
Institut für 
Marktorientierte Unternehmensführung 

Universität Mannheim 
Postfach 10 34 62 

 
68131 Mannheim 

 
Reihe: 

Wissenschaftliche Arbeitspapiere 
 

Nr. W 053 
 
 
 
 

Institut für Marktorientierte 
Unternehmensführung 

Homburg, Ch./Workman, J.P./Jensen, O. 

A Configurational Perspective on  
Key Account Management 

 
 
 
 
 
 

Mannheim 2002 
 
 
 
 
 

 
The research reported in this paper was supported by funding from the Marketing Science Institute. The 
authors acknowledge the research assistance provided Christian Johann, Jan Loewner, Andrea Model, 
Christine Prauschke, and Michaela Vogel in Germany and Brenda Gerhardt and Anurag Aerora in the 
United States. 

 

Institut für Marktorientierte 
Unternehmensführung 

Homburg, Ch./Workman, J.P./Jensen, O. 

A Configurational Perspective on  
Key Account Management 

 



Homburg/Jensen/Workman 
A Configurational Perspective on Key Account Management 

 

 

ABOUT THE AUTHORS 

Dr. Christian Homburg is Professor of Business Administration and Marketing and Chair of the Marketing 
Department at the University of Mannheim in Germany. He received his Ph.D and masters degrees from 
the University of Karlsruhe and earned his habilitation at the University of Mainz. His research interests 
include organizational issues in marketing, customer orientation, industrial marketing and relationship 
marketing. 
Dr. Homburg has consulted and delivered executive education programs for more than one hundred 
companies, including for example Daimler-Benz, Siemens, Deutsche Bank, Hoechst, RWE, Thyssen, 
Krupp-Hoesch and Sodexho. 
 
John P. Workman, Jr. is an associate professor of marketing at Creighton University in Omaha, Nebraska. 
Before that, he was on the faculty at the University of North Carolina at Chapel Hill. Dr. Workman 
conducts research on the organization and role of marketing within the firm on new product development 
in high-tech- firms, and on the interpretive process of learning about the market. His research uses 
concepts from organization theory, strategy, and sociology to examine the interactions between marketing 
and other groups in the firm. Dr. Workman has a B.S. from N.C. State University, an MBA from the 
University of Virginia and a Ph.D, from M.I.T. 
 
Dr. Ove Jensen is a partner and managing director at Prof. Homburg & Partner, a strategy consulting firm 
(www.homburg-and-partner.de). He studied business administration in Germany, France and the U.S. Her 
holds a masters degree from the WHU Koblenz (Otto Beisheim Graduate School of Management) and 
received his Ph.D from the University of Mannheim, both in Germany. His research interests encompass 
key account management, marketing organization, sales management, incentive systems, and pricing 
issues. Dr. Jensen has conducted many consulting projects, market research studies and management 
seminars in Germany, the U.S., France and Japan. Among his clients are Deutsche Bank, Dresdner 
Bank, Bayer, BASF, Lafarge and Saint-Gobain.  
 



 
Institut für Marktorientierte Unternehmensführung 

   

 
Das Institut für Marktorientierte Unternehmensführung 

 
Das Institut für Marktorientierte Unternehmensführung an der Universität Mannheim versteht sich 
als Forum des Dialogs zwischen Wissenschaft und Praxis. Der wissenschaftlich hohe Standard wird 
gewährleistet durch die enge Anbindung des IMU an die beiden Lehrstühle für Marketing an der Uni-
versität Mannheim, die national wie auch international hohes Ansehen genießen. Die wissenschaftlichen 
Direktoren des IMU sind 

Prof. Dr. Hans H. Bauer und Prof. Dr. Christian Homburg. 

 

Das Angebot des IMU umfasst folgende Leistungen: 

� Management Know-How  
Das IMU bietet Ihnen Veröffentlichungen, die sich an Manager in Unternehmen richten. Hier wer-
den Themen von hoher Praxisrelevanz kompakt und klar dargestellt sowie Resultate aus der Wis-
senschaft effizient vermittelt. Diese Veröffentlichungen sind häufig das Resultat anwendungsorien-
tierter Forschungs- und Kooperationsprojekte mit einer Vielzahl von international tätigen Unter-
nehmen.  

 

� Wissenschaftliche Arbeitspapiere 
Die wissenschaftlichen Studien des IMU untersuchen neue Entwicklungen, die für die marktorien-
tierte Unternehmensführung von Bedeutung sind. Hieraus werden praxisrelevante Erkenntnisse ab-
geleitet und in der Reihe der wissenschaftlichen Arbeitspapiere veröffentlicht. Viele dieser Veröf-
fentlichungen sind inzwischen in renommierten Zeitschriften erschienen und auch auf internationa-
len Konferenzen (z.B. der American Marketing Association) ausgezeichnet worden. 

 

� Schriftenreihe 
Neben der Publikation wissenschaftlicher Arbeitspapiere gibt das IMU in Zusammenarbeit mit dem 
Gabler Verlag eine Schriftenreihe heraus, die herausragende wissenschaftliche Erkenntnisse auf 
dem Gebiet der marktorientierten Unternehmensführung behandelt. 

 

� Anwendungsorientierte Forschung 
Ziel der Forschung des IMU ist es, wissenschaftliche Erkenntnisse zu generieren, die für die 
marktorientierte Unternehmensführung von Bedeutung sind. Deshalb bietet Ihnen das IMU die 
Möglichkeit, konkrete Fragestellungen aus Ihrer Unternehmenspraxis heranzutragen, die dann wis-
senschaftlich fundiert untersucht werden. 

 

 

Wenn Sie weitere Informationen benötigen oder Fragen haben, wenden Sie sich bitte an das Institut 
für Marktorientierte Unternehmensführung, Universität Mannheim, L5, 1, 68131 Mannheim (Tele-
fon: 0621 / 181-1755) oder besuchen Sie unsere Internetseite: www.imu-mannheim.de. 



 
Institut für Marktorientierte Unternehmensführung 

   

In seiner Arbeit wird das IMU durch einen Partnerkreis unterstützt. Diesem gehören renommierte 
Wissenschaftler und Manager in leitenden Positionen an: 

Dr. Arno Balzer, 
Manager Magazin 
BASF AG,  
Hans W. Reiners 
BSH GmbH,  
Matthias Ginthum 
Carl Zeiss AG, 
Dr. Michael Kaschke 
Cognis Deutschland GmbH & Co. KG,  
Dr. Antonio Trius 
Continental AG,  
Heinz-Jürgen Schmidt 
Deutsche Bank AG, 
Rainer Neske 
Deutsche Messe AG,  
Ernst Raue 
Deutsche Post AG,  
Jürgen Gerdes 
Deutsche Telekom AG, 
Achim Berg 
Dresdner Bank AG, 
Dr. Stephan-Andreas Kaulvers 
Dürr AG,  
Ralf W. Dieter 
E.On Energie AG, 
Dr. Bernhard Reutersberg 
EvoBus GmbH, 
Wolfgang Presinger 
Hans Fahr 
Freudenberg & Co. KG, 
Jörg Sost 
Fuchs Petrolub AG,  
Dr. Manfred Fuchs 
Grohe Water Technology AG & Co. KG,  
N.N. 
Stephan M. Heck 
Heidelberg Druckmaschinen AG,  
Dr. Jürgen Rautert 
HeidelbergCement AG,  
Andreas Kern 
Hoffmann-La Roche AG,  
Karl H. Schlingensief  
HUGO BOSS AG, 
Dr. Bruno Sälzer 
IBM Deutschland GmbH,  
Johann Weihen 

IWKA AG,  
N.N. 
K + S AG,  
Dr. Ralf Bethke 
KARSTADT Warenhaus AG,  
Prof. Dr. Helmut Merkel 
Prof. Dr. Dr. h.c. Richard Köhler, 
Universität zu Köln 
Körber PaperLink GmbH,  
Martin Weickenmeier 
Monitor Company,  
Dr. Thomas Herp 
Nestlé Deutschland AG,  
Christophe Beck 
Pfizer Pharma GmbH, 
Jürgen Braun 
Dr. Volker Pfahlert,  
Roche Diagnostics GmbH 
Thomas Pflug 
Dr. Ing. h.c. F. Porsche AG,  
Hans Riedel 
Procter & Gamble GmbH,  
Willi Schwerdtle 
Dr. h.c. Holger Reichardt 
Robert Bosch GmbH,  
Uwe Raschke 
Roche Diagnostics GmbH,  
Dr. Manfred Baier 
Rudolf Wild GmbH & Co. KG, 
Dr. Eugen Zeller 
RWE Energy AG, 
Dr. Andreas Radmacher 
Thomas Sattelberger,  
Continental AG 
SAP Deutschland AG & Co. KG 
Joachim Müller 
St. Gobain Deutsche Glass GmbH 
Udo H. Brandt 
Dr. Dieter Thomaschewski 
TRUMPF GmbH & Co. KG,  
Dr. Mathias Kammüller 
VDMA e.V.,  
Dr. Hannes Hesse 
Voith AG, 
Dr. Helmut Kormann 



 
Institut für Marktorientierte Unternehmensführung 

   

W097 Bauer, H. H. / Mäder, R. / Wagner, S.-N.: Übereinstimmung von Marken- und Konsumentenpersönlichkeit als Determinante 
des Kaufverhaltens – Eine Metaanalyse der Selbstkongruenzforschung, 2005 

W095 Bauer, H. H. / Schüle, A. / Reichardt, T.: Location Based Services in Deutschland. Eine qualitative Marktanalyse auf Basis von 
Experteninterviews, 2005 

W094 Bauer, H. H. / Reichardt, T. / Schüle, A.: User Requirements for Location Based Services. An analysis on the basis of literatu-
re, 2005 

W093 Bauer, H. H. / Reichardt, T. / Exler, S. / Kiss, S.: Entstehung und Wirkung von Smart Shopper-Gefühlen. Eine empirische 
Untersuchung, 2005 

W092 Homburg, Ch. / Stock, R. / Kühlborn, S.: Die Vermarktung von Systemen im Industriegütermarketing, 2005 

W090 Bauer, H. H. / Falk, T. / Kunzmann, E.: Akzeptanz von Self-Service Technologien –  Status Quo oder Innovation?, 2005 

W089 Bauer, H. H / Neumann, M. M. / Huber F.: Präferenzschaffung durch preis-psychologische Maßnahmen. Eine experimentelle 
Untersuchung zur Wirkung von Preispräsentationsformen, 2005 

W088 Bauer, H.H. / Albrecht, C.-M. / Sauer, N. E.: Markenstress bei Jugendlichen. Entwicklung eines Messinstruments am Beispiel 
von Kleidung, 2005 

W087 Bauer, H. H. / Schüle, A. / Neumann, M. M.: Kundenvertrauen in Lebensmitteldisounter. Eine experimentelle Untersuchung, 
2005 

W086 Bauer, H. H./ Neumann, M. M. / Mäder, R.: Virtuelle Verkaufsberater in interaktiven Medien. Eine experimentelle Untersuchung 
zur Wirkung von Avataren in interaktiven Medien, 2005 

W085 Bauer, H. H. / Neumann, M. M. / Haber, T. E. / Olic, K.: Markendifferenzierung mittels irrelevanter Attribute. Eine experimentel-
le Studie, 2005 

W084 Homburg, Ch. / Kuester, S. / Beutin, N. / Menon, A.: Determinants of Customer Benefits in Business-to-Business Markets: A 
Cross-Cultural Comparison, 2005 

W083 Homburg, Ch. / Fürst, A.: How Organizational Complaint Handling Drives Customer Loyalty: An Analysis of the Mechanistic 
and the Organic Approach, 2005 

W082 Homburg, Ch. / Koschate, N.: Behavioral Pricing-Forschung im Überblick – Erkenntnisstand und zukünftige Forschungsrich-
tungen, 2005 

W081 Bauer, H. H. / Exler, S. / Sauer, N.: Der Beitrag des Markenimage zur Fanloyalität. Eine empirische Untersuchung am Beispiel 
der Klubmarken der Fußball-Bundesliga, 2004 

W080 Homburg, Ch. / Bucerius, M.: A Marketing Perspective on Mergers and Acquisitions: How Marketing Integration Affects Post-
Merger Performance, 2004 

W079 Homburg, Ch. / Koschate, N. / Hoyer, W. D.: Do Satisfied Customers Really Pay More? A Study of the Relationship between 
Customer Satisfaction and Willingness to Pay, 2004 

W078 Bauer, H. H. / Hammerschmidt, M. / Garde, U.: Messung der Werbeeffizienz – Eine Untersuchung am Beispiel von Online-
Werbung, 2004 

W077 Homburg, Ch. / Jensen, O.: Kundenbindung im Industriegütergeschäft, 2004 

W076 Bauer, H. H. / Reichardt, T. / Neumann, M. M.: Bestimmungsfaktoren der Konsumentenakzeptanz von Mobile Marketing in 
Deutschland. Eine empirische Untersuchung, 2004 

W075 Bauer, H. H. / Sauer, N. E. / Schmitt,P.: Die Erfolgsrelevanz der Markenstärke in der 1. Fußball-Bundesliga, 2004 

W074 Homburg, Ch. / Krohmer, H.: Die Fliegenpatsche als Instrument des wissenschaftlichen Dialogs. Replik zum Beitrag „Trotz 
eklatanter Erfolglosigkeit: Die Erfolgsfaktorenforschung weiter auf Erfolgskurs“ von Alexander Nicolai und Alfred Kieser, 2004 

W073 Bauer, H. H. / Neumann, M. M. / Lange, M. A.: Bestimmungsfaktoren und Wirkungen von Mitarbeiterzufriedenheit. Eine empiri-
sche Studie am Beispiel des Automobilhandels, 2004 

W072 Bauer, H. H. / Hammerschmidt, M. / Garde, U.: Marketingeffizienzanalyse mittels Efficient Frontier Benchmarking - Eine An-
wendung der Data Envelopment Analysis, 2004 

W071 Bauer, H. H. / Neumann, M. M. / Hölzing, J. A.: Markenallianzen als Instrument des Imagetransfers im elektronischen 
Handel, 2004 

W070 Bauer, H. H. / Mäder, R. / Valtin, A.: Auswirkungen des Markennamenwechsels auf den Markenwert. Eine Analyse der Konse-
quenzen von Markenportfoliokonsolidierung, 2003 

W069 Bauer, H. H. / Neumann, M. M. / Hoffmann, Y.: Konsumententypologisierung im elektronischen Handel. Eine interkulturelle 
Untersuchung, 2003 



 
Institut für Marktorientierte Unternehmensführung 

   

W068 Homburg, Ch. / Stock, R.: The Link between Salespeople's Job Satisfaction and Customer Satisfaction in a Business-to-
Business Context. A dyadic Analysis, 2003 

W067 Homburg, Ch. / Koschate, N.: Kann Kundenzufriedenheit negative Reaktionen auf Preiserhöhungen abschwächen? Eine 
Untersuchung zur moderierenden Rolle von Kundenzufriedenheit bei Preisanstiegen, 2003 

W066 Bauer, H. H. / Neumann, M. M. / Hölzing, J. A. / Huber, F.: Determinanten und Konsequenzen von Vertrauen im elektronischen 
Handel. Eine kausalanalytische Studie, 2003 

W065 Bauer, H. H. / Hammerschmidt, M. / Elmas, Ö.: Messung und Steuerung der Kundenbindung bei Internetportalen, 2003 

W064 Bauer, H. H. / Falk, T. / Hammerschmidt, M.: Servicequalität im Internet. Messung und Kundenbindungseffekte am Beispiel 
des Internet-Banking, 2003 

W063 Bauer, H. H. / Sauer, N. E. / Müller, V.: Nutzen und Probleme des Lifestyle-Konzepts für das Business-to-Consumer Marketing, 
2003 

W062 Bauer, H. H. /Sauer, N. E. / Ebert, S.: Die Corporate Identity einer Universität als Mittel ihrer strategischen Positionierung. 
Erkenntnisse gewonnen aus einem deutsch-amerikanischen Vergleich, 2003 

W061 Homburg, Ch. / Sieben, F. / Stock, R.: Einflussgrößen des Kundenrückgewinnungserfolgs. Theoretische Betrachtung und 
empirische Befunde im Dienstleistungsbereich, 2003 

W060 Bauer, H. H. / Sauer, N. E. / Müller, A.: Frauen als Zielgruppe. Das Beispiel einer geschlechtsspezifischen Vermarktung von 
Bildungsangeboten, 2003 

W059 Bauer, H. H. / Keller, T. / Hahn, O.K.: Die Messung der Patientenzufriedenheit, 2003 
W058 Homburg, Ch. / Stock, R.: Führungsverhalten als Einflussgröße der Kundenorientierung von Mitarbeitern. Ein dreidimensiona-

les Konzept, 2002 
W057 Bauer, H. H. / Hammerschmidt, M./Staat, M.: Analyzing Product Efficiency. A Customer-Oriented Approach, 2002 
W056 Bauer, H. H. / Grether, M.: Ein umfassender Kriterienkatalog zur Bewertung von Internet-Auftritten nach markenpolitischen 

Zielen, 2002 
W055 Homburg, Ch. / Faßnacht, M. / Schneider, J.: Opposites Attract, but Similarity Works. A Study of Interorganizational Similarity 

in Marketing Channels, 2002 
W054 Homburg, Ch. / Faßnacht, M. / Günther, Ch.: Erfolgreiche Umsetzung dienstleistungsorientierter Strategien von Industriegü-

terunternehmen, 2002 
W053 Homburg, Ch. / Workman, J.P. / Jensen, O.: A Configurational Perspective on Key Account Management, 2002 
W052 Bauer, H. H. / Grether, M. / Sattler, C.: Werbenutzen einer unterhaltenden Website. Eine Untersuchung am Beispiel der Moor-

huhnjagd, 2001 
W051 Bauer, H. H. / Jensen, S.: Determinanten der Kundenbindung. Überlegungen zur Verallgemeinerung der Kundenbindungsthe-

orie, 2001 
W050 Bauer, H. H. / Mäder, R. / Fischer, C.: Determinanten der Werbewirkung von Markenhomepages, 2001 
W049 Bauer, H. H. / Kieser, A. / Oechsler, W. A. / Sauer, N. E.: Die Akkreditierung. Eine Leistungsbeurteilung mit System?, 2001, 
W048 Bauer, H. H. / Ohlwein, M.: Zur Theorie des Kaufverhaltens bei Second-Hand-Gütern, 2001 
W047 Bauer, H. H. / Brünner, D. / Grether, M. / Leach, M.: Soziales Kapital als Determinante der Kundenbeziehung, 2001 
W046 Bauer, H. H. / Meeder, U. / Jordan, J.: Eine Konzeption des Werbecontrolling, 2000 
W045 Bauer, H. H. / Staat, M. / Hammerschmidt, M.: Produkt-Controlling. Eine Untersuchung mit Hilfe der Data Envelopment Analy-

sis (DEA), 2000 
W044 Bauer, H. H. / Moch, D.: Werbung und ihre Wirkung auf die Tabaknachfrage. Eine Übersicht der theoretischen und empiri-

schen Literatur, 2000 
W043 Homburg, Ch. / Kebbel, Ph.: Komplexität als Determinante der Qualitätswahrnehmung von Dienstleistungen, 2000 
W042 Homburg, Ch. / Kebbel, Ph.: Involvement als Determinante der Qualitätswahrnehmung von Dienstleistungen, 2000 
W041 Bauer, H. H. / Mäder, R. / Huber, F.: Markenpersönlichkeit als Grundlage von Markenloyalität. Eine kausalanalytische Studie, 

2000 
W040 Bauer, H. H. / Huber, F. / Bächmann, A.: Das Kaufverhalten bei Wellness Produkten. Ergebnisse einer empirischen Studie am 

Beispiel von Functional Food, 2000 
W039 Homburg, Ch. / Stock, R.: Der Zusammenhang zwischen Mitarbeiter- und Kundenzufriedenheit. Eine dyadische Analyse, 2000
W038 Becker, J. / Homburg, Ch.: Marktorientierte Unternehmensführung und ihre Erfolgsauswirkungen. Eine empirische Untersu-

chung, 2000 
W037 Bauer, H. H. / Fischer, M.: Die simultane Messung von Kannibalisierungs-, substitutiven Konkurrenz- und Neukäuferanteilen 

am Absatz von line extensions auf der Basis aggregierter Daten, 2000 
W036 Homburg, Ch. / Pflesser, Ch.: A Multiple Layer Model of Market-Oriented Organizational Culture. Measurement Issues and 

Performance Outcomes., 2000 
 

Weitere Arbeitspapiere finden Sie auf unserer Internet-Seite: www.imu-mannheim.de 



Homburg/Jensen/Workman 
A Configurational Perspective on Key Account Management 

 

CONTENTS 

1. Introduction ..................................................................................................1 
2. Literature Review .........................................................................................4 

2.1. Key Account Management Research....................................................4 
2.2. Research Related to Key Account Management Research ..................8 

3. An Integrative Conceptualization of KAM...................................................10 
3.1. Approach to the Conceptualization .....................................................10 
3.2. Fundamental Dimensions of KAM.......................................................11 

3.2.1. Activities....................................................................................13 
3.2.2. Actors........................................................................................13 
3.2.3. Resources.................................................................................14 
3.2.4. Formalization ............................................................................16 

3.3. Additional Descriptive Variables..........................................................16 
3.4. Outcomes ...........................................................................................17 

4. Methodology ..............................................................................................18 
4.1. Data Collection and Sample................................................................18 
4.2. Measure Development Procedures.....................................................21 
4.3. Taxonomic Procedures .......................................................................23 

5. Results .......................................................................................................25 
5.1. Taxonomy of Approaches to KAM ......................................................25 
5.2. Comparison with Existing Research ...................................................31 
5.3. Outcomes ...........................................................................................32 

6. Discussion..................................................................................................35 
6.1. Research Contribution ........................................................................35 
6.2. Avenues for Future Research .............................................................37 
6.3. Managerial Implications ......................................................................38 

7. Conclusion .................................................................................................38 
8. Appendix ....................................................................................................40 
9. References.................................................................................................42 

 



Homburg/Jensen/Workman 
A Configurational Perspective on Key Account Management 

 

LIST OF FIGURES 

Figure 1: Conceptualization of Key Account Management ................................... 12 

 

LIST OF TABLES 

Table 1: Selected Key Account Management Literature......................................... 6 

Table 2: Sample Composition............................................................................... 21 

Table 3: Cluster Description ................................................................................. 26 

Table 4: Verbal Cluster Description ...................................................................... 27 

Table 5: Position of Key Account Coordinators .................................................... 28 

Table 6: Performance Outcomes.......................................................................... 34 

Table 7: Results of ANCOVA................................................................................ 35 

 

 



Homburg/Jensen/Workman 
A Configurational Perspective on Key Account Management 

 

ABSTRACT 

Most firms struggle with the challenge of managing their key customer accounts. There 

is a significant gap between the importance of this organizational design problem in 

practice and the research attention paid to it. Sound academic research on key account 

management (KAM) is very limited and fragmented. Drawing on research on KAM and 

team selling, the authors develop an integrative conceptualization of KAM and define 

key constructs in four areas: (1) Activities, (2) Actors, (3) Resources, (4) Approach 

Formalization. Adopting a configurational perspective to organizational research, the 

authors then use numerical taxonomy to empirically identify eight prototypical KAM 

approaches based on a cross-industry, cross-national study. The results show 

significant performance differences between the approaches. Overall, the paper builds a 

bridge between marketing organization research and relationship marketing research. 
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1. Introduction 

Many companies today are faced with powerful and more demanding customers. These powerful 

buyers have in many industries been shaped through corporate mergers and have been visible in 

many industry sectors such as retailing, automotive, computers, and pharmaceuticals. These large 

customers often rationalize their supply base to cooperate more closely with a limited number of 

preferred suppliers (e.g., Dorsch, Swanson and Kelley 1998; Stump 1995). They may demand 

special value-adding activities from their suppliers, such as joint product development, financing 

services, or consulting services (Cardozo, Shipp, and Roering 1992). Also, many buying firms 

have centralized their procurement and expect a similarly coordinated selling approach from their 

suppliers. For example, global industrial customers may demand uniform pricing terms, logistics, 

and service standards on a worldwide basis from their suppliers (Montgomery and Yip 2000). 

These demands from important accounts raise an organizational design problem for many 

suppliers. As Kempeners and van der Hart (1999, p. 312) note, “Organizational structure is 

perhaps the most interesting and controversial part of account management.” Internal 

organizational structures often hamper a coordinated account management, such as when the 

same customer is served by decentralized product divisions or by highly independent local sales 

operations. In addition, the complex set of activities for complex customers cannot be handled by 

the sales function alone, but requires participation from other functional groups. These 

developments have induced many suppliers to rethink how they manage their most important 

customers and how they design their internal organization in order to be responsive to these key 

customers. In this context, firms are increasingly organizing around customers and are shifting 

resources from product divisions or regional divisions to customer-focused business units 

(Homburg, Workman, and Jensen 2000). Many firms are establishing specialized key account 

managers and are forming customer teams that are composed of people from sales, marketing, 

finance, logistics, quality and other functional groups (Millman 1996; Wotruba and Castleberry 

1993).  

The increasing emphasis on key account management (KAM) has been argued to be one of the 

most fundamental changes in marketing organization in a recent study by Homburg, Workman, 
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and Jensen (2000). Given the relevance of designing KAM in practice, sound academic research 

on this topic is still surprisingly limited. Millman (1996, p. 631) notes that “Key account 

management is under researched and its efficacy, therefore, is only partially understood.” While 

management approaches to the most important customers have received some research attention 

over the past 25 years (Shapiro and Moriarty 1984a; Weilbaker and Weeks 1997), the existing 

literature has a number of shortcomings. First, research has been fragmented and has not 

consolidated specific design aspects of KAM into a coherent framework. Second, conceptual and 

empirical work on KAM has primarily been based on observations of formalized key account 

programs in Fortune 500 companies and has hardly been extended to non-formalized KAM 

approaches. Third, broad-based empirical research on KAM is still scarce as noted by Kempeners 

and van der Hart 1999 (p. 311): “Although Stevenson (1980) noted almost 20 years ago that: 

‘despite widespread industrial use, there has been little empirical research on national account 

marketing’, it seems that this is still true.” Where empirical work has been done in the past, it has 

essentially been descriptive. Finally, given that conceptual work has suggested a variety of 

design options (Shapiro and Moriarty 1984a), there is little empirical knowledge of which types 

of approaches to KAM actually occur in practice and how successful these are. 

Given these gaps in knowledge about KAM, the overall objective of this article is to study the 

design of approaches to KAM. More specifically, we seek to: 

1. derive the core design dimensions of KAM approaches from the KAM literature and 

from related research areas in order to develop an integrative conceptualization of key 

account management, 

2. identify the key constructs within these design dimensions and develop instruments for 

measuring these constructs, 

3. identify prototypical approaches to key account management in practice based on a 

cross-national, cross-industry taxonomy, 

4. explore the outcomes of different KAM approaches. 

Given that taxonomies are less frequently developed than conceptual models, a few comments on 

their value are in order. As Hunt (1991, p. 176) has noted, classification schemata, such as 
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typologies or taxonomies, “play fundamental roles in the development of a discipline since they 

are the primary means for organizing phenomena into classes or groups that are amenable to 

systematic investigation and theory development.” Given that the conceptual knowledge about 

the design of KAM is at an early stage and that our research endeavor is to expand its scope, a 

taxonomy is particularly useful in providing the field with new organization. By means of the 

taxonomy, we are studying the complex KAM phenomenon through holistic patterns of multiple 

variables rather than isolated variables and their bivariate relations. This research approach is 

consistent with the configurational perspective to organizational analysis that has been gaining 

increasing attention (Meyer, Tsui, and Hinings 1993). The basic premise of the configurational 

perspective is that “Organizational structures and management systems are best understood in 

terms of overall patterns rather than in terms of analyses of narrowly drawn sets of organizational 

properties” (Meyer, Tsui, and Hinings 1993, p. 1181). Thus, the configurational perspective 

complements the traditional contingency approach (Mahajan and Churchill 1990). Two 

alternatives of identifying configurations have been distinguished: Typologies represent 

classifications based on a priori conceptual distinctions, while taxonomies are empirically derived 

groupings (Hunt 1991; Rich 1992; Sanchez 1993). Given our goal of identifying approaches to 

KAM in practice, we are taking a taxonomical approach. Hunt (1991) notes that grouping 

phenomena through taxonomies as opposed to typologies requires substantially less a priori 

knowledge about which specific properties are likely to be powerful for classification, because 

taxonomical procedures are better equipped to handle large numbers of properties  

The paper is organized as follows. First, we summarize the literature on KAM and evaluate 

contributions that the personal selling and sales management literature provide  for KAM. Based 

on the literature review, we develop a multi-dimensional conceptualization of KAM and identify 

outcomes of KAM. We then describe a large-scale survey of KAM approaches and develop the 

taxonomy. This is followed by an exploration of how the different approaches perform. We 

conclude by discussing implications for theory and for managerial practice. 
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2. Literature Review 

2.1. Key Account Management Research 

We subsume under key account management all approaches to managing the most important 

customers that have been discussed under such diverse terms as key account management, key 

account selling, national account management, national account selling, strategic account 

management, major account management, or global account management. “National account” 

management has become a misnomer as business with important customers increasingly spans 

country borders (Colletti and Tubridy 1987). While some research has focused on global 

accounts (Montgomery and Yip 2000; Yip and Madsen 1996), the term key account management 

(KAM hereafter) appears to be the most accepted term in recent publications (Jolson 1997; 

McDonald, Millman, and Rogers 1997; Pardo 1997; Sharma 1997) and is the most widely used 

term in Europe.1 

Table 1 presents a summary of selected KAM research. We segment this research into articles 

focusing on: (A) individual key account managers, (B) dyadic relationships between suppliers 

and key accounts, and (C) the design of key account programs. Given our objective of 

understanding the design of KAM approaches, group (C) is most relevant to our paper. 

                                                      

1 It is worth nothing that some companies use different labels to denote varying degrees of an account’s importance 
within a key account program (Napolitano 1997; Shapiro and Moriarty 1982). 
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Author(s) Year Empirical Basis Dimensions
Discussed 

Main Focus / Key Statements 

Group (A): Research on Key Account Managers 
Boles, 
Barksdale, 
and Johnson 

1996 73 national account decision 
makers from NAMA* list 

 • Identifies salesperson activities, skills and attitudes that are 
appreciated by key account decision makers 

Weeks and 
Stevens 

1997 133 NAMA members  • Key account managers are dissatisfied with sales training programs 
• Descriptives on experience and skills of key account managers 

Group (B): Research on Key Account Relationships 
Lambe and 
Spekman 

1997 118 managers, mostly U.S. 
based 

 • Explores differences between national account relationships and 
other types of strategic alliances 

McDonald, 
Millman, and 
Rogers 

1997 Interviews with 11 KA 
manager / purchasing 
manager dyads 

 • Describes development of key account relationships from pre-KAM, 
transactional phase to collaborative relationship that goes along with 
increasing complexity of involvement 

Pardo 1997 20 interviews with key 
accounts of electricity and 
telephone company 

 • Suggests three types how key accounts perceive KAM: 
disenchantment, interest, and enthusiasm 
• Moderators of KAM program perception by customers are: 
perceived product importance, centralization of purchase decisions 

Sengupta 
and Krapfel 
and Pusateri 

1997b 176 NAMA members in 
manufacturing and service 
companies 

 • Switching costs in key account relationships 

Sharma 1997 109 interviews with buyers of 
telephone equipment 

 • Customers’ preference for KAM programs depends on levels 
involved in purchasing, functions involved in purchasing and time taken 
for purchasing 

Group (C): Research on Key Account Management Approaches 
Colletti and 
Tubridy  

1987 105 NAMA members Actors • Explores reporting level, time utilization, compensation, and required 
skills of account managers 

Dishman and 
Nitse  

1998 27 interviews with NAMA 
members whose key account 
program is older than 5 years 

Actors • Implementation options of national account management are: 
cooperation with existing salesforce, company executives, or a separate 
salesforce 
• Descriptives on number and size of customers in KAM program 

Group (C): Research on Key Account Management Approaches (continued) 
Montgomery 
and Yip  

2000 191 managers in 165 
manufacturing and service 
companies 

Activities, 
Actors, 
Outcomes of 
KAM 

• Use of global account management structures will increase 
• Use of global account management structures is driven by customer 
demand 
• Customer demands encompass coordination of resources, uniform 
terms of trade, consistency in service quality and performance 
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Napolitano 1997 NAMA study among Fortune 
1000 companies, no sample 
size provided 

Actors, 
Outcomes of 
KAM 

• Number of NA managers has tripled between 1992 and 1996 
• 53% of companies report poor effectiveness of partnering with 
customers 

Pardo and 
Salle and 
Spencer 

1995 10 interviews within one 
telecom company 

Activities, 
Actors, 
Resources 

• Case study of one key account program over 20 years 

Pegram 1972 250 interviews with 
executives in manufacturing 
and service companies 

Activities, 
Actors 

• Describes alternatives for assigning KAM responsibility on a part-
time or on a full-time basis 

Platzer 1984 130 interviews with national 
account executives 

Activities, 
Actors, 
Resources, 
Outcomes of 
KAM 

• Describes activities for key accounts 
• Describes types of national account units 
• Describes success factors of national account programs  

Sengupta 
and Krapfel 
and Pusateri 

1997a 176 NAMA members in 
manufacturing and service 
companies 

Actors, 
Outcomes of 
KAM 

• Descriptive statistics on growth of KAM approaches, and key 
account manager workload 
• Identifies customer-based compensation as a success factor of KAM 

Shapiro and 
Moriarty  

1984a 100+ interviews in 19 
manufacturing and service 
companies 

Actors • Describes alternatives for integrating a KAM program into the 
structural organization 
• Discusses issues concerning the internal structure of KAM units 

Shapiro and 
Moriarty  

1984b 100+ interviews in 19 
manufacturing and service 
companies 

Activities, 
Resources 

• Describes customer need for activities in such areas as pricing, 
products, service, and information 
• Describes roles of various functional groups in the performance of 
activities for key accounts 

Stevenson 1981 34 executives in 33 
manufacturing companies 

Actors, 
Outcomes of 
KAM 

• Explores payoffs from national account management 

Wotruba and 
Castleberry  

1993 107 NAMA members Actors, 
Outcomes of 
KAM 

• Explores staffing procedures for KAM positions 
• Performance of key account managers is affected by length of 
tenure, age of program, and time devoted to key accounts 

Yip and 
Madsen 

1996 Case studies of IBM, AT&T, 
HP 

Actors, 
Resources 

• Develops framework for global account management 
• Describes internal cooperation for key accounts in global companies 

*: National Account Management Associations 

Table 1: Selected Key Account Management Literature 
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Since Group (A) takes the individual key account manager as the unit of analysis, it is very close 

to personal selling research. Weeks and Stevens (1997) find considerable dissatisfaction of key 

account managers with their current training programs. Boles, Barksdale, and Johnson (1996) 

identify behaviors required of key account salespersons in order to build successful key account 

relationships. 

Group (B) is closely related to relationship marketing research. Several authors describe an 

evolutionary path of key account relationships from lower to higher degrees of involvement and 

collaboration (Lambe and Spekman 1997; McDonald, Millman, and Rogers 1997). Sharma 

(1997) found that customers’ preference for being served by key account programs is particularly 

high when their buying process is long and complex. Sengupta, Krapfel, and Pusateri (1997b) 

study switching costs in key account relationships. 

Group (C) which focuses on overall management of key accounts is the largest group, which is 

consistent with Pardo’s (1999, p. 286) conclusion that “Today, key account experts on both sides 

of the Atlantic agree on ... the problem of key account management as being an organizational 

one.” While all studies in Group (C) deal with the design of key account programs, none of these 

integrates the main aspects of key account program design within one study.  

Four main themes emerge from the literature on key account programs. First, key account 

programs encompass special (interorganizational) activities for key accounts that are not offered 

to average accounts. These special activities pertain to such areas as pricing, products, services, 

distribution, and information sharing (Cardozo, Shipp, and Roering 1992; Montgomery and Yip 

2000; Shapiro and Moriarty 1984b). Second, key account programs frequently involve special 

(intraorganizational) actors who are dedicated to key accounts. These key account managers are 

typically responsible for a number of key accounts and report high in the organization (Colletti 

and Tubridy 1987; Dishman and Nitse 1998; Wotruba and Castleberry 1993). They may be 

placed in the supplier’s headquarter, in the local sales organization of the key account’s country, 

or even on the key account’s facilities (Millman 1996; Yip and Madsen 1996). It is frequently 

stressed that key account managers need special compensation arrangements and skills, which 

has implications for their selection, training, and career paths (Colletti and Tubridy 1987; Tice 

1997). Third, key account management is a multi-functional effort involving, beside marketing 
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and sales, functional groups such as manufacturing, R&D, and finance (Shapiro and Moriarty 

1984b). Fourth, the formation of key account programs is influenced by characteristics of buyers 

and of the market environment such as purchasing centralization, purchasing complexity, demand 

concentration, and competitive intensity (Boles, Johnston, and Gardner 1999; Stevenson 1980). 

We observe a number of shortcomings in prior research. First, the design issues above have 

mostly been studied in isolation and have not been consolidated into a coherent framework. 

Shapiro’s and Moriarty’s (1984a, p. 34) assessment that “the term national account management 

program is fraught with ambiguity” is still valid. Second, there is a general lack of quantitative 

empirical studies on the design issues above, particularly on the cross-functional linkages of 

KAM. Where quantitative research has been undertaken, is has essentially been descriptive and 

has not systematically developed and validated measures. Third, much of the empirical work that 

has been done (and has driven conceptual ideas) is based on observations in large, Fortune 500 

companies with sophisticated, formalized key account programs. This excludes small and 

medium-sized companies that actively manage relationships with key accounts, but do not 

formalize the key account management approach. Quantitative empirical research has not taken 

up a comment by Shapiro and Moriarty (1984a, p. 5) in their early conceptual work that “the 

simplest structural option is no program at all.” Fourth, given that conceptual work has 

mentioned a variety of structural options (Shapiro and Moriarty 1984a), there is no broad-based 

empirical work that allows generalizations about how KAM is done in practice. We now position 

KAM research in a wider research context and evaluate the contribution of related research to the 

open issues in the KAM literature.  

2.2. Research Related to Key Account Management Research 

KAM can be subsumed under the wider context of personal selling and sales management 

research. From a sales management perspective, KAM represents one element within a 

differentiated sales force that stands next to other elements such as telemarketing, demonstration 

centers, and traditional personal and face-to-face selling (Cardozo, Shipp, and Roering 1987; 

Marshall, Moncrief, and Lask 1999). According to Shapiro and Wyman (1981, p. 104), “National 

account management thus is an extension, improvement, and outgrowth of personal selling.”  
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Most personal selling research has a different level of analysis than our work. Although this 

literature has examined relationship-building activities for important customers (Jolson 1997; 

Weitz and Bradford 1999; Wotruba 1991) and has produced empirical classifications based on 

activities (Moncrief 1986), its level of analysis is the individual salesperson. Hence, while 

potentially enhancing knowledge about individual key account managers, this research 

contributes little to understanding organizational approaches to KAM. 

In recent years, however, there has been a shift in the level of analysis from the individual 

salesperson to the selling team (Weitz and Bradford 1999). There is growing recognition that 

functional groups other than sales play an important role in interactions with customers (Hutt, 

Johnston, and Ronchetto 1985; Spekman and Johnston 1986). The team-selling literature has 

distinguished between “core selling teams” that are permanently assigned to customer accounts 

and the wider “selling center” which consists of members of all functional groups who participate 

on an ad-hoc basis (Moon and Gupta 1997; Smith and Barclay 1990). Moon and Armstrong 

(1994, p. 19) explicitly link team selling literature to KAM by noting that “conceptually, national 

account teams can be viewed as selling teams ... that service large, complex customers.”  

The team selling literature enhances our conceptual understanding of cross-functional 

cooperation for key accounts. One fundamental problem for sales managers is to obtain the 

cooperation of other organizational members without having formal authority over them 

(Spekman and Johnston 1986). Thus, the achievement of selling tasks is hypothesized to be 

dependent on the selling center participants’ commitment to the selling team and its goals (Smith 

and Barclay 1993) and on their connection through communication flows (Moon and Gupta 

1997). However, empirical research on team selling is just as scarce as empirical research on 

cross-functional cooperation in KAM. 

At this point, it is important to clarify how our research perspective differs from the vast body of 

research on relationship marketing and market orientation. Relationship marketing research 

focuses more on interorganizational issues between suppliers and their customers, such as how 

marketing relationships are built and maintained and what benefits accrue (Morgan and Hunt 

1999). These are mostly assessed from the customer’s perspective. On the contrary, our focus is 

more on how firms organize and cooperate internally. Additionally, our level of analysis is the 
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KAM approach (which encompasses relationships with a number of important customers), while 

the unit of analysis in most of the relationship marketing literature is a given dyadic relationship 

with an individual customer. Since most firms have the challenge to array their organizational 

resources at a set of strategically important customers rather than just one, ours is an important 

perspective for study. Market orientation research, in turn, does study both intraorganizational 

and interorganizational cooperation to create superior value for buyers. How, this research 

studies constructs on a rather high level of abstraction. Another key difference to KAM is that 

market orientation literature treats the customer base as a whole and does not differentiate 

between important customers and average customers. 

3. An Integrative Conceptualization of KAM 

3.1. Approach to the Conceptualization 

In this section, we will blend the insights from prior literature into an integrative 

conceptualization of KAM. Our conceptualization is composed of fundamental dimensions of 

KAM, each of which comprises several key constructs.  As these constructs will be used to 

develop a taxonomy of KAM approaches later in the paper, great care has to be given to their 

selection. As Bailey (1994, p. 2) notes “One basic secret to successful classification, then, is the 

ability to ascertain the key or fundamental characteristics on which the classification is to be 

based.” The literature suggests several differing, partly contradictive guidelines for the selection 

of input variables to a classification (see Rich 1992 for a review).  There is consensus that the 

input variables should be derived from theory and should be meaningful for the subject under 

study. Hence, given our integrative perspective on KAM, we will derive theory-based constructs 

from the literature that are comparable across a range of industries. 

The degree of admissible interdependencies between the cluster variables is more debated. While 

Sneath and Sokal (1973) advocate to exclude variables that are logically or empirically 

correlated, Arabie and Hubert (1994, p. 166) note that “it is difficult to imagine empirical data 

arising in the behavioral sciences that would have all columns mutually independent.” In 

addition, from a methodological vantage point, there is no assumption of uncorrelated variables 
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in most cluster methods (Milligan 1996, p. 347). We concur with the latter viewpoint in that we 

accept some conceptual overlap and correlation between the constructs. However, we will ensure 

discriminant validity in measuring these constructs. 

Another debate refers to the balance between completeness and parsimony of the input variables. 

Whereas McKelvey (1975) recommends to “define as many organizational attributes as 

possible,” Mayr (1969) notes that there is little point in using more dimensions than are necessary 

to build a sound taxonomy. From a methodological angle, the presence of spurious dimensions 

(i.e. dimensions that do not differentiate between clusters) has been shown to have a detrimental 

effect on the performance of clustering methods. Punj and Stewart (1983, p. 143) caution “to 

avoid ‘shotgun’ approaches where everything known about the observations is used as the basis 

for clustering.” Therefore, we will distinguish between two types of variables in developing our 

taxonomy. First, we will identify a parsimonious set of theory-based key constructs that serve as 

“active” input variables for the cluster algorithm. Second, we will complement these with a 

number of “passive”, non-theoretical, descriptive variables which will be used to further 

characterize the clusters. 

3.2. Fundamental Dimensions of KAM 

We begin our conceptualization of KAM by identifying the fundamental dimensions of the KAM 

phenomenon. Prior research on dimensions of KAM can be summarized in terms of three basic 

questions: (1) What is done?, (2) Who does it?, (3) With whom is it done? However, as we have 

elaborated in the literature review, the scope of prior research has been limited to formalized key 

account programs with designated key account managers in place. We claim that to formalize or 

not to formalize the key account approach represents a decision dimension of its own. Therefore, 

we add a fourth question to KAM research: (4) How formalized is it? This leads us to 

conceptualize four dimensions of KAM. Drawing on research on the management of 

collaborative relationships that has distinguished between activities, actors, and resources 

(Anderson, Hakansson, and Johanson 1994; Narus and Anderson 1995), we refer to the four 

dimensions as (1) Activities, (2) Actors, (3) Resources, and (4) Formalization. The first 

dimension refers to interorganizational issues while the other three refer to intraorganizational 
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issues in KAM. Figure 1 visualizes our conceptualization of KAM. 

Figure 1: Conceptualization of Key Account Management 

Previous definitions of KAM have tended to focus on specific dimensions of KAM. Some 

authors focus on special activities for key accounts. As an example, Barrett (1986, p. 64) states 

that “National account management simply means targeting the largest and most important 

customers by providing them with special treatment in the areas of marketing, administration, 

and service.” Others emphasize the dedication of special actors to key accounts. Yip and Madsen 

(1996, p. 24), for example, note that “National account management approaches include having 

one executive or team take overall responsibility for all aspects of a customer’s business.” Our 

conceptualization is more integrative because it encompasses both activities and actors, and 

additionally resources and formalization. 
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We will now go through each of the four fundamental dimensions of KAM to identify a 

parsimonious set of theoretically-based key constructs. Those will be used as (active) input 

variables for the cluster algorithm leading up to the taxonomy. We will then identify additional 

descriptive (passive) variables that will help to enrich our descriptions of the clusters. 

3.2.1. Activities 

As we have shown, both the KAM literature (e.g., Lambe and Spekman 1997; Montgomery and 

Yip 2000; Napolitano 1997; Shapiro and Moriarty 1984b) and the relationship marketing 

literature suggest inventories of activities that suppliers can do for their key accounts. Among 

these are special pricing, customization of products, provision of special services, customization 

of services, joint coordination of the workflow, information sharing as well as taking over 

business processes that the customers outsources. The first question that arises with respect to 

organizational activities is how intensely they should be pursued. Shapiro and Moriarty (1980, p. 

5) argue: “A key issue here is: How will or does the servicing of national accounts differ from 

that of other accounts?” Therefore, we define activity intensity as the extent to which the supplier 

does more for key accounts than for average accounts. 

Beside the level of intensity on an activity, another important conceptual issue is the origin of 

that intensity. Given that powerful customers are often forcing their suppliers into special 

activities, the question arises whether the supplier or the key account proposes a special activity. 

Millman (1999, p. 2) observes that “some ... programs are seller-initiated, some are buyer-

initiated.” Empirical results by Sharma (1997) and by Montgomery and Yip (2000) indicate that 

supplier firms indeed use KAM in response to customer demand for it. According to Arnold, 

Birkinshaw, and Toulan (1999, p. 15) “the proactive-reactive dimension matters a great deal.” 

Hence, we define activity proactiveness as the extent to which activities are initiated by the 

supplier. 

3.2.2. Actors 

Probably the most frequently discussed topic in key account program research is which special 

actors participate in key account activities. These specialized actors can be viewed as a personal 

coordination mode in KAM. The participation of special actors has a horizontal and a vertical 
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component.  The KAM literature suggests that there are many possibilities for horizontally 

placing KAM actors, ranging from a line manager who devotes part of his time to managing key 

accounts to teams who are fully dedicated to key accounts (Shapiro and Moriarty 1984a). 

Similarly, Olson, Walker, and Ruekert (1995) present a range of coordination mechanisms with a 

permanent team at one end of their continuum. Marshall, Moncrief, and Lassk (1999, p. 96) note 

“that team work is a fairly new concept in managing accounts and that salespeople are working in 

a team format much more today than in the past.” Cespedes, Doyle, and Freedman (1989) even 

argue that “selling is no longer an individual activity but rather a coordinated team effort.” It has 

been suggested the use of teams is a reaction to the use of purchasing teams on the buyer side 

(Hutt, Johnston, and Ronchetto 1985). We define the use of teams as the extent to which teams 

are formed to coordinate activities for key accounts. 

While teams refer to the horizontal participation in KAM, another fundamental issue pertains to 

vertical participation. KAM actors may be placed at the headquarters, at the division level, or at 

the regional level (Shapiro and Moriarty 1984a). The importance of senior executive involvement 

in KAM has frequently been underscored in the KAM literature. As Millman and Wilson (1999, 

p. 330) note, “Key account management is a strategic issue and the process should therefore be 

initiated and overseen by senior management.” Napolitano (1997) points out that “Top 

management must also play the lead role in securing business unit management support for the 

program.” This is supported by writers on strategy implementation who argue that the 

organization is a reflection of its top managers (Hambrick and Mason 1984). Empirical support 

for the importance of top management has been provided by Jaworski and Kohli (1993) who 

have found market orientation to be positively related to top management emphasis on it. 

Therefore, we define top management involvement as the extent to which senior management 

participates in KAM. Hence, the top management involvement construct adopted from the 

literature on strategy implementation and on market orientation, is conceptually close to the 

centralization construct used in organization theory, which refers to the extent of decision 

authority being concentrated on higher hierarchical levels. 

3.2.3. Resources 

As Shapiro and Moriarty (1984a, p. 2) have noted, “Much of the NAM concept as both a sales 
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and a management technique revolves around the coordination of all elements involved in 

dealing with the customer.” The KAM literature and the team selling literature have pointed out 

that support is needed for key account activities from such diverse functional groups as 

marketing and sales, logistics, manufacturing, IT, and finance and accounting (Moon and 

Armstrong 1994; Shapiro and Moriarty 1984b). “The key question, then, is: ...how can a 

salesperson obtain needed resources?” (Moon and Gupta 1997, p. 32). Obtaining resources has a 

pull and a push component. 

In some cases, key account managers have special organizational power to ensure full 

cooperation from other organizational members. In other instances, key account managers have 

to rely on their informal powers and interpersonal skills (Spekman and Johnston 1986, p. 522). 

As the key account manager is typically part of the sales function (Shapiro and Moriarty 1984a), 

this lack of authority is most obvious for functional resources outside marketing and sales. We 

define access to non-marketing and sales resources as the extent to which a key account manager 

can obtain needed contributions to KAM from non-marketing and sales groups. 

However, even within the marketing and sales function a key account manager may face 

difficulty in receiving support for his tasks (Homburg, Workman, and Krohmer 1999; Platzer 

1984). One common problem is the lack of authority over regional sales executives who handle 

the local business with global key accounts (Arnold, Birkinshaw, and Toulan 1999). For 

example, regional sales entities often resist company-wide agreements on prices or service 

standards. Therefore, we define access to marketing and sales resources as the extent to which a 

key account manager can obtain needed contributions to KAM from marketing and sales groups. 

While access to resources refers to pulling on resources, research on team selling has frequently 

emphasized that the achievement of cross-functional integration in the selling center is facilitated 

if the participating functions themselves push cooperation (Smith and Barclay 1993). Day (2000, 

p. 24) notes that in order to develop strong relationships with customers, “a relationship 

orientation must pervade the mind-sets, values, and norms of the organization.” Jaworski and 

Kohli (1993) refer to this concept of interdepartmental culture as esprit de corps. Culture is often 

viewed as a resource: “Organizational resources are the assets the firm possesses that arise from 

the organization itself, chief among these are the corporate culture and climate” (Morgan and 
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Hunt 1999, p. 284). Fisher, Maltz, and Jaworski (1997) note that esprit de corps fosters the 

exchange of customer and market information. Therefore, we define the Esprit de Corps of the 

selling center as the extent to which selling center participants feel obliged to common goals and 

to each other.  

3.2.4. Formalization 

As Shapiro and Moriarty (1984a) note, one of the “major organizational decisions that must be 

made as a company approaches a NAM program” is: “Should there be a NAM program or no 

program?” We believe that the distinction between more or less programmed approaches is 

highly relevant. As we have shown in our literature review, KAM approaches that do not have a 

key account program in place are under-researched.  

Characteristics of KAM programs are the definition of reporting lines and formal linkages 

between departments, the establishment of formal expense budgets, the documentation of 

processes, and the development of formal guidelines how to handle the accounts (Boles, Pilling, 

and Goodwyn 1994). Thus, in essence, the design decision of installing a key account program 

revolves around the question to what extent KAM should be formalized. Consistent with writers 

on marketing organization (Olson, Walker, and Ruekert 1995; Workman, Homburg, and Gruner 

1998), we define the formalization of a KAM approach as the extent to which the treatment of the 

most important customers is governed by formal rules and standard procedures. Hence, 

formalization can be viewed as an impersonal coordination mode as opposed to top management 

involvement and use of teams, which represent personal coordination modes in KAM. 

3.3. Additional Descriptive Variables 

In addition to the theoretical constructs developed above, the KAM literature also suggests a 

number of descriptive variables to characterize KAM approaches. These variables refer to very 

concrete, mostly demographic features of KAM approaches, such as the positions of key account 

managers. Because these variables are not theory-based, we will not use them as input to the 

cluster procedure. However, given that these variables have frequently been discussed in KAM 

publications, we will use them to enrich our interpretation of different KAM approaches later in 

the paper. 



Homburg/Jensen/Workman 
A Configurational Perspective on Key Account Management 

 

 

In many companies, KAM teams are lead by a key account manager. We define the key account 

coordinator as the person who is mainly responsible for coordinating activities related to key 

accounts. The first descriptive variable refers to the position of the key account coordinators. One 

possibility is to establish dedicated full-time positions for the coordination of key accounts 

(Pegram 1972). A fundamental question in this context is whether key account coordinators are 

placed in the supplier’s headquarters or locally in the country or geographic region of the key 

account’s headquarters. An alternative to the full-time option is a part-time responsibility. As 

Shapiro and Moriarty (1984a, p. 5) note, “the task is often taken on by top-level managers … In 

other companies top marketing and sales managers and/or field sales managers take the 

responsibility.” The second descriptive variable connects directly to this question of part-time vs. 

full-time responsibility. We define the key account coordinator’s dedication to key accounts as 

the percentage of their time they spend with managing key accounts vs. average accounts. 

Another question concerning the allocation of time is how much time is spent with customers 

compared to the time devoted to internal coordination. Colletti and Tubridy (1987) report that 

40% of a major account sales rep’s time is administration work. We define the internal 

orientation of key account coordinators as the percentage of their time they spend with internal 

coordination vs. externally with customers. A final descriptive question that has frequently been 

raised in KAM studies is how many accounts key account coordinators are typically looking after 

(Dishman and Nitse 1998; Sengupta, Krapfel, and Pusateri 1997a; Wotruba 1993). We define the 

span of accounts as the number of accounts for which key account coordinators are responsible. 

3.4. Outcomes 

One of our objectives is to go beyond the conceptualization of KAM approaches and the 

taxonomy to explore the performance effects of design decisions. We distinguish between 

outcomes with respect to key accounts and outcomes on the level of the overall organization. 

Given that KAM involves investing in special activities and actors for key accounts which are 

not available for average accounts, we define KAM effectiveness as the extent to which an 

organization achieves better relationship outcomes for its key accounts than for its average 

accounts. While the benefits of KAM have often been claimed in the KAM literature, empirical 

evidence on the outcomes of KAM is rare and methodologically limited to t-tests or correlations 
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of single item ratings of performance (Platzer 1984; Sengupta, Krapfel, and Pusateri 1997a; 

Stevenson 1981). A much better understanding of the outcomes of collaborative relationships has 

been developed by relationship marketing research (e.g., Kumar, Scheer and Steenkamp 1995). 

This literature suggests that firms, through building relationships, pursue such outcomes as long-

term orientation and continuity (e.g., Anderson and Weitz 1989; Ganesan 1994), commitment 

(e.g., Anderson and Weitz 1992; Geyskens et al. 1996; Gundlach, Achrol, and Mentzer 1995), 

trust (e.g., Geyskens, Steenkamp, and Kumar 1998; Moorman, Deshpandé, and Zaltman 1993; 

Rindfleisch 2000), and conflict reduction (e.g., Frazier, Gill, and Kale 1989). 

Some authors indicate that KAM has not only have outcomes with respect to key accounts, but 

also organization-level outcomes. As Cespedes (1993, p. 47) notes, “Another benefit is the 

impact on business planning. Salespeople at major accounts are often first in the organization to 

recognize emerging market problems and opportunities.” Of course, organization level outcomes 

are also affected by average accounts. Following the terminology of Ruekert, Walker, and 

Roering (1985), we distinguish between adaptiveness, effectiveness, and efficiency. We define 

• adaptiveness as the ability of the organization to change marketing activities to fit 

different market situations better than its competitors, 

• performance in the market as the extent to which the organization achieves better 

market outcomes than competitors, and 

• profitability as the organization’s average return on sales before taxes over the last 

three years. 

4. Methodology 

4.1. Data Collection and Sample 

Given our research objective of identifying prototypical approaches to KAM, we collected data 

using a mail survey in five business-to-business sectors in the United States and Germany. The 

questionnaire was initially designed in English based on an extensive literature review and on 

field interviews with 25 managers, consultants and academics in Germany and 25 in the U.S. 
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from an earlier qualitative research study on major trends in marketing organization. To ensure 

equivalent questionnaires in the two countries, the English version of the questionnaire was first 

translated into German by one expert translator and then retranslated into English by a second, 

each of whom was bilingual. The two expert translators reconciled differences. The resulting two 

versions of the questionnaire were pretested and modified in the U.S. and Germany on the basis 

of comments from eight marketing and sales managers who completed the entire survey. 

An important question in designing our empirical study is the appropriate informant(s). We recall 

that the object of our research is the overall organizational approach toward the entire portfolio of 

key customers. A first implication of this is that, for the intraorganizational issues, the number of 

potential informants is limited to higher-level managers who have an overview over the 

marketing and sales organization. A second implication is that, regarding the outcomes of KAM, 

ideally the dyadic perceptions of all key accounts would have to be combined. In light of the 

obvious selection problems to obtain multiple, knowledgeable high-level respondents as well as 

participation from several key accounts, we opted for a key informant approach. Though the 

single-respondent design curbs the generalizability of the results, the findings of John and Reve 

(1982, p. 522) “indicate that careful selection of informants in conjunction with the use of 

internally consistent multi-item scales can provide reliable and valid data.” Based on the field 

interviews, we determined that the most appropriate respondent is the head of the sales 

organization. We strived to minimize the limitation imposed by the single informant design by 

determining the competence of the respondent to answer the survey. Answers from lower-level 

respondents and from respondents with less than two years experience in the selling organization 

were excluded from the analysis. As the description of our sample will show, our respondents are 

high-level managers. 

A random sample of 1000 U.S. and 1000 German firms in the five business-to-business sectors 

were obtained from commercial list providers and an initial survey was sent to the head of the 

sales organization. The cover letter and directions on the survey indicated that the survey should 

be answered by a “VP or Director of Sales” or should be forwarded to someone familiar with 

how the firm’s most important set of customers are managed. As prior research has shown that 

managerial practice has different labels to denote important customers, respondents were asked to 
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fill out the survey with respect to their most important set of business customers, regardless of the 

label they use for these customers. A reminder postcard was sent one week after the initial 

mailing to encourage response. Follow-up phone calls starting two weeks later were made to 

verify the contact name, to verify the appropriateness of the firm for participation in the study, 

and to encourage response. A second mailing of the survey to all people was done approximately 

four weeks after the initial mailing. Based on the phone calls and undeliverable mail, we 

determined that 174 of the U.S. firms and 171 of the German firms were inappropriate for the 

study. We received responses from 264 German firms and 121 U.S. firms for effective response 

rates of 31.8% and 14.6% and an overall response rate of 23.3%. These response rates are in the 

range reported by other surveys sent to senior level sales and marketing managers (Harzing 1997) 

and are comparable to the response rates of other data collections for taxonomic purposes (Bunn 

1993; Cannon and Perreault 1999). 
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a) Position of Respondents Total 
(n=385) 

Managing Director, CEO, VP of Region, Head of Bus. Unit   19%
VP Marketing, VP Sales, VP Sales & Marketing   49%
Head of KAM, KA Manager   9%
Sales Manager, Product Manager   19%
Other    3%
 
b) Demographics of the Firms Germany

(n=264) 
U.S. 

(n=121) 
Total 

(n=385) 
Industry* Chemical & Pharmaceutical 24% 18% 22%

 Machinery 22% 30% 25%
 Computer & Electronics 17% 14% 16%
 Banks & Insurances 17% 11% 15%
 Food & Packaged Goods 20% 27% 22%

Annual Revenues* < $15 Million 5% 10% 6%
 $15-30 Million 14% 11% 13%
 $30-60 Million 20% 15% 18%
 $60-150 Million 17% 24% 19%
 $150-300 Million 13% 11% 13%
 $300-600 Million 11% 13% 12%
 $600-1500 Million 5% 10% 6%
 >$1500 Million 14% 11% 13%
* Equal structure of subsamples based on p(χ2)>.05 

Table 2: Sample Composition 

We controlled for a possible non-response bias in three ways. First, we divided the data into 

thirds in each country based on the number of days from initial mailing to response (Armstrong 

and Overton 1977). T-tests within each country between early and late respondents indicated no 

statistically significant differences (p<.05) between mean responses of early and late respondents. 

Second, we compared the German and the U.S. subsample. The distributions in the subsamples 

do not differ statistically by revenue and by industry based on Chi-square tests (p>.05). Third, we 

compared the resulting KAM types to approaches identified in prior literature. As we will 

elaborate in the results section, we found that our taxonomy reflects all approaches to KAM that 

have been discussed heretofore. This supports the external validity of our taxonomy. Actually we 

even detect a number of less formalized approaches that have not been described before. 

4.2. Measure Development Procedures 

General measurement approach. Given the scarcity of prior empirical research, most scales for 
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the study were newly generated. Three types of measures were used in the survey: single-item 

measures, reflective multi-item measures, and formative multi-item measures. A single-item 

measure used in the survey was profitability. If observed variables (and their variances and 

covariances) were manifestations of underlying constructs, we used a reflective measurement 

model (Bagozzi and Baumgartner 1994). In that case, the scales' psychometric properties can be 

assessed by means of criteria based on confirmatory factor analysis (Anderson and Gerbing 1988; 

Fornell and Larcker 1981). If necessary, the item pools were purified. Confirmatory factor 

analysis is considered to be superior to more traditional criteria (such as Cronbach’s alpha) in the 

context of scale validation because of its less restrictive assumptions (Bagozzi, Yi, and Phillips 

1991; Gerbing and Anderson 1988). We applied reflective measures if not otherwise indicated. 

If a construct was a summary index of observed variables, a formative measurement model 

(Bagozzi and Baumgartner 1994) is more appropriate. In that case, observed variables cover 

different facets of the construct and cannot be expected to have significant intercorrelations. We 

used a formative scale to measure the proactiveness of activities for key accounts because, unlike 

intensity, the proactiveness on one activity item is not intercorrelated with the proactiveness on 

another. As an example, intense coordination of manufacturing schedules (high intensity) often 

requires highly coordinated logistics (high intensity). However, if a key account demands from 

his supplier to coordinate manufacturing processes (low proactiveness), it may be the supplier 

who comes up with the suggestion to coordinate logistics as well in order to accomplish 

coordinated manufacturing (high proactiveness). Thus, while high intensity on one activity goes 

along with high intensity on another , this cannot be expected for proactiveness. The 

proactiveness construct has to be understood in terms of a proactiveness index across the partial 

activities. 

Control Variables. In examining the performance effects of KAM, we have controlled for the 

effects of two environmental variables. Uncertainty has been identified as a determinant of 

performance in much of the research on organization theory and strategy. Specifically, we control 

for market dynamism. If customer structure and customers needs change rapidly, it becomes 

more difficult for suppliers to be responsive to their needs. We also control for competitive 

intensity, which has been argued by many strategy researchers to be one of  the most important 
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determinants of performance (e.g., Porter 1980). Both control variables have frequently been 

employed by the related literature on market orientation (e.g., Jaworski and Kohli 1993; Pelham 

1999). 

Scale Assessment. The appendix provides our scale items and scale properties. Measure 

reliability and validity were assessed using confirmatory factor analysis. Composite reliability 

represents the shared variance among a set of observed variables measuring an underlying 

construct (Fornell and Larcker 1981). Each construct manifests a composite reliability of at least 

.6 (Bagozzi and Yi 1988, p. 82). Additionally, coefficient alpha values suggest a reasonable 

degree of internal consistency between the corresponding indicators. Nunnally (1978) 

recommends a threshold alpha value of 0.70, but suggests himself (1967, p. 226) that a level of 

0.6 is acceptable for exploratory research subjects (see also Murphy and Davidshofer 1988). For 

each of the KAM dimensions, outcomes, and control variables, discriminant validity was 

assessed based on the criterion suggested by Fornell and Larcker (1981) which is recognized as 

more rigorous than the alternative chi-square difference test.  

In order to assure measurement invariance across countries, we followed the procedure suggested 

by Steenkamp and Baumgartner (1998). Given the objective of our paper to test dependence 

relationships between variables, configurational invariance and metric invariance need to be 

fulfilled. Configurational invariance implies that the factorial structure underlying a set of 

observed measures is the same across the two countries. Metric invariance is a stricter criterion 

that assesses whether the units of measurement (i.e., the scale intervals) are equivalent in the 

German and the U.S. subsample. Using multiple-group confirmatory factor analysis, we found 

full configurational invariance and at least partial metric invariance (at least two items were 

metric invariant) for our constructs. Thus, merging the two national subsamples is valid. 

4.3. Taxonomic Procedures 

In the previous sections, we have identified fundamental dimensions of KAM approaches and 

have established rigorous measures of key constructs. Now, we will give a brief summary how 

we technically proceeded in identifying configurations of KAM on the basis of these key 

constructs. Given our objective of identifying prototypical approaches, our first decisions were to 
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use non-overlapping clustering and to use a distance measure. We followed the procedure used 

by Bunn (1993) and by Cannon and Perreault (1999) and took a multi-stage clustering approach. 

The two central issues in clustering are determining the appropriate number of clusters and 

assigning the observations to clusters.  

We used the hierarchical clustering algorithm developed by Ward (1963) in combination with 

Sarle’s (1983) cubic clustering criterion in order to determine the appropriate number of clusters. 

The cubic clustering criterion has been among the top-performing criteria in Milligan and 

Cooper’s (1985) comparative study of thirty methods for estimating the number of population 

clusters. Ward’s algorithm seeks at each step to form mutually heterogeneous and internally 

homogenous clusters in the sense of the least error sum of squares. Given the method’s 

sensitivity to outliers, we standardized the clustering variables through dividing each variable by 

its range. Clustering 10 randomly selected subsamples from our data, each containing two-thirds 

of the sample, we found strong support for an 8-cluster solution.2 We also evaluated the stability 

of the result after eliminating outliers. 

We then clustered the complete sample by means of a hybrid approach combining Ward’s 

method with the k-means approach (Punj and Stewart 1983). Simulation studies on the 

performance of clustering algorithms demonstrate that partitioning methods (e.g., k-means) yield 

excellent results if given a reasonable starting solution (see Milligan and Cooper 1987 for an 

overview). Using Ward’s method to compute a starting solution for k-means has been shown to 

be a powerful combination (Helsen and Green 1991) and has been recommended by Punj and 

Stewart (1983). Arabie and Hubert (1994, p. 169) note that “Nearly a decade later, that 

recommendation still seems like a good one.” Finally, we cross-validated the stability of the 

cluster assignment using the procedure recommended by Cannon (1992).3  

                                                      

2 Seven subsamples manifested eight clusters, one manifested seven clusters, and two manifested no cluster structure 
according to the cubic clustering criterion for a range of one to ten clusters. 
3 We split the sample into three equally large subsamples (A, B, C) and ran through the hybrid approach twice for 
{A ∪ B} and for {B ∪ C}. We then evaluated whether observations in subsample B had been assigned to the same 
cluster in both runs. 
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5. Results 

5.1. Taxonomy of Approaches to KAM 

Given that the clusters were obtained based on a purely technical procedure, it has to be ensured 

that different clusters are not the consequence of different understandings what an important 

account is. Therefore, we controlled for the importance of criteria based on which companies 

define and select their most important customers. For all clusters, the current and the potential 

sales volume clearly dominate other criteria, such as learning about key technologies, 

international scope of the account, possibility of using the account as a reference, demand for 

special treatment by the account or internal coordination problems in catering to the account. In 

conclusion, our statistical tests show that the clusters are comparable. 

The last step to the taxonomy is to validate the recognizability of the clusters, which is to verify 

whether they have meaningful interpretations (Rich 1992). Table 3 shows the cluster means for 

each of the eight cluster variables. Following the interpretation steps suggested by Bunn (1993), 

we first compared the clusters based on Duncan’s multiple range test and then transferred the 

resulting bands into verbal descriptions of a cluster’s position with respect to the cluster variables 

(see Table 4). Results for the additional, descriptive variables are shown in tables 3 and 5. 

We will now interpret the clusters in turn and will assign labels to the approaches. Although there 

are risks of oversimplification in using such labels, they serve the didactical purpose of 

highlighting empirically distinct aspects of different approaches and facilitate the discussion of 

the results. 
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 Cluster  

Dimension Variable 

Top-
Manage

ment 
KAM 

 
 

n=37 

Middle-
Manag
ement 
KAM 

 
 

n=76 

Operati
ng 

level 
KAM 

 
 

n=57 

Cross-
functio

nal, 
domi-
nant 
KAM 
n=44 

Unstru
ctured 
KAM 

 
 
 

n=38 

Isolate
d KAM

 
 
 
 

n=40 

Countr
y Club 
KAM 

 
 
 

n=37 

No 
KAM 

 
 
 
 

n=46 

Total 
 
n=375

Activity 
Intensity 5.08 bc 4.99 b 5.15 bc 5.44 c 4.75 b 5.00 b 4.19 a 4.11 a 4.86 

Activities 
Activity 
Proactiveness 4.15 bc 4.13 bc 4.27 ab 4.60 d 3.83 ab 4.16 bc 3.54 a 3.79 ab 4.08 

Formalization Approach 
Formalization 5.48 f 5.05 e 4.58 d 5.64 f 2.81 b 3.64 c 2.12 a 2.72 b 4.15 

Top 
Management 
Involvement 

5.66 e 3.98 c 3.19 b 4.48 d 2.52 a 4.23 cd 4.59 d 3.19 b 3.93 
Actors 

Use of Teams 5.05 d 3.08 b 5.32 de 5.62 e 3.16 b 4.49 c 2.18 a 2.53 a 3.93 

Selling Center 
Esprit de Corps 5.57 c 5.28 b 5.52 c 6.14 d 5.97 d 3.93 a 4.69 b 3.82 a 5.14 

Access to 
Marketing and 
sales 
Resources 

5.34 bc 5.82 de 5.11 b 6.51 f 5.95 d 5.50 cd 6.44 f 4.48 a 5.62 
Resources 

Access to Non-
Marketing and 
sales 
Resources 

4.37 a 5.18 b 4.42 a 6.05 c 5.51 b 4.29 a 5.40 b 4.13 a 4.92 

Dedication to 
Key Accounts 73% c 66% 

abc 70% bc 73% c 57% a 66% 

abc 
62% 

abc 57% ab 66% 

Internal 
Orientation 50% ab 49% ab 49% ab 46% a 62% c 51% ab 49% ab 58% bc 51% 

Additional, 
Descriptive 
Variables 

Span of 
Accounts 
(Median) 

5 5 5 5 5 5 8 10 5 

Reported values are mean values if not otherwise noted. In each row, cluster means that have the same superscript are not 
significantly different (p<.05) on the basis of Duncan’s multiple-range test. Means in the lowest band are assigned a, means in the 
next highest band  b etc. Means in the highest band are printed in bold, means in the lowest band in italics. 

Table 3: Cluster Description 
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 Key Account Management Approach  

Variable 

Top-
Manage-

ment 
KAM 

 
 

n=37 

Middle-
Manage-

ment 
KAM 

 
 

n=76 

Operati
ng level 

KAM 
 
 
 

n=57 

Cross-
function

al, 
domi-
nant 
KAM 
n=44 

Unstruc
tured 
KAM 

 
 
 

n=38 

Isolated 
KAM 

 
 
 
 

n=40 

Country 
Club 
KAM 

 
 
 

n=37 

No KAM 
 
 
 
 
 

n=46 

Total 
 
 
 
 

n=375 

Activity Intensity mediu
m-high medium mediu

m-high high medium medium low low  

Activity 
Proactiveness medium medium low-

medium high low-
medium medium low low-

medium  

Approach 
Formalization 

very 
high high rather 

high 
very 
high low Rather 

low 
very 
low low  

Top Management 
Involvement 

very 
high medium low high very 

low 
medium

-high high low  

Use of Teams much little 
much-
very 

much 

very 
much little medium very 

little 
very 
little  

Selling Center 
Esprit de Corps 

rather 
strong 

rather 
weak 

rather 
strong strong strong weak rather 

weak weak  

Access to 
Marketing and 
sales Resources 

rather 
low high low very 

high 
rather 
high medium very 

high 
very 
low  

Access to Non-
Marketing and 
sales Resources 

low medium low high medium low medium low  

Table 4: Verbal Cluster Description 
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 Key Account Management Approach  

Top-
Manage-

ment 
KAM 

 
n=37 

Middle-
Manage-

ment KAM 
 

n=76 

Operating 
level KAM 

 
 

n=57 

Cross-
functional, 
domi-nant 

KAM 
n=44 

Unstructure
d KAM 

 
 

n=38 

Isolated 
KAM 

 
 

n=40 

Country 
Club 
KAM 

 
n=37 

No KAM 
 
 
 

n=46 

Total 
 
 
 

n=375 

Position of 
Key Account 
Coordinator 

Head-
quarter Local Head-

quarter Local Head-
quarter Local Head-

quarter Local Head-
quarter Local Head-

quarter Local Head-
quarter Local Head-

quarter Local  

Normal Sales 
Manager 3.4%  5.8% 3.8% 2.4% 7.3% 6.3%  14.8% 3.7% 7.4% 11.1% 19.0% 14.3% 8.3% 8.3%  

Dedicated 
Sales 
Manager 

48.3% 13.8% 44.2% 17.3% 53.7% 17.1% 40.6% 25.0% 44.4% 7.4% 18.5% 33.3%  4.8% 22.2% 5.6%  

VP of Sales 24.1%  17.3% 5.8% 9.8%  15.6%  11.1% 3.7% 14.8%  28.6% 9.5% 30.6% 5.6%  

VP of 
Marketing 3.4%      3.1%  3.7%  3.7%  9.5%  8.3%   

General 
Manager   1.9% 1.9% 4.9%    11.1%  3.7%  9.5%  8.3%   

Other 6.9%  1.9%  4.9%  9.4%    7.4%  4.8%  2.8%   

Total 86.1% 13.8% 71.1% 28.8% 75.7% 24.4% 75.0% 25.0% 85.1% 14.8% 55.5% 44.4% 71.4% 28.6% 80.5% 19.5%  

Table 5: Position of Key Account Coordinators 
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Top-Management KAM. This approach truly deserves the name “program.” These companies 

highly formalize the management of their key accounts. Over 60% of companies in this cluster 

have dedicated sales managers coordinate activities for key accounts which is consistent with the 

finding of 73% of key account coordinator time being devoted to key accounts. Top-Management 

manifests the highest degree of top management involvement in KAM. Hence, it is not surprising 

that this approach is managed out of the company headquarters (86.1% of key account 

coordinators are based in the suppliers’ headquarters). In addition to heavy top management 

involvement, these companies make intensive use of teams. Activities for key accounts are 

intense and are proactively initiated. An interesting finding is that selling center esprit de corps is 

high, whereas access to both marketing and sales and over non-marketing and sales resources is 

low. This may suggest that access to resources is barely needed. Top management might 

negotiate umbrella contracts, which are carried out by operative teams based on highly 

standardized procedures.  

Middle-Management KAM. This approach manifests a high level of formalization, but, in 

contrast to the first approach, top management involvement is medium. Intensity and 

proactiveness with respect to activities are also on a medium level. These results may suggest 

that these companies have installed a formal key account program, but on a middle management 

level. Our interpretation is supported by the finding that 28.8% of key account coordinators are 

locally-based in this approach, compared to 13.8% in Top-Management KAM. The fact that key 

account managers are often locally based may also explain the high access to marketing and sales 

resources. On the contrary, selling center esprit de corps and access to non-marketing and sales 

resources are low, which leads to the overall impression that KAM in these companies is mainly 

driven by (local) middle management in the marketing and sales function. 

Operating-Level KAM. These companies are doing a lot for their key accounts and have 

considerably standardized procedures. In these aspects, this approach is comparable to Top 

Management KAM and Middle Management KAM. However, top management involvement is 

lower than in these other approaches. Not surprisingly, access to functional resources is low. 

While the VP of sales or marketing is the key account coordinator in 27.4% of Top-Management 

KAM companies and 23.1% of Middle-Management KAM companies, this is only the case for 
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9.8% of companies in this cluster. The low degree of top management involvement together with 

fairly developed activities and teams may suggest that this KAM approach is mainly borne by the 

operating level. None of the other approaches has such a high percentage of companies with 

dedicated sales managers for key accounts (70.8%), 17.1% of which are locally-based. 

Cross-functional, Dominant KAM. This cluster has the highest values for nearly all variables. 

First, activities are very intense and are proactively created. Second, formal procedures and team 

structures are fully developed. Top management is strongly involved. Third, selling center esprit 

de corps and access to functional resources are high. 65.6% of Cross-functional KAM companies 

have dedicated sales managers as key account coordinators. Their share of time spent externally 

with the customer is the highest of all approaches, as reflected by the 46% on internal orientation. 

The overall picture suggests that these companies are completely focused on their key accounts. 

It seems that, in these companies, customer management is virtually identical with key account 

management. 

Unstructured KAM. As shown by the low values on formalization, top-management 

involvement, and use of teams, these companies have not created special organizational 

structures for key accounts and do not have a program in place. This is consistent with the 

observation that activities are more a reaction than a proactive initiative, as indicated by the 3.83 

mean on proactiveness. KAM comes mainly out of the headquarters and key account 

coordinators are often normal sales managers (18.5% compared 6.3% in Cross-Functional 

KAM). An interesting observation is that 62% of key account coordinator time is spent on 

internal coordination, the highest percentage of all clusters. This may account for the fact that 

selling center members have an extremely high esprit de corps for KAM and that it is no problem 

to obtain contributions from neither marketing and sales nor other functional resources. The 

overall impression is that these companies are pursuing KAM on an ad-hoc basis, mobilizing 

internal resources only when the key accounts ask for it. Interestingly, 11.1% of these companies 

name the general manager to be the key account coordinator, although top management 

involvement is the lowest of all approaches. This suggests that the general management’s 

responsibility exists on paper only. 

Isolated KAM. Intensity and proactiveness of activities as well as formalization and use of 
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teams manifest mid-range values in this cluster. This seems to imply that these companies are 

trying to do something for key accounts, which is supported by the finding that top management 

is fairly involved. The most striking feature about this cluster is that in 44.4% of companies in 

this cluster, key account coordinators are locally-based. This may explain why this cluster has 

very low values on selling center esprit de corps and on access to non-marketing and sales 

resources. Hence, the overall picture is that KAM is a rather isolated, local sales effort in these 

companies which, despite some effort from the side of the top management, struggles for 

cooperation from the central business units.  

Country Club KAM. The striking characteristic of this cluster is a high degree of top 

management involvement that goes along with low values on most other variables. The 

management of key accounts in these companies is not guided by formal procedures and teams 

are hardly ever formed. Special activities are performed less intensely and less proactively than 

under the other approaches. Most importantly, there are basically no dedicated key account 

coordinators. KAM coordinators are often the VP of sales, a general manager, even the VP of 

marketing. The comparatively low level of activities combined with high top-management 

involvement and high access to sales may suggest that, in these companies, KAM is little more 

than representation by senior managers. In 33.3% of these firms, key accounts are simply handled 

by normal sales managers. With the exception of the top-management involvement, this approach 

is fairly close to the “No KAM” cluster. 

No KAM. This cluster has the lowest values on nearly all variables: comparatively little activity 

is performed, but not proactively. Formalization is low, just as cross-functional cooperation and 

esprit de corps. It is interesting that mainly VPs of marketing and sales or general managers are 

named as key account coordinators, though top management involvement in this cluster is low. 

This suggests that the VPs have responsibility on paper, but do not actually perform that role. 

The interpretation of this approach is straightforward: these companies do not manage their key 

accounts. Or some companies may only have started to manage their key accounts, given that 

they profess to have dedicated key account coordinators. 

5.2. Comparison with Existing Research 

While prior research has never classified KAM approaches empirically, there is some discussion 
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of options companies have in implementing KAM. McDonald, Millman, and Rogers (1997) 

suggest ideal types of KAM, assuming KAM approaches to line up along a continuum from pre-

KAM to synergistic KAM. Along the continuum, the activity intensity, use of teams and top 

management involvement are implied to rise, which actually implies a correlation among these 

design variables. Our results do not support this ideal continuum nor the correlation. As we have 

shown, high degrees of top management involvement occur in combination with both high and 

low degrees of activity intensity and in combination with both high and low degrees of use of 

teams. 

A second typology of KAM programs has been proposed by Shapiro and Moriarty (1984a) based 

on qualitative interviews in 19 large manufacturing and service companies (see also the 

supplementary comments by Kempeners and van der Hart 1999). These researchers distinguish 

between six types of KAM programs which resemble the KAM approaches we identified. More 

specifically, their national account division resembles “Cross-functional KAM”, their corporate 

level program is similar to “Top-Management KAM,” their operating unit program at group-level 

is similar to “Middle-Management KAM,” their operating unit program at division level parallels 

“Operating-level KAM,” their part-time program resembles the “Country Club KAM,” and their 

no program option is close to the “No KAM” approach. However, our work goes beyond the 

prior work by identifying the design variables behind the approaches, by providing richer 

descriptions of the approaches, and by supplementing the descriptions with quantitative data. We 

also detected two additional KAM approaches, the “Unstructured KAM” and the “Isolated 

KAM.” These two carry out a considerable amount of activities for key accounts while not 

formalizing the approach. In conclusion, our findings seem to indicate that we have not 

overlooked KAM approaches that occur in practice. This speaks for the validity of our taxonomy 

and for the absence of a non-response bias.  

5.3. Outcomes 

We now turn to the success of the various KAM approaches. In interpreting the results in Table 

6, one has to pay attention to whether the outcome variable is on the level of the key accounts or 

on the level of the organization as a whole. KAM effectiveness can be assumed to be strongly 

influenced by how key accounts are managed and is thus our main outcome variable of interest. 
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On the contrary, variance in organization-level outcomes, such as performance in the market, 

adaptiveness, and profitability, can be explained by many factors other than KAM. In fact, a firm 

may be driving its performance, for better or worse, through the average as opposed to the key 

accounts.4 

On both the KAM-level and the organization-level, the “No KAM” and the “Isolated KAM” 

approaches perform the worst. On the organization-level outcomes, “Cross-functional KAM” 

companies stand out with respect to both performance in the market and adaptiveness. As far as 

profitability is concerned, “Top Management KAM” companies perform best. The fact that the 

most effective approaches are not the most profitable ones may be explained by the fact that 

some approaches, besides generating higher revenues, also involve higher costs.   

A second observation in Table 6 is that several KAM approaches are equally successful. This 

finding is consistent with the concept of “equifinality” emphasized by the configurational 

approach (Meyer, Tsui, and Hinings 1993). However, given our key informant design, it raises 

the issue whether a common method bias is present in the data. Two facts from our data speak 

against the presence of a bias. First, a possible key informant bias should affect the subjective 

performance measures (e.g., KAM effectiveness), but not the objective performance measure 

(i.e., profitability). The fact that several configurations also manifest the same level of objective 

performance supports the validity of our findings on the subjective measures. Second, even in 

very active approaches (e.g., Top Management KAM), there is a lot of variance across the 

respondents concerning the performance variables. Indeed, the lack of significant differences 

between some approaches is due to the high variance rather than a tendency of all key informants  

to rate their own approach high. 

                                                      

4 We owe this idea to an anonymous reviewer. 
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34

 
 Key Account Management Approach  

Level Variable 

Top-
Manage-

ment 
KAM 
n=37 

Middle-
Manage-

ment KAM
 

n=76 

Operating 
level KAM

 
 

n=57 

Cross-
functional, 
dominant 

KAM 
n=44 

Unstructur
ed KAM 

 
 

n=38 

Isolated 
KAM 

 
 

n=40 

Country 
Club 
KAM 

 
n=37 

No KAM 
 
 
 

n=46 

 
 
 

Total 
n=375 

KAM KAM 
Effectiveness 5.39 b 5.39 b 5.53 b 5.63 b 5.46 b 5.01 a 5.41 b 5.04 a 5.37 

Performance 
in the Market 5.03 bc 5.23 cd 5.04 bc 5.51 d 5.19 cd 4.72 ab 5.16 cd 4.54 a 5.07 

Adaptiveness 4.75 bc 4.87 b 4.46 ab 5.43 d 4.85 bc 4.25 a 4.50 abc 4.23 a 4.68 
Overall 
Organization 

Profitability 6.38 b 4.98 a 4.98 a 5.64 ab 5.84 ab 5.23 ab 4.82 a 4.80 a 5.27 

Reported values are mean values if not otherwise noted. In each row, cluster means that have the same superscript are not significantly different (p<.05) on the basis of Duncan’s 
multiple-range test. Means in the lowest band are assigned a, means in the next highest band  b etc. Means in the highest band are printed in bold, means in the lowest band in italics. 

Table 6: Performance Outcomes 
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It is necessary to verify whether the performance differences hold true even when considering 

environmental variables. Market dynamism and competitive intensity have been shown to 

influence performance in a market orientation context (Jaworski and Kohli 1993). In order to 

control for these effects, we made use of ANCOVA. Cluster membership was the (nominal) 

factor and the control variables served as covariates. Table 7 shows that although market 

dynamism has a significant effect on performance in the market and competitive intensity has an 

effect on profitability, the effects of cluster membership on all performance outcomes are still 

significant. 

 
 

ANCOVA Results 
Covariates TOTAL MODEL Approach 

Market Dynamism Competitive 
Intensity 

Dependent 
Variable 
Model 1 

through 4 

Mean of 
Squares 

F 
(p) 

Mean of 
Squares 

(df: 7) 

F 
(p) 

Mean of 
Squares 

(df: 1) 

F 
(p) 

Mean of 
Squares 

(df: 1) 

F 
(p) 

1. 
KAM-
Effectiveness 

1.76 
(df: 9;370) 

3.72 
(<.01) 2.20 4.65 

(<.01) <.01 <.01 
(.96) .81 1.72 

(.19) 

2. 
Performance 
in the Market 

3.63 
(df: 9;370) 

5.58 
(<.01) 4.15 6.37 

(<.01) 2.27 3.48 
(.06) 

.85 
(.25) 

1.31 
(.25) 

3. 
Adaptiveness 

5.72 
(df: 9;369) 

7.81 
(<.01) 6.54 8.93 

(<.01) 1.93 2.64 
(.11) .47 .64 

(.42) 

4. 
Profitability 

22.81 
(df: 9;322) 

3.99 
(<.01) 12.19 2.13 

(.04) .90 .16 
(.69) 125.97 22.05 

(<.01) 

Table 7: Results of ANCOVA 

6. Discussion 

6.1. Research Contribution 

Despite the immense importance of KAM in managerial practice, prior research in this area has 

been very fragmented and sound empirical studies have been scarce. The contributions of this 

paper come from both the conceptualization and the taxonomy. 

The first contribution of this paper is to provide conceptual clarity to KAM design decisions and 
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to lay the basis for future research. Besides synthesizing the existing literature, this paper extends 

the conceptual scope of KAM research by drawing attention to the fact that previous research has 

not gone beyond the boundaries of formalized KAM programs to study non-formalized KAM 

approaches. We derive an integrative conceptualization of KAM identifying four key 

dimensions: (1) Activities, (2) Actors, (3) Resources, and (4) Formalization (see Figure 1). We 

also develop scales for key constructs related to KAM. 

A second contribution of our work consists in being the first study to empirically classify designs 

of organizational approaches to selling. While taxonomies exist for the buyer side (Bunn 1993) 

and for the relationship between buyer and seller (Cannon and Perreault 1999), there has been no 

taxonomy on the organization of the seller side. Moncrief (1986) has created a taxonomy of 

individual sales position designs, but the level of analysis in selling research has shifted to the 

selling team in the decade that followed (Weitz and Bradford 1999). As Marshall, Moncrief, and 

Lassk (1999, p. 88) state, “Clearly, the operative set of sales activities representing a sales job in 

the mid-1980s is deficient to accurately understand and portray sales jobs of today.” Hence, our 

taxonomy closes a gap in empirical knowledge about organizational approaches to selling. 

A third major contribution is refining of existing KAM typologies. We confirmed the types of 

KAM postulated by Shapiro and Moriarty (1984a), supplemented them with empirical detail, and 

detected two additional approaches. These two carry out a considerable amount of activities for 

key accounts while not formalizing the approach. 

An additional contribution of our taxonomical research is to provide deeper insights into the 

performance aspects of KAM approaches. On a general level, it is important to note that the same 

level of performance can be accomplished through different approaches. This is consistent with 

the concept of equifinality emphasized by the configurational approach (Meyer, Tsui, and 

Hinings 1993). Yet, some approaches perform significantly worse than others. The finding that 

“No KAM” companies are behind on all performance dimensions represents the most 

comprehensive empirical demonstration so far that suppliers benefit from managing their key 

accounts. The similarly mediocre performance of “Isolated KAM” indicates that half-breed 

approaches to KAM are likely to fail. These results suggest that failure to achieve access to and 

commitment of cross-functional resources seems to play a critical role for the success of KAM 

programs. This reinforces recent research on marketing organization that recognizes the cross-
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functional dispersion of marketing activities (Workman, Homburg, and Gruner 1998). 

On a general level, our work has shown that there is value in blending relationship marketing 

concepts and marketing organization concepts. Within our conceptual model, the actor, 

resources, and formalization dimensions are inspired by marketing organization research, while 

the activity and the outcome dimensions draw on relationship marketing research.  

6.2. Avenues for Future Research 

Future research should continue building the bridge between relationship marketing concepts and 

marketing organization concepts. One possible avenue could be to empirically link the KAM 

approaches identified in this paper to relationship types (Cannon and Perreault 1999). In 

designing these empirical studies, the existence of non-formalized KAM approaches should be 

carefully considered. 

Future empirical designs should also seek to overcome some of the limitations of this paper. One 

limitation stems from the static design of our study. As research by Pardo, Salle, and Spencer 

(1995) has shown, key account approaches evolve over time. Future research should also capture 

the dynamic performance effects of KAM. As Kalwani and Narayandas (1995) have shown, the 

beneficial outcomes of customer-oriented activities appear with a certain delay. Another 

limitation of our paper is the use of a single informant design focusing on one side of the seller-

buyer dyad. Future studies should also take the key accounts’ perspective into consideration. This 

is particularly important when analyzing the outcomes of key account management. One way to 

extend our examination of outcomes would be to differentiate the performance impacts of 

individual KAM dimensions. In this context, the effect of KAM level outcomes on organization 

level outcomes should be explored as well. 

Another open issue is the effect of the environment on KAM dimensions. The literature has 

claimed that the formation of key account programs is influenced by characteristics of buyers and 

of the market environment, such as purchasing centralization, purchasing complexity, demand 

concentration, and competitive intensity (Boles, Johnston, and Gardner 1999; Stevenson 1980). 

Yet rigorous empirical research linking multiple environmental dimensions to multiple KAM 

dimensions is still lacking. 
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6.3. Managerial Implications 

One of the most fundamental managerial tasks is designing the internal organization. These 

design decisions are typically taken on the level of the organization rather than the level of 

individual accounts. Thus, the organizational perspective adopted in this research has particular 

appeal to top executives. 

The key message to managers is not to take a “laissez-faire approach” to KAM. Given that the 

“No KAM” option is markedly less successful than other approaches, our results clearly call 

managers to actively manage key accounts. The fact that there are significant performance 

differences between the more actively managed approaches demonstrates that it is important to 

think consciously about how to design the approach in detail. Pur work also shows that KAM 

requires support from the whole organization. Therefore, top managers should not leave the 

design of the KAM approach to the sales organization. 

The conceptualization of KAM developed in this paper provides managers with a systematic way 

to think through designing the KAM approach. As Day and Montgomery (1999, p. 12) note, 

“conceptual frameworks, typologies, and metaphors that are the precursors to actual theory 

building” provide valuable guidelines for managers. Managers should work through four 

questions: (1) What should be done for key accounts?, (2) Who should do it?, (3) With whom is 

cooperation in the organization needed?, (4) How formalized should the KAM approach be? We 

particularly emphasize that managing key accounts does not necessarily require setting up a 

formal key account program. 

The taxonomy developed in this paper further supports managers in designing their KAM. 

Managers can categorize their own company’s approach based on the prototypical 

implementation forms identified. Based on the taxonomy, they can discover neglected design 

areas and develop alternative designs.  

7. Conclusion 

KAM is a highly relevant issue for marketing and sales managers. In addition, it is a highly 

interesting area for academic research, as it builds a bridge between marketing organization and 

relationship marketing. Thus, the lack of sound academic research in this area is surprising. This 
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paper provides the basis for future research through contributing an integrative conceptualization 

of KAM. It also fills a gap in knowledge about how firms actually design their approach to key 

accounts. Finally, it shows that actively managing key accounts leads to significantly better 

performance than neglecting them. 
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8. Appendix 

Scale Items for Theoretical Measures 
 

Construct 
 

Items 
 

Composite 
Reliability / 
Coefficient 

Alpha 
Activity Intensity 
(reflective scale, scored on 
7-point scale with anchors 
1=not more than for 
average accounts and 7=far 
more than for average) 

Compared to average accounts, to what extent do you do MORE in these areas for key 
accounts? 
• Product-related activities (e.g., product adaptation, new product development, technology 
exchange) 
• Service-related activities (e.g., training, advice, trouble shooting, guarantees) 
• Price-related activities (e.g., special pricing terms, corporate-wide price terms, offering of 
financing solutions, revelation of own cost structure) 
• Distribution and logistics activities (e.g., logistics and production processes, quality 
programs, placement of own employees in account’s facilities, taking over business processes 
from customer) 
• Information sharing (e.g., sharing of strategy and market research, joint production plans, 
adaptation of information systems, access to top management) 
• Promotion activities to final customers (e.g., joint advertising and promotion programs to 
help the account sell your products) 

.75 / .71 

Activity Proactiveness 
(formative scale, scored on 
7-point scale with anchors 
1 = not more than for 
average changes and 7 = 
far more than for average) 

Do the activities in these areas derive more from customer initiative or more from your own 
initiative? 
(items equivalent to activity intensity) 

 

Top Management 
Involvement 
(reflective scale, scored on 
7-point scale with anchors 
1=strongly disagree and 
7=strongly agree) 

Within our organization... 
• ... even small matters related to key accounts have to be referred to someone higher up 
for a final decision. 
• ... very few decisions related to key accounts are made without the involvement of senior 
managers. 
• ... top management often deals with key account management. 

.64 / .62 

Use of Teams 
(reflective scale, scored on 
7-point scale with anchors 
1=strongly disagree and 
7=strongly agree) 

Within our organization... 
• ... when there is a problem related to our key account relationships, a group is brought in 
to solve it. 
• ... key account related decisions are made by teams. 
• ... we have teams that plan and coordinate activities for key accounts. 

.85 /.82 

Selling Center Esprit de 
Corps 
(adapted from Jaworski 
and Kohli 1993; reflective 
scale, scored on 7-point 
scale with anchors 
1=strongly disagree and 
7=strongly agree) 

People involved in the management of a key account... 
• ... are genuinely concerned about the needs and problems of each other. 
• ... have a team spirit which pervades all ranks involved. 
• ... feel like they are part of a big family. 
• ... feel they are “in it together.” 
• (... lack an “esprit de corps.” R) 
• (... view themselves as independent individuals who have to tolerate others around them. 
R) 

.92 / .90 

Access to Marketing and 
sales Resources 
(reflective scale, scored on 
7-point scale with anchors 
1=very difficult and 
7=very easy) 

How easy is it for the key account coordinator to obtain needed contributions for key 
accounts from these groups? 
• Field sales 
• Customer service 
• Product management 

.75 / .69 
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Access to Non-Marketing 
and sales Resources 
(reflective scale, scored on 
7-point scale with anchors 
1=very difficult and 
7=very easy) 

How easy is it for the key account coordinator to obtain needed contributions for key accounts 
from these groups? 
• Research & development 
• Manufacturing 
• Logistics 
• Finance/accounting 
• Information technology 
• General management 

.85 / .81 

Approach Formalization 
(reflective scale, scored on 
7-point scale with anchors 
1=strongly disagree and 
7=strongly agree) 

Please indicate the extent to which you agree with the following statements. 
• We have established criteria for selecting key accounts. 
• Within our organization, formal internal communication channels are followed when 
working on key accounts. 
• To coordinate the parts of our organization working with key accounts, standard 
operating procedures have been established. 
• We have put a lot of thought into developing guidelines for working with our key 
accounts. 

.87 / .84 

KAM-Effectiveness 
(reflective scale, scored on 
7-point scale with anchors 
1=very poor, 4=about the 
same, and 7=excellent) 

Compared to your average accounts, how does your organization perform with key 
accounts with respect to... 
• … achieving mutual trust. 
• … achieving information sharing. 
• … achieving a reputation of fairness. 
• … achieving investments into the relationship. 
• … maintaining long-term relationships. 
• … reducing conflicts. 
• … meeting sales targets and objectives. 
• (… making sales of those products with the highest margins.) 
• (… making sales from multiple product divisions.) 

.88 / .85 

Performance in the Market 
(reflective scale, scored on 
7-point scale with anchors 
1=very poor, 4=about the 
same, and 7=excellent) 

Relative to your competitors, how has your organization, over the last three years, 
performed with respect to... 
• achieving customer satisfaction  
• providing value for customers 
• attaining desired growth 
• securing desired market share 
• successfully introducing new products 
• keeping current customers 
• attracting new customers 

.88 / .85 

Adaptiveness 
(reflective scale, scored on 
7-point scale with anchors 
1=not more than for 
average accounts and 7=far 
more than for average) 

Relative to your competitors, how has your organization, over the last three years, performed 
with respect to... 
• adapting to changes in the business environment of your company 
• adapting to changes in competitors’ marketing strategies 
• adapting your products quickly to the changing needs of customers 
• reacting quickly to new market threats 
• exploiting quickly new market opportunities 

.86 /.84 

Profitability 
(interval item with 10 
levels of variable provided) 

What was your company’s average pre-tax profit margin over the last three years? 
1=negative; 2=0-2%, 3=2-4%, 4=4-6%, 5=6-8%, 6=8-10%, 7=10-12%, 8=12-16%, 9=16-20%, 
10=more than 20% 

 

Competitive Intensity 
(adapted from Jaworski 
and Kohli 1993; reflective 
scale, scored on 7-point 
scale with anchors 
1=strongly disagree and 
7=strongly agree) 

Please indicate the extent to which you agree with the following statements. 
• Competition in our industry is cutthroat. 
• There are many “promotion wars” in our industry. 
• Anything that one competitor can offer, others can match readily. 
• Price competition is a hallmark of our industry. 
• One hears of a new competitive move almost every day. 
• (Our competitors are relatively weak. R) 

.82 / .81 

Market Dynamism 
(adapted from Jaworski 
and Kohli 1993; reflective 
scale, scored on 7-point 
scale with anchors 
1=strongly disagree and 
7=strongly agree) 

Please indicate the extent to which you agree with the following statements. 
• In our kind of business, customers’ product preferences change quite a bit over time. 
• Our customers tend to look for new products all the time. 
• We are witnessing demand for our products and services from customers who never 
bought them before. 
• New customers tend to have product-related needs that are different from those of our 
existing customers. 
• (We cater to many of the same customers that we used to in the past.  R) 

.65 / .61 
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