fair,
exchange partners view the relationship as bemaéfsid reciprocate via additional inputs
(Griffith et al., 2006). Conversely, suppliers wieel they are being mistreated regarding the
actual outcome or input/output ratio may attempetiress the balance by decreasing outputs,
altering outcomes or withdrawing from the relatiloips

Procedural justice refers to the extent to wraclirm perceives the development and
execution of relationship policies to be fair amgliéable (Griffith et al., 2006). This is
important in collaborative and strategic SC paghgys, as the actions of one party influence
those of the other. As sudhere is an increasing need for joint involvemensetting goals,
long-term planning, and jointly managing expectagi@and responsibility (Mohr & Spekman,
1994; Wiengarten et al.,, 2010) to help ensure nhiytusatisfying solutions for every
contingency (Cambra-Fierro & Polo-Redondo, 2008).

Interpersonal justice is conceptualized as theadetw which individuals are treated
with politeness, dignity, courtesy, and respecthnse involved in executing procedures or
determining outcomes (Colquitt et al., 2001). Tisisan essential component of fairness as
interpersonal treatment received during the enattimfedecision procedures impacts upon an
individual's reactions to decision outcomes (BiedMag, 1986). This aspect of justice is
particularly relevant to the management of buygpser relationships, as relationships
incorporate many social elements that may afféittidinal and behavioral responses (Bendoly

et al., 2006; Cousins & Menguc, 2006; Tsanos & Zéag, 2016). Especially, where retall



10

buyers are in a position of power, some buyers pmeer well, while others behave
‘outrageously’ (Duffy et al., 2003; Ramsay & Wagnz009).

Informational justice also impacts upon reactiows decisions and procedures
(Greenberg, 1994) and is concerned with perceptidrexplanation adequacy (Konovsky,
2000). It is, therefore, conceptualized as progdexplanations or accounts for decisions
made, with decisions or procedures deemed fdireifiasis for the decision can be explained
and justified candidly and truthfully (Bies & Moab986; Colquitt et al., 2001). In the context
of buyer-supplier relationships, informational jast would be seen to exist if the more
dominant partner can provide a coherent rationaat$ channel decisions and policies, as
decisions are more likely to be viewed as faihd togic behind them is revealed (Duffy et al.,
2003; Kumar, 1996).

Though justice may be maintained more naturallym8€ partners are equally inter-
dependent and have little or no power asymmetryg&d et al., 2018), it is still important
even when dependence and power are asymmetrigsiifijpdted across SC partners. When a
small supplier perceives their treatment by thedrerpowerful trading partner as unfair, they
are less likely to allocate resources to the dgprakmt of the relationship beyond the level of
transactional exchange. In contrast, a small sepmho perceives their treatment by their
more powerful buyer to be fair is more likely teegbe potential for longer-term development
of the relationship and allocate resources accghglihis allocation of resources could be
manifested in a variety of ways — greater attenttontransactional compliance, the
development of new products or promotional evdmsare exclusive to the buyer, investment
in customer-specific market research — which in tarlikely to have a positive impact on the
supplier's performance.

To date, research on relational justice remaingduih with most studies focusing only

on the consequences of a limited number of justiceponents (Brown, Cobb, & Lusch, 2006).
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Moreover, few studies have focused on the relatipndetween relational justice and
behavioral or performance-based outcomes and fstillelhhave focused explicitly on the role
of relational justice in the presence of power dagdendence asymmetry.
2.3 Conceptual framework and hypotheses
The conceptual framework for this study is presgmefigure 1. It positions relational justice
as a mediating factor in the relationship betwdenduppliers’ key customer categorization
and their performance. Given the limited resous&slable for relationship development and
management, specifically amongst SMEs, it is argined the categorization and fit of a
supplier's key customer(s) are likely to have ansigant impact on their relationship-specific
performance. Put simply; a supplier is likely to@st more resources in a relationship with a
customer that is categorized as ‘key’ than oneithabt. This study hypothesizes that supplier
performance will be higher for those suppliers vhadational treatment by a key customer is
perceived as fair — the mediating role of relatigustice.

[Insert Figure 1 about here]

Firms often categorize their customers accordintheéir market share, sales revenue,
sales growth, and strategic importance for futoxestments. Nonetheless, not all firms have
the same strategic priorities, and key customeeguaization is likely to vary between
suppliers in a retail distribution channel. Fromuaely economic perspective, a key customer
is one who provides a significant share of a sepglrevenue, the loss of which might be hard
to replace (Ojasalo, 2001). However, a more strategrspective on the firm’s key accounts
might give greater consideration to the opportesitior future investment and long-term
business development (McGinnis & McCarty, 1998; atugpc, 2008). Some suppliers might
attach greater importance to the reputational isreefsociated with customers who boost their
credibility and allow them to tout their competerfeada et al., 2013). Others might cherish

customers who have a particular interest in innomatproviding distinct opportunities and
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incentives to differentiate themselves from theimpetitors (Capaldo, 2007; Soosay, Hyland,
& Ferrer, 2008).

The core premise of social exchange theory sugdleatshe quality perceptions of
exchanges between parties are sometimes infludncéue nature of the relationship and its
importance to the exchange partners (Cropanzam.,€2017). In a similar vein, previous
literature has acknowledged that the outcomes anards, whether expected or obtained,
from a relationship, are significant antecedentsp@ceptions of justice and fairness
(Alghababsheh, Gallear, & Rahman, 2018; Duffy et &013). In this fashion, the
categorization of a customer as ‘key’ implies sugplrecognize that those customers could
bring immediate or long-term benefits for theirangation. Ex-ante, suppliers will be inclined
to anticipate balanced input/output ratios in relahips with those partners and allocate
relationship-specific resources accordingly. Thisdg argues that the categorization of a
customer as ‘key’ is likely to influence their peptions of relational justice, regardless of the
actual contribution that a particular customer nsakethe supplier’s business.

H1: A supplier’'s key customer categorization is poslfivassociated with its perception of
relational justice.

Each party in a buyer-supplier relationship is etpe to acquire social and economic
value in the form of relational rents as a restitarial exchange among each other (Dwyer et
al., 1987; Frazier, 1983). Though each party ndyuseks to maximize its own relational
rents in most cases, it is imperative that jussastablished and maintained in the relationship
to foster trust (Dwyer et al., 1987; Searle et2011) and relationship quality (Kumar et al.,
1995). Justice may also be a bedrock for a winagproach to managing relationships and
superior value creation for the whole supply ch@nto & Miguel, 2017) rather than sub-
optimal gains for each party. The perception ofigeswithin a supply chain may give SC

partners confidence in partner firms and theirigbénd willingness to co-operate with them
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on fair grounds (Luo, 2007). Buyer-supplier relaships where buyers and suppliers treat each
other fairly and respectfully, maintain channelditdteral communication, provide a rationale
for decisions and the possibility for appeals, anel consistent with SC policies across SC
partners are more conducive to positive performamteomes (Kumar et al., 1995). A set of
positive initiatives in the form of high relation@lstice is likely to engender positive
reciprocation and a virtuous cycle of constructbehaviors between the exchange parties
(Cropanzano et al., 2017) that can ultimately fietesnto improved performance outcomes.
This line of argument concurs with studies emplgysocial exchange theory that emphasize
positive exchange behaviors and ensuing commiteaethttrust as precedents to performance
(Karatzas et al., 2016).

That said, though justice is relevant for all typef relationships and exchange
behaviors, it is particularly imperative for asyntrieal relationships. As justice is more
challenging to maintain within asymmetrical relasbips (Golgeci et al., 2018), its value and
importance for weaker players increases (Brito &uil, 2017). Smaller suppliers that are
vulnerable to the abuse of market power by largstamers prioritize having fair relationships
to hedge against the perils of potential mistreatni&umar et al., 1995). When a more
powerful SC partner bolsters the perception of ggrough relational justice, both partners
can become more incentivized for further exchange td increased confidence in impartial
gain sharing, proper treatment, and dignity (Livakt 2012; Luo, 2007). Furthermore, fair
procedures between buyers and supplier can enheade party’'s commitment to and
cooperation with each other (Kumar et al., 1995eWwise, providing adequate information
and justification as to why certain decisions conirg) the relational exchange between the
buyer and supplier are made can enhance receptiviiych decisions that can improve value

creation and relational performance (Ellis, Reug,atnont, 2009).
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As justice underlies trust (Dwyer et al., 1987a%® et al., 2011) and relationship
quality (Kumar et al., 1995), which are corners®néeffective and high performing buyer-
supplier relationships, it can also enhance ovédiratl performance. In retail supply chains,
justice was found to be an essential ingredient darployee and firm performance
(Alghababsheh et al., 2018; Maxham Ill, Netemeyerl_ichtenstein, 2008; Narasimhan,
Narayanan, & Srinivasan, 2013). Therefore, althoagidence on the direct link between
relational justice and supplier performance is tgudj this study argues, based on the existing
evidence that supports the possibility of suclnkege, that a supplier’s perception of relational
justice with its key customer(s) is positively latkto its (relationship specific) performance.
H2: A supplier’s perception of relational justice wihkey customer is positively associated
with its performance.

No buyer-supplier relationship can take place withihe manifestation of behaviors
by the interacting parties (Frazier, 1983). Initigtand response behaviors by the parties then
lead to positive or negative perceptions that astrimental in the relational and economic
outcomes of exchange processes (Cropanzano 20ar; Golgeci et al., 2018). Trust can be
seen as SC members’ positive perceptions of edwr aind is a fundamental necessity in
asymmetrical buyer-supplier relationships to mikgtne potential perils of power imbalance
and develop collective interests where the powex lairger key customer is not viewed as a
constraint (Munksgaard et al., 2015). Although kagtomers can be viewed as strategically
important for smaller suppliers (Zupancic, 200Bgit impact on firm performance may not be
manifested its own right. In other words, largetoogers would not improve a supplier’s
performance just because they are important, boause they actively make a positive
contribution to the supplier's business. The natirene relationship between such customers

and suppliers is an important determinant of thg stech customers influence their supplier's
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performance. Accordingly, relational justice candtion as a mediating mechanism between
the categorization of customers and the supplp@iformance.

Specifically, Brown et al. (2006) state that petwayps of relational justice can play an
essential role in relationship commitment thataend to improve performance (Tsanos &
Zografos, 2016). Likewise, the evidence on the irfgwe of distributive and procedural
justice for collaborative and strategic buyer-sigipielationships indicates that justice can be
a fundamental mechanism to convey the influencekef customer categorization on
performance outcomes (Griffith et al., 2006; LindT&ler, 1988). In this vein, social aspects
of relational justice manifested by how exchangeigmin supply chains treat each other and
how information is conveyed across interactingiparsignals the critical role that perceptions
play in the performance outcomes of key customtgraization (Liu et al., 2012).

Justice is a crucial factor for the way relatiomgits are distributed (Dwyer et al., 1987;
Frazier, 1983) and the way suppliers feel aboutdtetionship (Liu et al., 2012). Therefore,
key customers who offer reasonable contractual gergive suppliers a ‘voice’ in the
relationship, empower suppliers and treated theremi®y, and inform suppliers about the way
relationship is governed are likely to have a npwsitive influence on suppliers’ performance
than key customers who do not. Such equitable hetsalsy key customers can also enable
suppliers to be less concerned about the relatiprlgimamics and focus on other performance
driving activities, such as order fulfillment anewn product innovation (Golgeci et al., 2018).
H3: A supplier’s perception of relational justice wkby customers mediates the relationship
between its key customer categorization and itfopmance.

Buyer-supplier relationships take time to be esthbd and evolve over time (Autry &
Golicic, 2010). Thus, they are not episodic buttowous. Similarly, the categorization of

customers by suppliers is a dynamic process anstaits of the latter, in the eyes of a supplier,
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is subject to change, patrticularly in the earlyetof a relationship, before the establishment
of relational norms.

The length of a relationship, the frequency of iattion, and the intensity of the
interaction are three primary elements of stromagienships (Capaldo, 2007). The more time
buyers and suppliers have to work together the rmblethey are to establish relational norms
and build trust (Vanneste, Puranam, & Kretschm@t42, align expectations and smooth and
innovative exchange processes (Soosay et al., 2U@Bigarten et al., 2010). It has even been
argued that buyer-supplier interactions can onlyibaed as ‘relationships’ if they stand the
test of time (Capaldo, 2007; Dwyer et al., 1987).

The importance of the relationship with a ‘keystamer is likely to increase over time
for small-scale suppliers. The mere duration okkationship can strengthen a supplier’s
perception of a customer as ‘key,” as a sustaiedcs of revenue maintains cash flow and
improves a supplier’s evaluation of the customesrédver, as justice is especially contingent
upon repeated manifestations of fairness (Colguitl., 2001; Duffy et al., 2013; Liu et al.,
2012), it takes time for suppliers to accuratelseas whether their (key) customers are fair or
not. It would be difficult to rationalize the inuesent of resources on the part of suppliers in
relationships with customers who were perceived bt mistreating them. Enduring
relationships are therefore likely to result in gmoin the perceived existence of relational
justice.

H4: The length of a trading relationship positively recates the relationship between a

supplier's key customer categorization and its ppton of relational justice.
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3. Research method

3.1 Sample selection and data collection

The data was collected over a twelve-month pericaim October 2016 to October 2017,
through an online survey of small producers. Thegeg frame was the population of food
and drink producers who supply a large British soaeket with products for its local range.

Consumer demand for locally sourced food has graigmificantly and is of strategic
importance to British supermarkets. However, th&@@ag and ranging of local food is both
complex and challenging. The large British supekmiawhich is the object of this study has a
dedicated local sourcing team comprising a direetéechnical manager, a range manager and
a team of buyers responsible for sourcing localdpets across the UK and managing
relationships externally, with suppliers, and intdly with the national buyers responsible for
the specific product categories in which local preid are ranged. At the time of the survey,
the participant supermarket’s local range compris8a80 products, supplied by 571 producers,
of which 337 (59%) had a turnover of less than fi6.An invitation to participate in the survey
was sent to the local range suppliers of the laugermarket via email. The person responsible
for managing the relationship with the focal superket was invited to respond to a
guestionnaire, as part of an action research grogsigned to deliver shopper insight to SMESs,
in support of business planning and marketing datisaking.

The questionnaire was developed after interviews different managers of the focal
supermarket’s local food range. Academics, reseaschand managers of food and drink
producers pre-tested the questionnaire providimgneents. Received feedback was used to
adjust the terminology adopted and the order ofjtiestions, to make it more suitable for the
particular context. A total of 123 questionnairesr@vcompleted, of which 12 were discarded

as duplicates. Thus, 111 responses (a responsefra@) were obtained for hypothesis
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testing. The characteristics of the companies amangarized in Table 1. Comparison of these
summary statistics with those for non-respondessaled no significant differences.

[Insert Table 1 about here]
3.2 Variable measurement
The questionnaire used existing instruments wheargsiple to ensure content validity.
Constructs were measured using established muitgitescales, adapted where necessary for
the specific context of this study. The measurenoénie construct was conceptualized and
defined in line with the procedure laid out by Gill (1979). The key constructs and items
are reported in Table 1 and Table 2.

Key customer categorizatiom this study, key customer categorization is mjgosite
variable that determines whether or not the respoinclassifies the focal supermarket as a key
customer, according to their preferred criteriast-irespondents choose one statement from a
list of eight that best describes what they conrsidebe a 'key customer' for their business.
Second, they choose one statement from a sinskathiat best describes the contribution that
the focal supermarket makes to their businesstWbeguestions and respective items appear
in different sections of the questionnaire separéig other questions, so respondents could
not easily associate the two questions without gad return to previously completed
guestions. This was purposely done to avoid respbies. The key customer categorization
variable was operationalized as a fit variable thaws from the two questions described
above. If respondents choose similar items to desca key customer and the focal
supermarket’s contribution to their business, tgable equals 1 representing a fit. Otherwise,
the variable equals 0. A fit was found in 48 ins&s Table 2 shows the eight items used to
compute the variable and the percentage of fitoesgs for each item.

Relational justice.Relational justice was measured using the fouredsions of

organizational justice, adapted from the estabtistems developed by Colquitt (2001) to an
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inter-organizational context, with clear referenteshe focal supermarket as the customer.
Distributive justice was measured using three itelesigned to capture the fairness of the
outcomes received and the division of benefits lmdiens in the relationship. Procedural
justice was measured using three items capturiegsthuctural elements of the decision-
making process (e.g. ability to voice one’s viewsl arguments during a procedure) and
decision control (e.g. ability to influence the wadt outcome). Informational justice was
operationalized using three items to capturevtiéngness andextent to which the customer
provides valid and truthful explanation®r decisions and enactment of procedures.
Interpersonal justice was measured using six ithatscapture how a supplier is treated during
the enactment of procedures concerning issuespéog, dignity, politeness, and courtesy. All
variables were measured using a seven-point sealging from “completely disagree” to
“completely agree” with particular reference to tfeeal supermarket as the supplier's
customer. The focal supermarket’ name was anonymizeTable 1 when reporting the
measurement items for the sake of anonymity.

Supplier's performance (Performancé). the context of the questionnaire that clearly
referred to the focal supermarket, supplier's pennce was captured by four self-reported
measures of satisfaction with performance relativéhe competition. These measures were
adapted from previous studies that have examiredaiformance of small businesses (Gibson
& Birkinshaw, 2004; Wolff & Pett, 2000). Three dfdse are measures related to satisfaction
with growth, profitability and overall performancg fourth item relates to the perceived level
of customer satisfaction.

Length of a trading relationshiplhe length of the relationship was measured uaing
single question that captures the number of ydemsdmpany has been supplying the focal

supermarket.
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Control variables Size of sales team, numhsrcustomersand ownership of the firm
were included as control variables. The size ofigpker’'s sales team can affect the buyer-
supplier relationship. Larger sales team can maalyeseek out closer connections with
customers to sustain the business (Guesalaga, .Z0idjefore, the size of the sales team,
measured by the number of employees involved iessacttivities, is included as a control
variable. The number of customers is a proxy far tlegree of suppliers’ dependency.
Respondents were asked to report the number obroess (e.g. businesses) their firms sell
products to. The type of ownership focused ondbeatification of family or non-family firms.
Previous literature has long recognized that leadéfamily firms have a different approach
to customer relations when compared to leaderswffamily firms (Miller, BretonMiller, &
Scholnick, 2008)Respondents were asked to indicate whether atheoatfirm was a family
firm. It was operationalized as a dummy variabldezb1 for family firms and 0 otherwise.

[Insert Table 2 about here]

3.3 Method validity

Several remedies were adopted to mitigate poterdgimimon method bias. Ad hoc and
post hoc measures were employed. First, the guestice was developed with different scale
formats and scale anchors in such a way that ttenpal dependence among variables was
not evident to respondents. Subsequently, two Ipestechniques were conducted to test for
common method variance. Harman’s one-factor tes¢dan the items used in the research
model was loaded into a common factor. The unrdtédetor solution resulted in 6 factors
with eigenvalues > 1 (first factor explaining up3®% of the total variance). Second, marker
variable partial correlation analysis (Lindell anthitney, 2001) was performed. Tenure of the
respondents, which is a variable theoretically lateel to the substantive variables in this

study, was selected as a marker variable. Reduhe partial correlation adjustment procedure

I Control variables were not included in Figure 1.
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showed that the significant correlations in the zeder model remained significant after the
partial correlation adjustments. The results of ghet hoc techniques suggest that common
method variance is not a serious threat in thidystu
3.4 Statistical analysis
Partial least squares (PLS) path modeling was fisedtatistical data analysfsPLS is a
component-based modeling approach that aims tomizivariance explained and minimize
error. It can assess measures (measurement moddl) treeory (structural model)
simultaneously. PLS approach to structural equatiodeling is often utilized and appropriate
for testing and validating explorative models wihatively small samples (Hair Jr et al., 2016)
which is the case of the current study. The nestiGe presents the results of the measurement
and structural models.
4. Results
4.1 Measurement Model
The estimation and evaluation of the reliabilitydaralidity of the measurement model are
shown in Tables 1 and 3. Table 1 presents thetsefawl descriptive statistics, item loadings,
composite reliability (CR) and average varianceasted (AVE) for the constructs in this
research. Individual item reliability was examinmsdfactor loading. All items, but one, present
factor loadings above the recommended thresholgegabf 0.70. All indicators were kept in
the structural model as CR for all latent variabdes above the suggested threshold of 0.7,
which indicates adequate composite reliability (Naity & Bernstein, 1994).

Convergent validity was examined by variance ex¢@h¢AVE). All reflective constructs
present AVE measure above 0.5, indicating adeqoateergent validity (Bagozzi & Vi,
2012). Discriminant validity was examined by theuam®@ root of the AVE, correlations

coefficients and cross-loadings (Henseler, Ringl&arstedt, 2015). First, Table 3 shows the

2 SmartPLS 3.2.7 software was used in this study.
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square root of AVE of each construct (diagonabhjigher than the correlation with other latent
constructs (off-diagonal). However, Pearson coti@mia among the four dimensions of
relational justice indicated some highly signifitasorrelations. Similarly, cross-loadings
between the dimensions of relational justice did p@vide a clear discriminant validity
between these latent variables. These results sutjgs relational justice could be modeled
as a higher order latent variable (Liao et al. 2007deed, modeling relational justice as a
second-order construct of the justice items shothatl factor loadings for the higher order
overall relational justice variable and the lowedear justice dimensions were high and
statistically significant. Distributive justice, gmedural justice, informational justice, and
interpersonal justice had factor loadings of .68, ..96, and .94, respectivellhus, in
subsequent analyses, relational justice was modaledsecond order reflective construct.
4.2 Structural model
A PLS structural model was used for testing theollypsized relationships between the
constructs in the theoretical model. Table 4 presid summary of results. Table 4 Panel A
shows the results for the PLS structural model witth coefficients, t-statistics, and. Rable
4 Panel B shows the indirect and conditional irdtiedfects and their statistical significance.

H1 predicted a positive relationship between s@pplikey customer categorization and
the perception of relational justice. As shown iable 4 Panel A the PLS structural path
coefficient for the relationship between key custoroategorization and relational justice is
positive and statistically significant € 0.177, t = 1.907, p < .05). Thus, H1 is suppbrte

The study also predicted that relational justigeasitively associated with the suppliers’
performance (H2). The structural path between ioglat justice and performance is
statistically significantff = 0.275, t = 2.387, p < .01). Thus, H2 is suppbrte

Next, the extent to which relational justice meekathe relationship between key

customer categorization and the suppliers’ perfoiceavas examined. It was found a positive
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indirect effect (indirect effect = 0.040). To teke significance of this effect, the empirical
study followed Hayes’ (2012) procedure to analyzdirect and conditional indirect effects
(see Table 4 Panel B). In this procedure, the niediavas tested by estimating the sampling
distribution of the conditional indirect effect nparametrically through bootstrapping.
Bootstrap confidence interval above zero providasssical support for H3.

Finally, the study tested the extent to which @vegth of a trading relationship between
a supplier and a customer positively moderates rétationship between key customer
categorization and the perception of relationaiges(H4). As shown in Table 4 (Panel A), the
path leading from the interaction term (key custorca&egorization x length of a trading
relationship) to relational justice is not signéic @ = 0.049, t = 0.565, p > .10). Moderation
on the relationship described in H1 as well asawerall conditional indirect effect are not
statistically significant to any level of the modeng variable, but zero (as observed in Table
4, Panel B). Thus, H4 is not supported.

[Insert Table 4 about here]

5. Discussion
Buyer-supplier relationships between small-scalgppbers and larger retailers are
idiosyncratic in the sense that buyers are conatatirand accrue asymmetric power over most
of their partners. In this vein, even though suwaige retailers are often the key customer of
their respective suppliers, the relationship betwdem can be complicated due to power
dynamics and subtleties of exchange behaviors arasyirgmetrical SC partners. Despite the
critical role of such key customers in the survivbémaller suppliers, the relationship between
asymmetrical SC partners can turn sour and benuetial to suppliers’ performance if the
relationship is not governed fairly. Such a chaile brings forth the role of relational justice
as a potential mediating means to translate keyomes relationships into supplier

performance, and this paper examines whether spobpasition holds.
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5.1 Theoretical implications

This study draws on a sample of small-scale suggpbélocal and regional food to the focal

supermarket and uses partial least squares andgra@malytical tools (Hayes, 2012) to test
research hypotheses. In particular, this researds fthat a significant relationship exists

between a supplier's categorization of a custorseékey’ and their perceptions of relational

justice and that relational justice mediates theianship between key customer categorization
and supplier's performance. However, our resultggest that the length of a trading

relationship does not moderate the link betweeantitglal justice and the key customer

categorizations.

These findings have several implications for regean social exchange theory in
supply chains (Griffith et al., 2006; Karatzaslet2016; Oliveira & Handfield, 2017; Reimann
& Ketchen Jr, 2017) and on buyer-supplier relatiops (Brito & Miguel, 2017; Dwyer et al.,
1987; Gedeon et al., 2009; Johnsen & Ford, 20081Heat & Schwieterman, 2012; Soosay et
al., 2008; Tsanos & Zografos, 2016). First, it agptaalizes and incorporates a holistic view
of relational justice to account for both structumad social dimensions of relational justice in
buyer-supplier relationships. The structural view jastice, which concentrates on the
instrumental aspects of buyer-supplier relatiorstapd includes procedural and distributive
dimensions, has been the traditional and commootg@ed way of examining justice in
buyer-supplier relationships (Griffith et al., 2006umar et al., 1995). However, the social
view of justice, which focuses on relational aspeot buyer-supplier interactions and
encompasses interpersonal and informational diroessi offers an instrumental yet
overlooked approach to understand justice in bsyeplier relationships (Liu et al., 2012). As
buyer-supplier relationships are, ultimately, ruy dividuals, accounting for their
interpretation and application of their firms’ riétanal strategy can enrich the understanding of

relational justice in supply chains.



25

Second, and more importantly, this study reveals bmall-scale suppliers achieve
higher performance out of their relationships wkity customers by analyzing the role of
relational justice. Though SCM research has, thuseixtensively covered the role of power,
less attention has been paid to the role of relatimstice as a central relational concept related
to power. Results of this study suggest that thg harger buyers (fairly or unfairly) treat their
suppliers matters more for their supplier's perfante than their status as a ‘key customer’.
This finding adds to the emerging research ongasti buyer-supplier relationships (Brown
et al., 2006; Fearne et al., 2005; Griffith et 2006; Liu et al., 2012; Schwepker Jr, 2016; Yi
& Gong, 2008) and highlights its importance for suecess of asymmetrical relationships that
may diminish the larger partner’'s concern for thealer partner (Golgeci et al., 2018; Kumar
et al., 1995). Accordingly, this research enricties literature on SCM and buyer-supplier
relationships by highlighting relational justice as vital link between key customer
categorization and supplier performance in retappdy chains. This contribution is also
relevant to social exchange theory in SCM (Griféthal., 2006; Reimann & Ketchen Jr, 2017),
as it highlights how relational justice can impreupplier performance in asymmetrical buyer-
supplier relationships where buyer-supplier retalops are more vulnerable, and interfirm
behaviors underlying justice are less compelling tnore powerful partner.

Furthermore, this study examines the potentialeraithg role of relationship duration
in the relationship between suppliers’ key custoregiegorization and their perception of
relational justice. The underlying reasoning waat thuilding a consistent perception of
relational justice would take time, and thus, cauladerate the strength of the linkage between
key customer categorization and relational justidewever, the lack of support for this
expectation implies that relationship duration @ @&an important element for suppliers’
perception of relational justice and relationatigesis nonetheless important for the success of

key buyer-supplier relationships regardless of ldregth of the relationship. This finding
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highlights the instinctive, rather than calculatedture of justice perceptions and underlines
the importance of enhancing the social view oftrefel justice above and beyond its structural
view. Likewise, it shows that justice perceptioedieen buyers and suppliers may not require
along time to be formed in the SC context, anati@hship duration does not necessarily shape
how key customer categorization leads to relatiqutice perceptions.

5.2 Managerial implications

This research also has managerial implicationsughanost managers view buyer-supplier
relationships primarily through an economic leneg should not forget that any socio-
economic exchange occurs within a social contedtreas behavioral and performance-related
implications (Cropanzano et al., 2017). Positivd aagative exchanges can have unexpected
consequences that ultimately determine the heéléhrelationship and ensuing performance
outcomes. Managing buyer-supplier relationshipsth&refore, not a mechanistic but a
challenging social task that involves tackling babieal issues and power dynamics between
the buyer and the supplier (Bendoly et al., 200@&midr, 2005; Stanley et al., 2015).

Such a challenge can be exacerbated when theorehip is between small-scale
suppliers and larger retailers. Findings of thigdgtindicate that larger retailers should work
on improving all four components of justice peroams of their small (local) suppliers to help
them improve their performance and, indirectly, tformance. This means larger retailers
should design strategies to enhance necessary rdkeroé relational justice and should
empower and encourage buyers and category managester social elements of relational
justice. Such inter-organizational strategies celp iveaker suppliers feel that their voices are
heard, concerns are addressed in the relationgtriggheir account managers are treated with
dignity, courtesy, and respect. This study findg $uch perceptions help them perform better
in their relationships with key customers, whiclemwually could be beneficial to the whole

relationship and be in the holistic, long-termenaist of the supply chain. Furthermore, the
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finding on the role of relationship duration indiesa that larger customers can establish
commitment from suppliers at an early stage inrtheationships, by simply respecting the
principles of relational justice in their dealingith suppliers. Such principles can be easily
incorporated into personal development plans ailrbtiyers and their adherence can be easily
measured through systematic supplier evaluatioosvé&sely, the study findings suggest that
suppliers form their perceptions of inter-organiaaal justice relatively quickly, so buyers
should pay attention to establishing inter-orgatmirel fairness from the outset, when taking
on new suppliers, particularly when those supplégessmall business with limited resources
and vulnerable to the abuse of market power.
5.3 Future research directions
Empirical evidence obtained in this study suggésts the mere existence of key customers
and trading relationships that endure do not, bymielves, result in stronger supplier
performance. Rather, it is the way a supplier peesetheir treatment by the key customers
that makes the difference. This might be due tcsthiEsequent impact of perceived relational
justice on supplier commitment and their allocatidmelationship-specific resources. This is
particularly important for SMEs, for whom resourca® distinctly limited and need to be
carefully targeted. Further research should deleeendeeply into the way small producers
manage their customer portfolios and allocate nessuin response to a) the specific needs
and/or wants of individuals (buyers and their ofgatons) and b) the perceived justice in the
way they feel treated by these individuals, regessllof the number of years the trading
relationship has existed.

Findings suggest that the notion of ‘key custooagegorization’ means different things
to different people and may well change over tineekey customer today who accounts for a
large share of a supplier’'s sales, may not be éyeckistomer with whom that same supplier

seeks to innovate and develop new products tomoriidwe potential for misalignment is
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evident as suppliers look to grow through broadstridution and the generation of scale
economies when what the buyer (actually) needs antsvis more innovation and
differentiation. This misalignment is all the mdikely in the absence of informational and
procedural justice but is also less likely if sup are unaware of or unsympathetic to the
different needs and wants of their customers. leamésearch should explore the relationship
between relationship management, resource allotatio the strategic orientation of small-
scale suppliers, for whom (capital) investmentrodoiction capacity is often afforded higher
strategic priority than the investment of time aifibrt in the management and development
of relationships with key customers.

The duration of trading relationships is oftenduas a proxy for relationship strength,
on the basis that suppliers would switch if thegatments were perceived to be unfair.
However, this assumption ignores the fact thanfany small-scale suppliers of fast-moving
consumer goods the immediate (local/domestic) nhaskeighly concentrated and fiercely
competitive, making it very difficult to switch ciasners within a distinct distribution channel
(e.g. supermarkets). The option may exist in newketa (e.g. exports) market segments (e.g.
food service) or distribution channels (e.g. whaley but their exploitation takes time and
strategic orientations are often lacking amongstESMThus, future research should also
explore the dynamics of relationship developmenthe presence of power asymmetry, and
the lead indicators of perceived relational justica suppliers look for and buyers should focus

on in the early years of relationship development.
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Table 1.Descriptive statistics and psychometric propefiegonstructs

Item Mean SD Ldng CR AVE

Total turnover (£ million) 3.96 6.39

Turnover with the focal supermarket (£ million) 28

Years trading 36.34 50.58

Length of a trading relationship (years) 7.79 6.21

Size of sales team 450 4.49

Number of customers 30-49

Family firms (78%), Non-family firms (22%)
Relational justice
Distributive The rewards we receive from our relationship witie[focal 5.13 1.18 0.828 0.916 0.785
justice supermarket] are fair given the effort we put istipporting our

business with them

The rewards we receive from our relationship witte[focal 5.20  0.98 0.915

supermarket] are fair given our overall contribatio

We are fairly rewarded for meeting [the focal suparket]'s 5.12 1.01 0.911

requirements
Procedural We are given opportunities to express our viewsadfed input  5.05 1.27 0.881 0.849 0.654
justice to decisions that affect our relationship with [tlecal

supermarket]

We have some influence over the outcome of decisiaken 4.39 1.27 0.744

by [the focal supermarket] that affect our business

[The focal supermarket] staff are consistent inrthealings 5.11 1.33 0.796

with us
Informational My [the focal supermarket] buyer is open and homds¢n 5.57 1.12 0.934 0.964 0.817
justice explaining the reasons behind decision that affecbusiness

My [the focal supermarket] buyer is always willitg discuss 5.50 1.35 0.821

the reasons behind decisions that affect my busines

My [the focal supermarket] buyer always presentslvaasons 5.35 1.21 0.930

for any changes to decisions or procedures thactfny

business
I nterpersonal My [the focal supermarket] buyer always treats roktely 6.14 0.93 0.916 0.925 0.804
justice My [the focal supermarket] buyer never makes improp 6.29 0.91 0.817

remarks or insensitive comments when dealing wigh m

My [the focal supermarket] buyer always treats nith vespect  6.09 0.98 0.950

My [the focal supermarket] buyer seems to resgexork | 5.97 1.06 0.942

do

My [the focal supermarket] buyer seems to respscid®as 5.85 1.06 0.937

My [the focal supermarket] buyer seems to thinkhhigpf the 5.68 1.10 0.855

quality of my work
Performance

We do a good job in keeping our customers satisfie 5.88 0.80 0.619 0.841 0.573

We are more profitable than our competitors 4.51.181 0.703

We are growing more rapidly than our competitors 504 1.32 0.820

Our performance is excellent compared to our caitaps 4.58 1.25 0.862

Note: SD = Standard Deviation; Ldng=Loading; CR =nposite Reliability; AVE = Average Variance Extratte
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KEY CUSTOMER CATEGORIZATION

% fit responses

Provides us with essential cash flow to sustairbti@ness 1%
Enables us to make efficient use of our produatiypacity 2%
Gives us the confidence to invest in the long-tdavelopment of the 27%
business
Has a significant share of the market we serve 4%
Contributes a significant proportion of our salegemue 31%
Offers the potential for sales growth in the loagn 31%
Provides us with above-average profit margins 0%
Offers the potential for increasing our profit masy 0%
Table 3.Correlation matrix and the square root of AVE
1) ) 3) 4 5) (6) 7 8 )
(1) Key customer i
categorization
(2) Distribute justice 0.091 0.886
(3) Procedural justice 0.177 0.716  0.809
(4) Informational justice 0.122 0.284 0.637 0.904
(5) Interpersonal justice 0.122 0.423 0.860 0.785 0.897
(6) Performance 0.133 0.469 0.293 0.163 0.206 0.756
(7) Length of a trading 0051 -0.138 -0.135 -0.082 -0.167 0.145 -
relationship
(8) Size of sales team 0.052 -0.073 -0.140 -0.173 -0.241 0.057 0.076 -
(9) Number of customers -0.034 0.129 -0.018 -0.112 -0.072 0.292 0.039 0.287 -
(10) Owership 0.047 -0.225 -0.248 -0.221 -0.234 -0.198 -0.025 50.0 -0.067

Note: Square root of the AVE on the diagonal.



36

Table 4.Summary of the results

Panel A: PLS structural model results: path coeffi@ents, t-statistics and R.

Path to:

Path from: Relational justice
Key customer categorization 0.177* (1.907)
Relational justice

Key customer categorization x Length of a trading elationship 0.049 (0.565)
Length of a trading relationship -0.142 (1.649)
Size of sales team -0.172 (2.182)
Number of customers -0.018 (0.181)
Owership -0.281** (2.736)

Performance
0.092 (0.743)
0.275** (2.387)

R2
0.091
0.160

Panel B: Indirect and conditional effects and bootsap confidence intervals?

Indirect effect Effect Boot SE LL 95% CI to UL 95% CI
Key customer categorization-->Relational justice?erformance 0.040 0.028 0.001to 0.115*
Conditional indirect effect (moderated by length ofa trading relationship)
Length of a trading relationship Effect Boot SE LL 95% CI to UL 95% CI
-1.00 0.028 0.034 -0.023t0 0.116
0.00 0.040 0.028 0.001 to 0.113*
1.00 0.510 0.039 -0.000 to 0.153

Note: N = 111. ** Significant level 1%, * Significa level 5%, (one-tailed for hypothesised relatfops, two-tailed otherwise}.Bootstrap sample size = 5,000. SE = standard;drtor

lower limit; Cl = confidence interval; UL = uppénmiit.



