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ABSTRACT
Similarity of values influences the relationship between companies. However, 
even if organizational decisions are made by people, the role played by 
similarity of personal values for those involved in the trade is little explored 
in the B2B context. Based on the similarity-attraction theory, we developed 
a model that explores the effect that similar of personal values between buyer 
and seller has in the B2B relationship value. Using a sample composed of 
25 sellers and 317 buyers, we tested the hypotheses by means of polynomial 
regression with a response surface analysis. The results demonstrate that 
similarity of personal values, in regards to a social focus, between seller 
and buyer has a positive effect on the B2B relationship value. However, 
when individuals are more similar relation to personal values, the lower 
value the buyer perceives in the relationship with his provider. The paper 
also addresses implications for the theory, and B2B management theory. 
Relationship Implications 
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1. INTRODUCTION
Decisions in business-to-business (B2B) markets are made by people, not by organizations. The 

ultimate decision-making authority typically resides in a single individual or small executive group 
(Grewal et al., 2015). Researchers engaged in studying the micro context of interorganizational 
relationships investigate how the characteristics of members of the organizations impact the 
functioning and results of the B2B relationships (Cropper et al., 2014).

In general, the literature shows that individuals can have their own goals and experiences, 
which can affect their behavior and, consequently, influence relationships between companies 
(Manosso & Antoni, 2018; Torres et al., 2016). Among the fundamentals often used to predict 
behaviors, trends and individual choices are examples of personal values (Qu et al., 2017; Torres 
et al., 2016). Personal values are deep and powerful motivators of social actions, and represent an 
organizing principle, not just in personal life, but also in the organizations into which individuals 
are inserted (Byza et al., 2019). Schwartz’s (1992) structural approach to human values is shown 
as one of the main contemporary references on the topic, used in research to understand human 
behavior (Torres et al., 2016).

Just as personal values guide individuals’ decisions, it is believed that another type of value 
determines the success of interorganizational relationships: the relationship value (Ulaga & 
Eggert, 2006). From a unidirectional perspective, the value perceived by the customer is seen as 
a trade-off between benefits and sacrifices in relation to the relationship with a supplier, taking 
into account the alternative offers available (Eggert & Ulaga, 2002).

The similarity-attraction theory (Byrne, 1971) indicates that, in order to achieve a higher level 
of value in the relationship, there must be significant similarity on the part of the partners, and 
that buyers can perceive different levels of value when evaluating the supplier as a whole, as well 
as an individual (e.g., manager, salesperson) that symbolizes this supplier company (Lilien, 2016; 
Alejandro et al., 2011). Although this notion of the importance of similar values is ubiquitous in 
research at an individual level (e.g., Edwards & Cable, 2009), surprisingly, as far as we understand 
, research at an interorganizational level focuses only on the effects generated by the similarity 
between organizational values (e.g., Wang & Zhang, 2017; Kashyap & Sivadas, 2012), ignoring 
how  personal values similarity between buyer andseller can impact the perceived relationship 
value (see Table 1). 

We believe that this gap is worrying for two reasons. First, since decision making at the 
organizational level ultimately falls to the decision making of an individual (or small group of 
individuals), the scarcity of research on the impact of human values on the relationship between 
companies makes our view limited about B2B relationships (Zhu & Chang, 2013). This limitation 
restricts the B2B relationship marketing literature from providing more accurate insights to 
improve relationships between companies. 

Second, there is still no consensus among researchers about the antecedents, moderators or 
consequences of the relationship value (Arslanagic-Kalajdzic & Zabkar, 2015; Hohenschwert 
& Geiger, 2015), nor about the effect of  similar values values similarity between individuals on  
the B2B relationship. (He et al., 2018). As Skarmeas et al. (2018, p. 280) highlights, “a relatively 
small number of studies investigate the role of the relationship value in interorganizational 
relationships”. In this sense, this research can shine a light on this theme, since our proposal 
seeks to investigate how similar values between individuals impacts the B2B relationship value. 
The literature provides consistent evidence that salespeople are crucial to creating value, as 
they are in a prominent position to understand customer value drivers, communicate the value 
propositions, and provide customer insights to the company (Blocker et al., 2011). For Alejandro 
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et al. (2011), the role and relevance of those responsible for direct contact with the client justifies 
further examination. We present the research gap in Table 1.

Given this scenario, the objective proposed by this study is to evaluate the effect of  potential 
similarities in the personal values of sellers and buyers on the B2B relationship value. We 
collected data on human values on both sides of the dyad (sellers-buyers) to obtain the values 
similarity between both; and, subsequently, we evaluated the effect of this similarity on the value 
perceived by the buyer in the relationship with the supplier company. Data was obtained from 
317 farmers (buyers) and 25 salespeople from a retailer of agricultural inputs, machines and 
implements (sellers). To provide robustness to our analysis, we used polynomial regression with 
a response surface analysis (Edwards & Parry, 1993). Although this analysis has a high degree 
of precision when performing simultaneous tests of effects, its use does not seem common in 
research regarding similar values, as shown in Table 1.

This research contributes to the literature on  B2B relationship marketing since the current 
literature considers only organizational values and not the personal values of the people involved in 
the commercial exchanges between companies. Therefore, researchers often say that it is beneficial 
to have a business partner with similar values. This study shows that, when it comes to personal 
relationships, it is not always advantageous for the seller to have similar personal values as their 
buyer, as this can cause friction in the relationship. Our study also contributes to the similarity-
attraction theory (Byrne, 1971), by showing that only the similarity between  socio-personal values 
of the individuals involved in B2B exchanges improves the B2B relationship. Personal values 
are likely to impair the perceived relationship value by generating conflict between the parties.

As a practical contribution, we show how important it is to get to know buyers before providing 
a seller to serve them, and which traditional segmentation means can be improved, while 
also taking into account the profile of the buyer’s market and the sales team. In addition, the 
importance of the constant search for the creation and maintenance of the value that the buyer 
perceives in the relationship with their supplier is highlighted, and the crucial role that the seller 
has in this perception. 

2. THEORETICAL BACKGROUND

2.1. Personal values

Human, individual, or personal values can be defined as “a lasting belief that a specific mode 
of conduct or final state of existence is personally or socially preferable to an opposite or reverse 
mode of conduct or final state of existence” (Rokeach, 1973, p. 5). Values provide individuals 
with a kind of criterion for choosing and justifying actions and evaluating people and events 
(Schwartz, 1992). For Schwartz et al. (2012), personal values are beliefs or ideas about what is 
desirable in a given context and situation. An individual’s basic value system does not change 
easily and can be used to direct the activities of market-oriented companies (Schwartz, 1992; 
Rokeach, 1973). 

Schwartz’s (1992) theory of human values, based on Rokeach’s (1973) original propositions, 
is considered to be the main contemporary reference on the subject. In order to expand the 
heuristic capacity and the predictive and explanatory power of the theory, Schwartz et al. (2012) 
presented a refined version, as well as  a new instrument for measuring personal values, the PVQ-
Refined (PVQ-RR), which divides the continuum into a finer set of nineteen values, which are 
conceptually distinct (Schwartz et al., 2012) The study by Torres et al. (2016) translated and 
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validated the PVQ-RR in the context of  Brazilians, in addition to testing the usefulness and 
validity of the predictive power of the 19 values for behavior.

Schwartz et al. (2012) presented a refined theory of personal values in which two broader 
underlying categories were identified:  social focus values (Self-transcendence and Conservation), 
which indicate concern for results for others or for established institutions; and personal focus 
values (Openness to change and Self-promotion), which reflect concern for results for oneself 
(Schwartz et al., 2012). Although personal values are reliable predictors of human behavior, and 
organizational decisions are made by people, individual values are hardly incorporated into B2B 
relationship research.

2.2. Similarity-attraction theory and Values Similarity 

When postulating the similarity-attraction theory, Byrne (1971) proposes the paradigm that 
higher levels of similarity between individuals generates positive affection and increased attraction 
and harmony. . The more similar, the greater the preference for similar parts and the desire to 
interact with these parts is more frequent (Byrne, 1971).

When explaining the mechanisms of the similarity-attraction theory, Cable and Edwards 
(2004) highlight that people have difficulty in dealing with what is different and, for this reason, 
they tend to approach and prefer individuals who judge and act in a similar way to them. Thus, 
the similarity between individuals tends to be beneficial in the relations between companies, 
since the greater the similarity between the people representing the organizations, the better the 
resolution of problems together and the higher the satisfaction with the decisions made by the 
other (Wilson et al., 2016). On the contrary, dissimilarity alienates people, making them more 
prone to conflicts and social distancing, which can impair the performance of companies involved 
in B2B relationships (Cable & Edwards, 2004).

The benefits of values similarity occur because of a supplementary adjustment in which two 
individuals “share similar fundamental characteristics” (Verquer et al., 2003, p. 474). The values 
similarity between partners tends to generate positive perceptions of the relationship, because 
both share common aspects of cognitive processing and common methods of interpreting events, 
which helps to reduce uncertainty and conflict in their interactions (Ostroff et al., 2005).

Palmatier et al. (2006) highlights that similarity can be measured between individuals or 
between organizations. Given the importance of values for organizations, the literature commonly 
examined the relationship between organizational values and employee values (Byza et al., 
2019; Arieli et al., 2020), values between customers and brands (Krystallis et al., 2012) and the 
impact of the congruence of leaders and their team with their values  on the performance of 
organizations (Qu et al., 2017). Although research shows that similar values between members 
of a commercial exchange has a positive effect on the relationship between buyer and supplier 
(Kashyap & Sivadas, 2012), the potential effects of personal values similarity on B2B exchanges 
is still little explored (Wang & Zhang, 2017).

2.3. Relationship Value

Value, from the customer’s perspective, can be defined as the “trade-off between the multiple 
benefits and sacrifices of a supplier’s offer, as perceived by the main decision makers in the customer’s 
organization, and taking into account the offers available from alternative suppliers” (Eggert 
& Ulaga, 2002). Customer value surveys followed the transition of the marketing discipline, 
adopting the definition of “relationship value”, previously known as and still commonly called 
customer value or perceived value (Eggert et al., 2006).
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According to Ulaga and Eggert (2006), the relationship value has a significant and positive 

effect on customer satisfaction, which, consequently, increases the likelihood of business retention 
and positive word of mouth. Likewise, Arslanagic-Kalajdzic and Zabkar (2015) state that the 
perception of value in the relationship with a supplier helps to form attitudinal and behavioral 
results for  the customer and  influences the performance of the supplier, which are reflections 
of the customer’s loyalty and repurchase. As for Alejandro et al. (2011), people seem to perceive  
greater value in a relationship when they evaluate an individual, and not an organization. 

Some authors have used, among other constructs, relationship value to measure the success 
and quality of B2B relationships (Arslanagic-Kalajdzic & Zabkar, 2015; Skarmeas et al., 2018). 
Even so, it is believed that value has not received its due attention in B2B relationship research, 
considering that providing value to the customer is essential to creating and maintaining long-
term relationships (Skarmeas et al., 2018; Ulaga & Eggert, 2006). As previously highlighted, 
this research seeks to fill the gap in the B2B relationship marketing literature by examining the 
effects of the personal values similarity between business partners on the relationship value, as 
shown in Table 1.

Table 1 
Literature related to the personal values similarity in B2B contexts and the relationship value

Authors Values Similarity 
between... B2B Human 

Values
Relationship 

Value
Polynomial 

Regression and ASR
Zhang & Bloemer (2008) Consumers and Brand √

Kashyap & Sivadas (2012) Channel Companies √

Sabbir & Nazrul (2014) Clients and Organization √ 

Qu et al. (2017) Employees and Leaders √

Wang & Zhang (2017) Suppliers and Distributors √ 

He et al. (2018) Buyers and Brand √ 

Byza et al. (2019) Employees and Leaders √ √ 

This study Sellers and Buyers √ √ √ √ 

Source: Developed by the authors.

2.4. Theoretical model and research hypotheses

First, according to the similarity-attraction paradigm (Byrne, 1971) we suggest that values 
of social focus (Self-transcendence and Conservation) positively impact the relationship value.

Specifically, the Self-transcendence dimension indicates the change of one’s interests for the 
benefit of others, and includes values such as  concern for the well-being, loyalty, and dependence 
of people with whom frequent personal contact is maintained, as well as values of tolerance and 
social equality (Schwartz, 1992; Schwartz et al., 2012). These values, inherent to Self-transcendence, 
highlight an individual’s preference for privileging social focus values, in which collective aspects 
are important (Schwartz et al., 2012). Thus, considering a B2B relationship in which the seller 
and buyer report high self-transcendence, we expect the buyer to evaluate their relationship with 
the seller as being valuable. Formally:
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•	 H1. In similarity situations, the Relationship value will be higher when the Buyer’s  
Self-Transcendence is high and the Seller’s Self-Transcendence is high.

It is also important to distinguish between the two scenarios of dissimilarity between the values, 
that is, when the buyer’s Self-transcendence is greater than that of the seller or vice versa. If the 
Self-transcendence values are dissimilar, it is expected that the relationship value will be higher 
when the buyer’s self-transcendence is high and that of the seller is low.

In the scenario where the buyer has greater Self-transcendence than the seller, the buyer’s 
willingness to develop loyalty and dependency in relationships (Schwartz et al., 2012) is likely 
to make this buyer realize that the relationship with the seller is valuable, even if the seller is 
not reciprocal in respect to Self-transcendence. However, if the seller expresses high values of 
Self-transcendence in the relationship with the buyer, but the buyer does not share those same 
values (i.e., low Self-transcendence of the buyer), the buyer is likely to not validate his or her 
prospects of value in the interaction with the seller, reducing his/her perception of relationship 
value. Thus, we propose the following hypothesis:

•	 H2. In dissimilarity situations, the Relationship value will be higher when the Buyer’s  
Self-Transcendence is high and the Seller’s Self-Transcendence is low.

Conservation is also a dimension of social focus, which represents self-restraint, order, and 
avoiding changes. It encompasses personal values that represent an individual’s sense of belonging, 
the importance of having others care about him/her, as well as values of concern for social 
security, compliance with rules and obligations, courtesy, respect, doing what is right, and 
respecting traditions, for example (Schwartz et al., 2012). Therefore, in situations of similarity, 
conservative buyers are expected to perceive greater value in the relationship if the seller also has 
high Conservation values. Formally:

•	 H3. In similarity situations, the Relationship value will be higher when the Buyer’s level of 
Conservation is high and the Seller’s level of Conservation is high.

In dissimilarity scenarios, we expect the relationship value to be higher when the buyer has a 
high level of Conservation and the seller has a low level of Conservation. In line with the arguments 
described in the previous hypothesis, we believe that the buyer’s Conservation values make him 
or her want to maintain the status quo of the relationship with the seller, regardless of whether 
the seller has a low sense of Conservation. However, if the seller shows high Conservation and 
the buyer low Conservation, these buyers may not fulfill their perspectives on the relationship, 
reducing their perception of its value. Thus, we propose the following hypothesis:

•	 H4. In dissimilarity situations, the Relationship value will be higher when the Buyer’s level of 
Conservation is high and the Seller’s level of Conservation is low.

Second, personal focus values involve an individual’s concern about the results for themselves 
(Schwartz et al., 2012). Thus, individuals with high levels of personal values tend to value 
relationships that provide opportunities for self-improvement, that is, relationships that improve 
or reinforce self-concept (Sirgy, 1982). 
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Specifically, the Openness to Change reflects the readiness for new ideas, actions, and experiences. 

Autonomy to think and act, search for individual purposes, curiosity, own decisions, yearning 
for novelties and emotions, taking risks, and pleasure are some of the values related to Openness 
to change (Schwartz et al., 2012). These personal motivations are the result of the need to 
express self-concept (i.e., individuality). For this reason, we believe that the similarity-attraction 
paradigm does not apply to personal focus values (i.e., Openness to change and Self-promotion). 
In a relationship in which buyers and sellers are highly open to change, the need to express 
individuality can generate conflict in the relationship, since both seek to be competent and skilled 
in meeting other people (Lalwani & Shavitt, 2009). Thus, in situations where both the buyer 
and the seller are highly open to change, the buyer is likely to report that there is less value in 
the relationship. Formally:

•	 H5. In similarity situations, the Relationship value will be lower when the Openness to change 
in the buyer is high and the Openness to change in the seller is high.

In dissimilarity situations, we believe that the relationship value will be greater when the openness 
to change of the buyer is high and that of the seller is low. Buyers with great openness to change 
seek relationships that favor experiences to express their individuality (Schwartz et al., 2012) and 
sellers with low openness to change do not offer a point of conflict for the self-improvement of 
the buyer. However, in situations where the seller has a high level and the buyer has a low level 
of Openness to change, the buyer can interpret that the search for self-improvement of the seller 
during the relationship is a sign of a threat, since people with high openness to change can be 
narcissistic or individualistic (Schwartz et al., 2012; Campbell et al., 2000). Thus, if the values 
of Openness to change are dissimilar, it is expected that the relationship value will be greater 
when the openness to change of the buyer is high and the seller is low. Thus, we propose the 
following hypothesis:

•	 H6. In dissimilarity situations, the Relationship value will be higher when the Openness to 
change in the buyer is high and the Openness to change in the seller is low.

The second dimension of personal focus is Self-Promotion. Values that involve having power 
over things and over others, prestige, material wealth, social influence, status, being someone 
that is admired, concern for one´s public image, success (according to society’s standards) and 
demonstration of skills represent Self-promotion (Schwartz et al., 2012).

In line with the Openness to change argument, we believe that in situations of similarity 
between Self-promotion in the relationship of buyer and seller, the relationship value will be 
perceived as less valuable to the buyer. Thus, the search to express power, prestige, status and 
admiration of people with high Self-promotion (Schwartz et al., 2012) can generate conflict in 
the relationship if these motivations are simultaneous for buyers and sellers, that is, when both 
present high Self-promotion. Formally:

•	 H7. In similarity situations, the Relationship value will be lower when the Buyer’s level of Self-
promotion is high and the Seller’s level of Self-promotion is high.
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In dissimilarity scenarios, if the Buyer’s Self-promotion is high and the Seller is low, the seller will 
not offer a sign of possible conflict with the buyer’s motivations, therefore, it will not negatively 
affect the relationship value. However, if the seller’s Self-promotion is high, his motivation to 
express power, status, prestige and admiration can send a sign of arrogance to the buyer who has 
low Self-promotion (Schwartz et al., 2012; Campbell et al., 2000), reducing the buyer’s perceived 
relationship value. Based on this argument, we propose the following hypothesis:

•	 H8. In dissimilarity situations, the Relationship value will be higher when Self-promotion in 
the buyer is high and the Openness to change in the seller is low.

In Figure 1 we illustrate our research hypotheses.

Figure 1. Proposed theoretical model
Source: Developed by the authors.

3. METHOD
Data Collection. We applied our research to a retailer of agricultural inputs, machines, and 

implements, which has six branches located in the southern region of Brazil. To analyze the 
personal values similarity, data was collected from both sides of the dyad: from the sellers and 
the buyers (farmers). The sample selection of salespeople was random, and all 27 salespeople 
answered the questionnaire. The sample of buyers was non-random for convenience, and collected 
by the salespeople themselves, who received adequate training to perform it. In total, 342 farmers 
answered the questionnaires. After the treatment of missing data and atypical observations (Hair 
et al., 2009), the final samples were composed of 317 farmers and 25 salespeople.

Measurement of the variables. We used the Schwartz et al. (2012) Personal Values scale, the PVQ-
RR, translated and validated in Brazil by Torres et al. (2016), which consists of 57 descriptions 
in which the respondent indicates his resemblance to the individual described on a six-point 
Likert scale, being 1 “It doesn’t resemble me at all” and 6 “It resembles me a lot”. We used the 
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Relationship Value scale by Alejandro et al. (2011), composed of 5 items and a six-point Likert 
scale, where 1 corresponds to “I totally disagree” and 6 to “I totally agree”. 

Control variables. Knowing that farmers have personal and organizational characteristics (Prado 
& Martinelli, 2018), we collected data on age, education level, respondent’s position, the size 
(in hectares) of the farm, and the number of employees on the rural property.

Statistical analysis. As the relationship and personal value scales are already validated in Brazil 
and in the B2B context, a confirmatory factor analysis (CFA) was performed for both scales. 
Personal values were verified through multidimensional scaling (MDS), as recommended by 
Torres et al. (2016). The variables also passed through the sieve of normality and multicollinearity 
(Hair et al., 2009).

To evaluate the effect of personal values similarity on the relationship value, the polynomial 
regression technique with a response surface analysis (ASR) was used (Edwards & Parry, 1993). 
Polynomial regression with response surface testing allows for comparing the effects of two 
variables in four different scenarios in the same equation: (1) X and Y high, (2) X and Y low, 
(3) X high and Y low, and (4) X low and Y high. This procedure prevents the use of different 
scores, since difference scores generate misleading results (Edwards & Parry, 1993). Details of 
the equations are described in Appendix A. For an in-depth review and the analysis procedures, 
see Faia et al. (2019).

4. RESULTS
In the sample of salespeople, less than 20% have been with the company for more than 8 

years and the overall average working time is 6.32 years (σ = 6.81). The average age was 38 years 
old (σ = 11.4) and the dominant level of education was the completion of high school. The 
hierarchy of the dimensions of personal values in the sample of salespeople followed this order: 
Conservation ( x =  5.02); Self-transcendence ( x =  4.86); Openness to Changes ( x =  4.61); 
and Self-promotion ( x =  4.11).

As for the organizational characteristics of buyers, only one case (.3%) had more than 10 
employees and the average area of rural properties was 243.38 hectares (ha). As for personal 
characteristics, 59% of respondents were partners/owners of the farms and 33% were the children 
of the owners. The average general age was 41.32 years old (σ = 13.02), and 79% had completed 
high school. 

Regarding the validation of the constructs, the Relationship Value scale obtained AVE = 
.674 and CR = .839, which configures the convergent validity of the model, and MSV = .616, 
validating the discrimination of factors. The model’s adjustment measures were also proven to be 
adequate: CMIN/DF = 2.636 (p = .005); CFI = .995; GFI = .992; RMSEA = .72; and α = .825.

The validation of personal values followed the model presented by Torres et al. (2016), where 
the authors performed the CFAs of each dimension separately. This procedure provides better 
indexes of adjustment in situations where there is a wide set of latent factors (Torres et al., 2016), 
as is the case of the PVQ-RR. The adjustment coefficients obtained from the resulting models, 
by type of second order are shown in Table 2.
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Table 2 
Adjustment coefficients of personal values, by second order types

Self-transcendence Conservation Openness  
to Change Self-promotion

CMIN/DF 2.907 2.622 2.245 2.683
CFI .906 .900 .954 .930
GFI .914 .913 .955 .939
RMSEA .075 .069 .060 .070
α .847 .865 .779 .778

Source: Developed by the authors.

The MDS is, in turn, configured the ordering of the 19 values, with a stress index-1 = .125, 
DAF = .985 and TCC = .992. The adjustment coefficients obtained from the resulting models, 
by type of second order, presented CFI> .90, GFI> .90 and RMSEA < .08.

Table 2 shows the results of the regressions, where the dependent variable is the Relationship 
value and the independent variables are the similarity and dissimilarity between each of the 
four dimensions of personal values (Self-transcendence, Conservation, Openness to change and 
Self-promotion) separately. First, the data shows that no control variable directly affects the 
relationship value. In other words, the relationship value does not vary according to the buyer’s 
age, education, title, size of property, or  number of employees. 

In the analysis of direct effects, we show that the relationship value is positively influenced 
by the Self-transcendence (β = .40; p < .01), Conservation (β = .38; p < .01) and Openness to 
change (β =.26; p < .01) of the buyer. Furthermore, we show that two dimensions of the seller’s 
personal values, Openness to change (β = -.14; p < .01) and Self-promotion (β = -.39; p < .01) 
negatively impact the relationship value. Although we have not elaborated hypotheses of direct 
effects, these positive effects of the buyer and negative effects of the seller are consistent with our 
argument of social focus values and personal focus.

To ascertain the similarity effects, we can see in Table 3, the slope coefficients (a1) and the 
curvature coefficients (a2) of the symmetry line (X = Y). To ascertain the dissimilarity effects, we 
can see the slope coefficients (a3) and the curvature coefficients (a3) of the asymmetry line (X = Y).

As shown in Table 3, we found that there is a positive and significant slope along the similarity 
line on the response surface for Self-transcendence (a1: .34; p < .01) and Conservation (a1: .30; 
p <.01). Therefore, when the values of Self-transcendence and Conservation are high for both 
buyers and sellers, the relationship value perceived by the buyer will be greater, supporting 
hypotheses H1 and H3. When analyzing the symmetry line, we also found that there is a negative 
and significant slope on the response surface for Self-promotion (a1: -.32; p < .01) and a non-
significant inclination for Openness to change (a1: .11; ns) in the relationship value. These results 
allow for the rejection of H5 and supports H7.

The asymmetry line in Table 3 shows the effects of the dissimilarity between the personal 
values of the buyers and the personal values of the sellers. The asymmetry line shows that Self-
transcendence (a3:.46; p <.01) and Conservation (a3:.47; p < .01), Open to changes (a3: .40; p < 
.01) and Self-promotion (a3: .50; p < .01) have positive and significant effects on the relationship 
value. As the asymmetry line a3 is a product of the subtraction of the coefficients b1 (personal 
values of buyers) and b2 (personal values of sellers), the positive values indicate the dissimilarity 
in scenarios where the personal values of the buyers are higher than the personal values of the 
sellers. These results support hypotheses H2, H4, H6 e H8.
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The response surfaces in Figure 2 illustrate the level of the dependent variable (relationship 
value) on the response surface when two independent variables are combined (personal values of 
buyers [X] and personal values of sellers [Y]). The graphs are generated with the non-standard 
regression coefficients (Table 3) and the equations described in Appendix A.

Table 3 
Results of the polynomial regressions by dimension of personal value

Dependent variable = Relationship Value

Self-transcendence Conservation Openness to 
change Self-promotion 

Variable β (t-value) β (t-value) β (t-value) β (t-value)

Constant -.07 (-.94) -.02 (-.29) -.06 (-.76) -.05 (-.60)
Personal values of the buyers (b1) .40 (6.17)** .38 (5.55)** .26 (4.13)** .08 (1.05)
Personal values of the sellers (b2) -.07 (-1.19) -.08 (-1.38) -.14 (-2.67)** -.39 (-5.99)**

Personal values of the buyers2 (b3) .01 (.16) .03 (.75) .03 (.83) .08 (1.23)
Personal values of the sellers x Personal 
values of the buyers (b4)

.06 (.99) .06 (.92) .10 (1.99)* -.03 (-.46)

Personal values of the sellers2 (b5) .06 (1.46) -.01 (-.3) .01 (.23) -.11 (-2.31)*

Control variables

Buyer’s age -.06 (-.90) -.09 (-1.39) -.03 (-.52) -.06 (-.91)
Buyer’s education .04 (.61) .05 (.85) .02 (.27) .04 (.56)
Buyer’s position -.05 (-.90) -.07 (-1.19) -.05 (-.89) -.04 (-.78)
Property size .08 (1.34) .03 (.56) .06 (.96) .05 (.76)
Number of employees .01 (-.08) .02 (.38) .02 (.30) .06 (1.03)

Response surface test

Symmetry line X = Y
Inclination (a1) .34** .30** .11 -.32**

Curvature (a2) .13* .08 .14* -.06
Asymmetry line X = - Y

Inclination (a3) .47** .46** .40** .50**

Curvature (a4) -.01 -.05 -.06 .01
VIFa 1.56 2.20 1.47 3.77
R2 .18 .15 .08 .14

Note. β = Nonstandard regression coefficient; ª highest VIF found in the model. N = 317 dyads.
a1 = (b1 + b2), where b1 is the beta coefficient for buyers’ personal values and b2 is the beta coefficient for sellers’ 
personal values. a2 = (b3 + b4 + b5), where b3 is the beta coefficient for the buyers’ personal values squared, b4 is the 
beta coefficient for the product of the multiplication between the buyers’ personal values and the sellers’ personal 
values and b5 is the beta coefficient for the sellers’ personal values squared. a3 = (b1 – b2). a4 = (b3 - b4 + b5).
**p <.01; *p < .05 
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Figure 2. Response Surface Graphs 
Source: Developed by the authors.

Figure 2A shows that the symmetry line where the combination between the buyer and seller’s 
self-transcendence is high, the Z axis (relationship value) is also high. However, when analyzing 
the dissimilarity along the asymmetry line, it is noted that the relationship value is greater when 
the Buyer’s Self-transcendence is high and the Seller’s Self-transcendence is low. The effects of 
the symmetry and asymmetry line in Figure 2B are similar to Figure 2A, which indicates that 
the similarity between the Conservation values of buyers and sellers has a positive effect on the 
relationship value, but when there is dissimilarity, the relationship value is higher when the 
Conservation of the buyer is high and the seller is low. Figure 2D shows that on the symmetry 
line, where the combination between the buyer and seller’s self-promotion are high, the Z axis 
(relationship value) is low. However, when analyzing the dissimilarity along the asymmetry line, 
it is noted that the relationship value is greater when the Buyer’s Self-promotion is high and the 
Seller’s Self-promotion is low.
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In addition, Figures 2A and 2C and Table 3 show a U-shaped curvilinear effect for the symmetry 

line (i.e., similarity) between Self-transcendence values (a2:.13; p < .05), and Open to changes 
(a2:.14; p < .05) of the buyer and seller. These results indicate a marginal effect not described 
in our hypotheses. The congruence value literature provides a plausible explanation for these 
unexpected results (Byza et al., 2019). The congruence of values in which two individuals have 
strong beliefs (for example, they consider an extremely important or extremely unimportant 
value) is more strongly related to the behavioral results of these individuals than the congruence 
in values in which these individuals have moderate beliefs (Edwards & Cable, 2009). This 
indicates that, for a similarity of value between partners to have an effect on people’s actions, only 
similarities of values at their ends will indicate whether the people involved in the relationship 
will act according to their values (Byza et al., 2019).

Thus, for the similarity of Self-transcendence and Openness to change to have an effect on 
the relationship value, these values must be extremely high on both sides (buyer and seller attach 
great importance to these values) or extremely low (buyer and seller attribute little importance 
to these values). A moderate expression of these values will not allow for further adjustment 
(Verquer et al., 2003), as it will not provide clarity that both share common aspects of cognitive 
processing and common methods of interpreting events (Ostroff et al., 2005). As a result, the 
effects of similarity between Self-transcendence and Openness to changes at moderate levels 
impair the perceived value of the buyer’s relationship.

5. DISCUSSION
The similarity and dissimilarity of the personal values of the seller-buyer dyad operate differently 

in the opposite dimensions of a social focus (Self-transcendence and Conservation) and those of 
a personal focus (Openness to Change and Self-Promotion). 

The dimensions of social focus include values of tolerance and understanding, of respect and 
acceptance, of concern for the well-being of people  who  are close and of the stability and harmony 
of relationships (Schwartz et al., 2012). When the seller and the buyer engage in a commercial 
exchange, and have these same values values, the perception that the benefits are more than the 
sacrifices involved (Eggert et al., 2006) is generated with the buyers. The dimensions of social 
focus also include values of protection, preservation, commitment, fulfillment of expectations 
and security (Schwartz et al., 2012). Therefore, even in the absence of these personal social values 
on the part of the seller, the valorization of collaborative relationships (Self-transcendence) and 
maintenance of the status quo (Conservation) on the part of the buyer (scenario in which the 
values of the buyers are high and of the sellers are low), the relationship value will be perceived 
as being valuable to the buyer. However, when the seller tries to create a relationship with a 
buyer that does not have a social focus (a scenario in which the buyers’ values are low and sellers 
are high), the seller may end up wearing down the commercial and personal life between them, 
leaving the buyer uncomfortable and pressured, resulting in a lower perception of the benefits 
of the relationship.

In contrast to the dimensions of a social focus,  personal focus values reflect the concern for 
oneself. Self-promotion values are more related to self-satisfaction than to the relationship as a 
whole (Schwartz et al., 2012). This reflects the results found, that the similarity between the buyer 
and seller’s self-promotion affects the relationship value in a negative way. This indicates that, 
when a seller has values that indicate a search for status, prestige, and personal success (Schwartz et 
al., 2012), the value perceived by the buyer tends to be lower. That is, the dispute for autonomy, 
the need to control people and resources, and the need to demonstrate competence (Schwartz et 
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al., 2012), manifested by the seller compromises the relationship, which reflects in a decrease of 
value perceived by the buyer. However, when only the buyer has high Self-promotion, and the 
seller does not express a belief in this value, there will probably be no conflicts in the relationship, 
generating a positive perception of value in the relationship.

The results, therefore, corroborate in part with the conclusions that similarity is beneficial 
for theperceived value of a   B2B relationship, and confirms the thesis that the dissimilarity of 
personal values is unfavorable to the value of the B2B relationship when the seller expresses strong 
belief in personal values but the buyer does not share the same belief.

6. CONCLUSIONS

6.1. Theoretical contributions

We contribute to the literature in two main aspects. First, in relation to B2B relationship 
marketing, we analyze  how the values of individuals involved in commercial exchanges can 
influence  perceived relationship value between companies. Previous studies have already investigated 
the role of other relationship variables (Skarmeas et al., 2018; De Toni et al., 2015) or personal 
interactions (Hohenschwert & Geiger, 2015) in the value of relationships in B2B markets. But 
research that investigates the effect of personal values on the perceived value of a relationship 
between companies is scarce. Furthermore, in the marketing literature, similarity is usually studied 
by the similarity between organizational values in the investigations of relationships between 
companies (Wang & Zhang, 2017), or by the alignment between the values of employees and 
leaders (Byza et al., 2019) and between organizational values and employee values in intra-
organizational research (Kashyap & Sivadas, 2012). As far as we know, our research is the first 
to assess the relationship between companies from the perspective of the similarity between the 
personal values of the individuals involved in these relationships.

Second, we shine a light on the similarity-attraction theory. Using the grounded theory of 
Schwartz et al. (2012) that there is a distinction between social focus values and personal focus 
values, and that these dimensions are positioned in opposite sides of the continuum (i.e., an 
individual almost never holds opposite values), we argue that the idea that similarity always 
promotes harmony in relationships (e.g., Zhang & Bloemer, 2008) can be mistaken, at least in the 
B2B context. Our results demonstrate that, just as social focus values can contribute to a greater 
perception of value in the relationship, there is also a contrary side where thesimilarity between 
personal focus values can harm the perceived value, and possibly other relationship variables.

6.2. Managerial implications

The empirical importance of the study is related to the establishment of interpersonal 
relationships with a view to the greater performance of companies. In the surveyed dyad, 
conservative farmers (i.e., a predominant resale audience) avoid changes, and prefer to feel safe 
and stable in their relationships, which can impact the resale performance, since a salesperson’s 
average working time is only a little longer than six years. If the buyer has social focus values, the 
values of the salesperson are less important, since both similarity and dissimilarity are beneficial 
to the Relationship value. But, if the buyer has a more personal focus, the more opposite the 
salespeople can be, the greater the perceived value of the farmers in regards to the relationship. 
Therefore, sales teams can be adjusted in relation to the values of their buyers, either through 
the replacement of current salespeople, or in the selection of new salespeople.
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In general, companies that supply products and services in B2B markets must be attentive to 

the personal characteristics of salespeople, not only to similarities in relation to their buyers, but 
also to the dissimilarities. These results have primary implications for the concepts of strategic 
marketing planning, from the structuring of the company to the selection of the target market 
to be served and the form of segmentation adopted.

6.3. Limitations and Future Research

The results cannot be generalized and, therefore, other studies must be developed with the 
variables and the method used, in order to consolidate the proposed theory. As farmers have both 
personal and organizational characteristics, the effects of Personal Values on the relationship can 
vary according to the researched dyad.

An interesting form of research would be to understand the impact or mediation of the values 
similarity in the relationship between the Relationship value and other performance variables, which 
was not incorporated in this research due to the complexity of the current model. Future research 
can also test what the effect of the similarity of opposite value dimensions on the relationship 
value, such as, for example, the impact that similarity between the seller’s Self-transcendence and 
the Buyer’s Self-promotion has, for example, on the relationship value.
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APPENDIX A

An ASR is recommended when performing simultaneous tests of effects, such as values similarity 
(Edwards & Parry, 1993). The coefficients generated by the polynomial regression equation 
describes how two variables (for example, Self-transcendence of the buyer and Self-transcendence 
of the seller) are related together with the outcome variables based on surface response techniques.

Specifically, the relationship between component X (e.g., buyer’s self-transcendence), Y (e.g., 
seller’s self-transcendence) and the outcome variable Z (e.g., relationship value) can be written as:

2 2
0 1 2 3 4 5 .Z eβ β χ β γ β χ β χγ β γ= + + + + + +  	 (1)

To test whether the outcome variable varies along the line where the personal values of buyers 
and sellers are similar, we model the polynomial regression with Y = X. Replacing Y = in Equation 
(1), the line for perfect symmetry is expressed as:

( ) ( ) 2
0 1 2 3 4 5 .Z eβ β β χ β β β χ= + + + + + +  	 (2)

Therefore, the slope of the effect on the result is denoted by (b1 + b2) and, respectively, the 
curvature is (b3 + b4 + b5). If the curvature (b3 + b4 + b5) does not differ significantly from zero, 
but the slope does, the perfect symmetry line is linear. In such cases, a positive slope ([b1 + b2]> 
0) would indicate a linear increase in the result (Z) as the magnitude of similar values increases. 
If the curvature is significantly positive (b3 + b4 + b5)> 0, the shape of the symmetry line values is 
U-shaped. On the other hand, if the curvature is significantly negative (b3 + b4 + b5) <0, the line 
follows an inverted U shape. In ASR, the regression coefficients of the equations are not directly 
interpreted, but are used to examine the response surface pattern. In the graph, the slopes of the 
symmetry and asymmetry lines are interpreted. For a more in-depth review, see Faia et al. (2019).
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