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Executive Summary 

The ALL IN Company is a California-based boutique consultancy that helps small 

businesses and nonprofits strengthen recruitment and retention through its proprietary Five-Star 

Hiring System. At the time of the study, the company maintained twelve loyal clients with a 100 

percent renewal rate, indicating high satisfaction and consistent service quality. Despite these 

strong outcomes, growth had plateaued due to overreliance on founder-led sales, limited 

marketing automation, and underutilized customer-relationship-management (CRM) 

infrastructure. The central problem of practice examined in this project is how a boutique, 

founder-driven consultancy can codify and scale its client-management system—spanning 

marketing, onboarding, and engagement—without losing the personalization and reliability that 

define its brand. Within an increasingly AI-mediated recruitment landscape dominated by 

platforms such as Indeed and Prevue, The ALL IN Company illustrates a broader challenge 

faced by small professional-service firms: converting relational capital into sustainable, 

systematized growth. 

The study is grounded in four converging literatures. The first, CRM capability research, 

shows that structured relationship management across initiation, maintenance, and renewal 

improves performance and retention, while informal or founder-dependent systems constrain 

scalability (Reinartz et al., 2004; Payne & Frow, 2005). The second, service-quality and 

onboarding literature, identifies reliability, responsiveness, empathy, and transparency as key 

predictors of satisfaction and loyalty (Parasuraman et al., 1988; Aamer & Milani, 2023; Dapko, 

2012). Clear onboarding and early time-to-first-value (TTFV) milestones reduce client effort and 

build confidence. The third, brand-congruence and engagement studies, emphasizes that 
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alignment between brand identity and client self-concept drives confidence, retention, and 

advocacy (Sirgy & Su, 2000; Cable & Judge, 1996; Yoon, 2002). Finally, the Configurational 

Approach to Marketing (CAM) and co-occurrence analysis frame the methodology. CAM 

conceptualizes performance as the result of coherent bundles of interdependent practices rather 

than isolated variables (Meyer et al., 1993), and co-occurrence analysis detects these recurring 

practice clusters even in small-sample contexts (Zhou et al., 2022). Together, these frameworks 

explain how reliability, transparency, onboarding clarity, and perceived fit operate as an 

interdependent configuration predicting client satisfaction and retention. 

This capstone addressed three guiding questions. It asked what client-management 

strategies The ALL IN Company currently employs and to what extent they meet the evolving 

needs of existing and prospective clients. It also examined how client perceptions of onboarding, 

service delivery, and transparency relate to satisfaction and retention. Finally, it investigated 

which combinations of brand congruence, marketing effectiveness, and organizational fit most 

frequently co-occur with engagement and purchasing intent. 

A sequential mixed-methods design conducted between August and October 2025 

gathered evidence from internal, client, and proxy-client perspectives. The internal phase 

included a semi-structured interview with the founder-CEO and short surveys with both 

employees to identify processes, decision patterns, and perceived success factors. The client 

phase collected survey responses from current and past clients on onboarding clarity, reliability, 

transparency, satisfaction, and renewal intentions, supplemented by qualitative analysis of 

testimonials and feedback. The proxy-client phase surveyed small-business and nonprofit 

decision-makers aligned with the firm’s target profile to measure brand congruence, message 
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clarity, and organizational fit. All instruments used shared anchors derived from validated scales. 

Responses were analyzed through co-occurrence matrices and fuzzy-set membership scoring 

(0.0–1.0) to surface recurring practice configurations linked with satisfaction, trust, and 

engagement. 

Analysis revealed nine principal findings. The company’s success relies heavily on the 

founder’s personal credibility and relationships, creating operational bottlenecks that limit 

scalability. The absence of a formal CRM system results in inconsistent tracking, fragmented 

follow-up, and declining responsiveness as client volume increases. Onboarding is highly 

personal and valued by clients but unevenly structured, producing variable clarity and workload 

across engagements. Reliability, defined as delivering exactly what was promised, remains the 

strongest driver of trust, satisfaction, and renewal. Transparency is both a defining strength and a 

vulnerability: clients praise the company’s honesty, yet the lack of standardized scope statements 

leads to inconsistent expectations. Brand-congruence gaps persist between the firm’s 

founder-centric messaging and prospective clients’ expectations for professional alignment and 

organizational fit. The co-occurrence analysis confirms that the configuration of reliability, 

transparency, onboarding clarity, and fit most strongly predicts satisfaction, retention, and 

advocacy outcomes. Across datasets, clarity, reliability, and transparency operate as mutually 

reinforcing components that form the structural backbone of client trust and renewal. Finally, 

The ALL IN Company’s willingness to learn and adapt constitutes its most distinctive internal 

strength. Employee interviews reveal reflective dialogue, openness to innovation, and a 

psychologically safe culture that supports continuous improvement and readiness for change. 

This adaptive capacity provides the cultural foundation for sustainable scaling. 
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Five integrated recommendations translate these findings into action. The first is to 

establish a lightweight CRM backbone to centralize data, automate reminders, and normalize 

follow-up cadences, creating structure without bureaucracy. The second is to standardize 

onboarding through a Five-Week Roadmap that defines milestones, roles, and early-value 

checkpoints, ensuring clarity and measurable Time-To-First-Value for every client. The third is to 

formalize transparency by implementing a Standardized Scope-of-Work and Disclosure 

Framework that outlines deliverables, assumptions, and boundaries and incorporates a 

Fit-for-Service Checklist to align expectations ethically and consistently. The fourth is to conduct 

a comprehensive brand-alignment audit to unify messaging across all communication channels, 

reducing founder dependence and strengthening perceived fit. The fifth is to institutionalize 

continuous engagement through quarterly value reports, workshops, and partner outreach that 

maintain reliability and advocacy beyond project completion. These interventions are 

intentionally pragmatic and mutually reinforcing, codifying what already works—clarity, 

reliability, transparency, cadence discipline, and community-anchored growth. 

This study shows that boutique consultancies like The ALL IN Company can achieve 

sustainable growth by codifying—rather than diluting—the relational strengths that built their 

success. Guided by the Configurational Approach to Marketing and co-occurrence analysis, the 

project found that reliability, transparency, onboarding clarity, and fit form the core configuration 

driving satisfaction, retention, and advocacy. Implementing the five recommendations will 

transform founder-led excellence into a scalable, evidence-based system that maintains 

authenticity while ensuring consistency. The model offers a transferable framework for boutique 

firms seeking to move from individual success to sustainable, learning-oriented growth. 
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INTRODUCTION 

The ALL IN Company is a four-year-old boutique consultancy specializing in 

recruitment and employee retention solutions for small businesses and nonprofits. At the time of 

the initial consultation, the organization had twelve loyal clients and a 100 percent renewal rate, 

a strong indicator of the effectiveness of its proprietary Five-Star Hiring System. This structured 

process is designed to help small organizations attract, assess, and retain high-performing 

employees, while providing customized service that larger recruitment platforms often cannot 

deliver. The company’s mission is to help small-to-mid-sized firms build “unstoppable teams” 

that drive long-term success. 

The organizational setting is marked by both opportunity and constraint. On one hand, 

ALL IN has built a base of loyal clients who recognize the value of its structured hiring system, 

and these clients consistently renew contracts because of tangible results such as hiring top 

candidates within thirty days and achieving retention rates above ninety percent. On the other 

hand, the broader recruitment landscape is dominated by large platforms such as Indeed and 

Prevue, which have deep financial resources, integrated AI-driven assessment tools, and 

far-reaching brand recognition. Industry reports have noted that small consultancies across 

multiple sectors face persistent challenges when competing with larger firms that can leverage 

economies of scale and advanced automation (Keelson et al., 2024; O’Mahoney, 2021). Within 

this competitive environment, boutique consultancies like ALL IN must find ways to sustain 

growth, differentiate themselves, and scale operations—without sacrificing the high-touch 

personalization that sets them apart. The company is currently led by its founder, who manages 

most sales activities directly, leaving natural ceilings on growth. At the same time, its digital 
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infrastructure—customer relationship management (CRM), automated sales funnels, and 

lifecycle marketing tools—remains underdeveloped, limiting efficiency and reach. 

Despite its successes, the ALL IN Company faces several pressing challenges. First, its 

internal marketing remains fragmented, with limited original content and heavy reliance on a 

partner’s email list to generate visibility, rather than a consistent, value-driven strategy across 

channels. Second, the sales process is almost entirely founder-led, supported by a CRM platform 

that is too complex for the company’s current scale and underutilized as a result. Without 

structured pipelines or automated follow-up, scaling new client acquisition is difficult and 

unsustainably dependent on the founder’s capacity. Third, onboarding is personalized and 

well-received, but it lacks standardized milestones and places substantial time demands on 

clients, resulting in uneven alignment of expectations across accounts. Finally, post-purchase 

engagement is limited: outside of one-on-one check-ins and periodic reporting, there are few 

structured campaigns to retain clients, encourage referrals, or promote re-engagement through 

digital tools. These gaps collectively constrain growth and under-leverage the firm’s proprietary 

system. Research consistently shows that weak onboarding structures and limited lifecycle 

engagement reduce retention and diminish referral potential in professional services firms (Costa 

& Rodrigues, 2025; Dickson & Isaiah, 2024; Walker-Schmidt et al., 2022). 

The purpose of this capstone project was to examine ALL IN’s internal marketing, sales, 

onboarding, and client engagement practices in order to identify patterns that support or inhibit 

client acquisition and retention. Scholars have argued that firms that adopt configurational and 

relationship-based approaches can uncover actionable pathways hidden by traditional averages, 

especially in small-to-mid-sized organizational contexts (Løbner & Goduscheit, 2022; Miller, 
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2018; O’Mahoney, 2021). The project aimed to identify actionable improvements, recommend 

scalable strategies, and provide a structured pathway toward sustainable growth. 

The report is structured as follows: Context describes the organizational setting and 

industry landscape; Problem of Practice defines the central challenges; Literature Review 

synthesizes scholarship across three subareas; Conceptual Framework outlines the guiding 

frameworks; Project Questions identifies the study’s guiding inquiries; Project Design explains 

data collection and analysis procedures; Findings presents nine key insights; Recommendations 

provides five targeted strategies; and Conclusion summarizes the implications and next steps. 
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CONTEXT 

The ALL IN Company is a California-based boutique consultancy that specializes in 

helping small businesses and nonprofits improve their hiring and retention practices. Founded 

four years ago, the organization has quickly developed a reputation for high client satisfaction, 

boasting a 100 percent renewal rate among its twelve active clients at the time of the initial 

consultation. Its flagship product, the Five-Star Hiring System, is a proprietary process designed 

to identify the top 20 percent of candidates by combining structured behavioral assessments, 

targeted onboarding tools, and marketing alignment. The system is marketed as a way to deliver 

high-performing employees who both meet immediate staffing needs and drive measurable value 

for organizations. Scholars of small business recruitment have similarly emphasized the 

importance of structured, evidence-based hiring protocols, noting that smaller firms cannot rely 

on volume-driven approaches that characterize larger recruitment platforms (Carroll et al., 1999; 

Moake et al., 2021). 

ALL IN operates in a competitive recruitment landscape shaped by the dominance of 

large-scale platforms such as Indeed and ZipRecruiter. These firms draw on economies of scale, 

significant capital reserves, and increasingly sophisticated AI-enabled tools (Babina et al., 2023; 

Drydakis, 2024; Hosain et al., 2025; Sandeep et al., 2025; Tursunbayeva et al., 2025). Smaller 

firms, by contrast, are often constrained in their ability to compete directly and instead lean on 

strategies such as niche specialization and high-touch personalization (Koskinen, 2017; 

Williamson, 2000). Consistent with this trend, ALL IN has differentiated itself through a 

consultative, relationship-based model that emphasizes personalized support across the hiring 

lifecycle rather than volume-driven job placement. This orientation aligns with scholarship 
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underscoring the competitive advantage of relationship-centered service models in professional 

services (Deszczyński, 2021; Nätti & Ulkuniemi, 2022). 

The company’s client base is specialized, consisting of business owners with urgent 

hiring needs or those seeking to improve organizational performance by replacing 

underperforming employees (D. Mulvey, personal communication, June 2025). To meet this 

demand, ALL IN offers tiered packages, ranging from a one-hire, three-month engagement to 

an all-you-can-use annual membership. Scholars of small firm human capital strategy have noted 

that such tiered, flexible arrangements are increasingly common, as they allow firms to align 

service levels with client readiness and capacity (Long, 2025; Wang et al., 2025). Looking to the 

future, the company is also piloting new growth pathways such as partnerships with 

associations and franchises, along with certifications and licensing models. This mirrors broader 

industry trends in which boutique firms seek to leverage partnerships and credentialing to 

enhance scalability without losing their core identity (Audretsch et al., 2023; Gershuni et al., 

2023). 

Figures 1 and 2 (see below) illustrate the company’s current market footprint. Clients are 

distributed across the United States, with the largest concentrations in the Northeast and 

Southwest (three clients each), followed by the Southeast and Midwest (two each), and the West 

(two clients). Sectorally, financial/bookkeeping/consulting represents the largest share (four 

clients), while retail/tech/appliance and construction/home/trade each account for two. Single 

clients are represented in manufacturing/custom equipment, content/culinary, health/wellness 

services, and care/legal/social services. Such diversity suggests that while the company has 

established credibility across multiple domains, financial and professional services firms remain 
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the most natural fit for its offerings (D. Mulvey, personal communication, June 2025). Research 

on boutique consultancy growth underscores the importance of building a strong sectoral 

foothold as a platform for expanding into adjacent markets (Wennberg, Li, Tether, & Mina, 

2010). 

Figure 1: Distribution of The ALL IN Company’s Clients by Sector 

 
Figure 2: Distribution of The ALL IN Company’s Clients by U.S. Region 
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The organizational structure of ALL IN reflects its size and entrepreneurial stage. The 

firm is led by its founder and supported by two employees, with roles that span member success, 

technical support, creative work, and HR expertise. Strategic partnerships extend this small 

team’s reach. Of particular note is a licensing and promotional collaboration with bestselling 

author Mike Michalowicz, whose platform helps generate visibility for ALL IN’s workshops, 

and a deep product partnership with Prevue, whose psychometric tools are white-labeled as the 

“ALL IN Assessment.” Scholars argue that such partnerships are critical for boutique firms, 

enabling them to borrow credibility and extend market presence without significant capital 

investment (Capik & Brockerhoff, 2017; Audretsch et al., 2023). 

A range of stakeholders are implicated in the firm’s growth challenges. Internally, the 

founder and employees are responsible for service delivery, client engagement, and long-term 

scalability. Externally, existing clients, with their renewal and referral behaviors, directly 

influence the stability of the business model. Prospective clients—often those confronting urgent 

hiring pain—represent the pipeline necessary for future growth. Strategic partners, including 

Prevue, associations, and media platforms like LinkedIn, podcasts, and YouTube influencers, are 

also essential, as they shape lead flow, brand perception, and credibility. Literature on 

stakeholder ecosystems in small firms emphasizes that boutique consultancies must cultivate 

multiple layers of stakeholders simultaneously, balancing the needs of clients, partners, and 

internal staff with limited resources (Latip et al., 2022; Odonkor et al., 2024). 

Finally, the decisions this project seeks to inform center on five operational bottlenecks. 

First, demand generation is inconsistent, with workshops primarily marketed through a partner’s 

email list rather than the company’s own channels. Second, sales enablement is constrained by 
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reliance on a CRM (Membrain) that is sophisticated for larger firms but underutilized by ALL 

IN. Third, onboarding places heavy time demands on clients during the first five weeks, creating 

friction despite its personalized value. Fourth, lifecycle engagement relies heavily on one-to-one 

outreach and monthly statistics, while the company rated its app as “2 out of 10,” with only 150 

users and low weekly activity. Finally, offer architecture is in flux, with certifications, franchise 

packages, and licensing models on the roadmap but not yet systematized. Each of these decision 

areas aligns with scholarly findings that small firms often face a paradox: strong core services 

but fragile systems that limit scalability (Leonard-Barton, 1992; Piaskowska, Tippmann, & 

Monaghan, 2021; Vanacker, Manigart, Meuleman, & Sels, 2011). 

In sum, the ALL IN Company is a boutique consultancy with strong client outcomes but 

significant operational bottlenecks. Like many small professional service firms, it faces pressures 

from industry giants with greater scale and automation, yet it has carved out a niche by 

emphasizing high-touch, relationship-based service delivery. This project aims to support the 

organization in refining its systems—marketing, sales, onboarding, and lifecycle 

engagement—so that it can grow sustainably while preserving the personalized, evidence-driven 

approach that defines its brand. 
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PROBLEM OF PRACTICE 

The ALL IN Company, a boutique recruitment consultancy, delivers its proprietary 

Five-Star Hiring System with strong outcomes, including a 90%+ success rate and a 100% 

renewal rate among existing clients at the time of consultation. Despite this effectiveness, the 

firm struggles to attract and convert new clients at the scale needed for growth. The core issue is 

the absence of a structured system for internal marketing, sales conversion, and post-onboarding 

engagement. Studies show that firms lacking formal marketing infrastructures often plateau even 

when their services are highly effective (Moorman & Day, 2016; Vorhies & Morgan, 2003, 

2005). The current model is fragmented and founder-dependent: lead generation comes from live 

events, podcast appearances, and referrals, with no automated funnel; sales are handled almost 

entirely by the founder, limiting capacity; and onboarding, while personalized, is inconsistent. 

Entrepreneurship research cautions that founder-led sales models create bottlenecks that restrict 

scalability and increase organizational risk (Kindström, Carlborg, & Nord, 2024; Tan & 

Mahoney, 2005). 

Evidence illustrates this gap. While current clients express high satisfaction, conversion 

rates for new prospects remain low, and staff report that many leads “go cold” due to inconsistent 

follow-up. Surveys show gaps in brand congruence and trust-building, while the absence of a 

CRM prevents leaders from diagnosing where prospects disengage. Prior studies demonstrate 

that structured onboarding and consistent engagement flows are strong predictors of retention 

and referral behavior in service industries (Reinartz, Krafft, & Hoyer, 2004; Verhoef, 2003; 

Zeithaml, Berry, & Parasuraman, 1996). These challenges are magnified by competition: larger 

firms such as Indeed and Prevue use AI-enabled tools and automated platforms, shaping 
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expectations for speed and digital-first engagement. Without similar infrastructure, The ALL IN 

Company risks losing share despite delivering superior outcomes. Analysts note that boutique 

firms lacking automation often struggle to compete against larger players that scale rapidly 

through digital ecosystems (Bharadwaj, 2000; Costa Melo et al., 2023; Schwaeke, Peters, 

Kanbach, Kraus, & Jones, 2025). Growth has plateaued not because service delivery is weak, but 

because internal systems cannot translate client satisfaction into predictable expansion. 

The organization has taken steps such as piloting a certification model, forming content 

partnerships, and leveraging founder visibility through LinkedIn and speaking engagements. 

These efforts reflect initiative but remain fragmented and unintegrated. Strategic marketing 

literature emphasizes that sustainable growth depends on alignment between strategy, structure, 

and value proposition rather than piecemeal interventions (Meyer et al., 1993; Venkatraman, 

1989; Vorhies & Morgan, 2003). When that alignment breaks down, revenue stalls, the business 

starts to blend in with competitors, and the Five-Star Hiring System becomes harder to scale. 

Over time, inconsistent engagement may weaken loyalty, and reliance on the founder creates 

fragility if bandwidth falters. The causes are multifaceted—over-reliance on the founder, absence 

of CRM and automation tools, lean staffing, and lack of standardized onboarding and 

retention—but together they restrict scalability despite strong outcomes. This capstone study will 

analyze the problem through the Configurational Approach to Marketing and a co-occurrence 

framework, identifying combinations of internal practices and client perceptions that align with 

positive outcomes to produce evidence-based recommendations suited to the company’s lean, 

high-trust model. 
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LITERATURE REVIEW 

In light of the organizational challenges under study, this literature review investigates the 

bodies of scholarship most pertinent to understanding client acquisition, engagement, and 

retention within small professional service firms. The review concentrates on several areas that 

align directly with The ALL IN Company’s problem of practice, including research on client 

management strategies and CRM processes, empirical work on onboarding clarity, service 

reliability, and sales transparency, and evidence linking these dimensions to client satisfaction 

and retention outcomes. It also integrates studies of brand congruence, marketing effectiveness, 

and organizational fit as critical determinants of initial client engagement, alongside literature on 

SME scaling and automation that contextualizes the barriers to sustainable growth. Together, 

these areas of inquiry offer both conceptual grounding and empirical insight into how 

organizational practices and client perceptions interact to shape performance across the customer 

journey. 

Client Management Strategies and Evolving Client Needs 

Customer relationship management (CRM) is best understood as an integrated process 

for initiating, maintaining, and, when appropriate, terminating customer relationships to 

maximize customer equity, rather than as a software tool alone; the capability blends systematic 

data capture, two-way communication, and value-based customization (Reinartz, Krafft, & 

Hoyer, 2004; Payne & Frow, 2005). Empirical work indicates that higher CRM maturity across 

initiation, maintenance, and termination—characterized by structured data tracking, interactive 

communication, and differentiated resource allocation to high-value clients—yields stronger 

customer and firm outcomes than informal, ad hoc practices (Reinartz, Krafft, & Hoyer, 2004). 
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Studies consistently report that CRM process implementation shows a moderately positive 

association with both perceptual and objective performance, but outcomes vary depending on the 

depth, consistency, and strategic integration of adoption (Reinartz, Krafft, & Hoyer, 2004; Payne 

& Frow, 2005; Boulding, Staelin, Ehret, & Johnston, 2005). 

The methodological rigor of CRM research is substantial: many studies use large, 

multi-firm samples, cross-industry settings, and structural modeling to validate constructs and 

test hypothesized pathways, with evidence of reliability and discriminant validity for CRM 

capability scales (Reinartz, Krafft, & Hoyer, 2004; Zablah, Bellenger, & Johnston, 2004; 

Parvatiyar & Sheth, 2001). Even so, partial implementations often produce modest or mixed 

effects, underscoring that technology investments without organizational alignment, training, and 

process discipline rarely translate into performance gains(Reinartz, Krafft, & Hoyer, 2004; 

Jayachandran, Sharma, Kaufman, & Raman, 2005; Boulding, Staelin, Ehret, & Johnston, 2005; 

Payne & Frow, 2005). 

Retention sits at the core of CRM’s financial logic. Long-term customer value reframes 

marketing from transactions to relationships; retention programs can reduce reacquisition costs, 

increase cross-sell and up-sell opportunities, and stabilize revenue volatility over time (Blattberg 

& Deighton, 1996; Rust, Zeithaml, & Lemon, 2002). Firms that deploy structured retention 

mechanisms—such as loyalty programs, targeted communication, and selective win-back 

strategies—tend to report higher profitability than firms that manage retention reactively or 

informally (Reinartz, Krafft, & Hoyer, 2004; Kumar & Shah, 2004; Bolton, Lemon, & Verhoef, 

2004; Thomas, Blattberg, & Fox, 2004). 

Small and medium-sized enterprises (SMEs) face distinctive adoption barriers. Evidence 
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shows many SMEs rely on manual processes, spreadsheets, and founder memory rather than 

automated systems, leading to fragmented data, inconsistent follow-ups, and limited 

personalization at scale (Dimitriadis & Stevens, 2008; Harrigan, Ramsey, & Ibbotson, 2012). A 

common pattern is early growth fueled by founder energy, followed by a plateau when client 

volume exceeds individual bandwidth in the absence of standardized tracking and 

communication routines (Harrigan, Ramsey, & Ibbotson, 2012; Nguyen, Sherif, & Newby, 

2007). 

Available information suggests ALL IN manages relationships primarily through 

founder-led outreach, workshops, and ad hoc notes, without a formal CRM system (D. Mulvey, 

personal communication, August 2025). While this yields a highly personal client experience, 

the literature indicates increased risk of missed opportunities, lapsed follow-ups, and growth 

ceilings as volume rises without systematized processes (Dimitriadis & Stevens, 2008; Harrigan, 

Ramsey, & Ibbotson, 2012; Nguyen, Sherif, & Newby, 2007). Absent lightweight CRM 

routines—centralized contact histories, cadence plans, and value-based prioritization—the firm 

is likely to plateau in acquisition and struggle to scale personalization reliably (Harrigan, 

Ramsey, & Ibbotson, 2012; Payne & Frow, 2005; Harrigan, Miles, Fang, & Roy, 2020). 

Parallel to CRM, service-quality research explains how firms meet evolving client needs 

and create perceived value (Parasuraman, Zeithaml, & Berry, 1988; Zeithaml, Berry, & 

Parasuraman, 1996). The SERVQUAL framework specifies five dimensions—reliability, 

responsiveness, assurance, empathy, and tangibles—that repeatedly predict satisfaction and 

loyalty across industries, with reliability (“doing it right the first time”) often emerging as the 

strongest downstream driver (Parasuraman, Zeithaml, & Berry, 1988; Cronin & Taylor, 1992). 
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Responsiveness and empathy are particularly salient in shaping whether clients feel their 

changing needs are understood and addressed over time (Parasuraman et al., 1988; Bitner, 

Booms, & Tetreault, 1990). 

Work in engagement contexts extends these links by showing that 

participation/engagement—beyond technical competence—can increase perceived value and, 

through satisfaction, strengthen loyalty intentions (Solem, 2016; Vivek, Beatty, & Morgan, 

2012). In this stream, client-perceived value and satisfaction function together: perceived quality 

drives satisfaction, which in turn predicts behavioral intentions such as repurchase and advocacy 

(Zeithaml, Berry, & Parasuraman, 1996; Chen, 2008). 

The evidence base is methodologically robust. SERVQUAL and related measures have 

been psychometrically validated across numerous industries and cultures, demonstrating stable 

factor structures and predictive validity for satisfaction and loyalty outcomes (Parasuraman, 

Zeithaml, & Berry, 1988; Cronin & Taylor, 1992; Brady & Cronin, 2001). Structural models 

consistently show perceived service quality influencing satisfaction, with satisfaction mediating 

effects on retention intentions; longitudinal studies further confirm that higher satisfaction leads 

to stronger loyalty and long-term commitment in service settings (Bernhardt, Donthu, & Kennett, 

2000; Cooil, Keiningham, Aksoy, & Hsu, 2007). 

In boutique B2B consultancies, SERVQUAL requires contextual adaptation. Tangibles 

and formal “assurance” cues may carry less weight than responsiveness and empathy, because 

smaller firms differentiate through individualized attention and flexibility rather than brand heft 

or physical evidence (Parasuraman, Zeithaml, & Berry, 1988; Bitner, Booms, & Tetreault, 1990; 

Brady & Cronin, 2001). In high-touch, founder-led settings, unmet needs can have outsized 
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effects: clients who feel ignored or misunderstood are more likely to disengage entirely, given 

the personal nature of the relationship and the low switching barriers among boutique providers 

(Garbarino & Johnson, 1999; Bernhardt, Donthu, & Kennett, 2000; Solem, 2016). 

Research on service quality and perceived value emphasizes core dimensions such as 

reliability, responsiveness, and empathy as central to customers’ evaluations of service 

experiences (Parasuraman et al., 1988; Zeithaml et al., 1996). Relational engagement, when 

supported by systematic follow-up mechanisms, has been shown to enhance perceived 

responsiveness and strengthen long-term customer relationships (Reinartz, Krafft, & Hoyer, 

2004; Anderson, Fornell, & Rust, 1997).  The literature suggests that without systematic 

reinforcement, boutique firms risk attrition even when initial satisfaction is high; distinguishing 

and emphasizing relational value (confidence, continuity, partnership) over purely transactional 

value (one-off fulfillment) is essential for sustaining long-term loyalty in high-trust B2B services 

(Cooil et al., 2007; Garbarino & Johnson, 1999; Morgan & Hunt, 1994). 

Onboarding, Service Delivery, and Retention Outcomes 

The onboarding phase of a service relationship is widely recognized as a critical 

determinant of client satisfaction and retention, because it sets expectations, establishes norms 

for communication, and creates the conditions for early value realization (Aamer & Milani, 

2023). Across both B2C and B2B services, research finds that when onboarding steps are 

transparent, timelines are visible, and role responsibilities are explicit, clients experience lower 

cognitive load and greater confidence in the provider, which reduces uncertainty and accelerates 

time-to-first-value (TTFV) (Aamer & Milani, 2023; Homburg, Jozić, & Kuehnl, 2017; Novak, 

Hoffman, & Yung, 2000). Metrics such as Customer Effort Score (CES) and TTFV are 
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frequently used as early indicators, with higher perceived ease and faster initial value associated 

with stronger satisfaction and renewal outcomes (Aamer & Milani, 2023; de Haan, Wiesel, & 

Pauwels, 2015; Novak, Hoffman, & Yung, 2000).  

Aamer and Milani’s multivocal review of digital onboarding processes synthesizes 

evidence that structured, stepwise onboarding reduces confusion, speeds adoption/usage of 

service outputs, and increases retention intentions; although their corpus is weighted toward 

financial and SaaS contexts, the mechanisms—clarity, guidance, and timely feedback—are 

transferable to professional services where clients must learn how to engage effectively with a 

provider’s process (Aamer & Milani, 2023; Sharma & Patterson, 1999). Boundary conditions 

matter: in standardized offerings, clarity can be delivered through automated flows and templated 

tutorials, but in complex, high-touch B2B services, clarity typically requires shared plans, 

milestone charts, and repeated role clarification to prevent overload and sustain momentum 

(Verleye, 2015; Eisingerich & Bell, 2006). For SMEs, onboarding is often handled informally by 

founders or senior staff, producing variability in client experience and limiting scalability; simple 

artifacts such as checklists, timeline templates, and standard communications can meaningfully 

reduce variance and improve early satisfaction without sacrificing personalization (Dimitriadis & 

Stevens, 2008; Harrigan, Ramsey, & Ibbotson, 2012). Research on service delivery design 

highlights that structured onboarding processes contribute to consistent client experiences and 

long-term relationship quality (Homburg, Jozić, & Kuehnl, 2017). Studies on relationship 

marketing further suggest that codifying interaction milestones and performance checkpoints 

helps balance personalization with reliability, thereby strengthening trust and commitment 

between service providers and clients (Morgan & Hunt, 1994). 

Reliability—the ability to perform the promised service dependably and accurately—has 
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repeatedly emerged as the most powerful dimension of perceived service quality in the 

SERVQUAL tradition, with strong links to trust, satisfaction, and repeat patronage across 

industries (Parasuraman, Zeithaml, & Berry, 1988). Clients infer reliability not only from 

outcomes but from process consistency (e.g., punctuality, accuracy of deliverables, adherence to 

stated methods), and “right-the-first-time” execution reduces monitoring costs and signals 

competence—effects that are especially pronounced in credence services where quality is 

difficult to evaluate ex ante or even during delivery (Parasuraman, Zeithaml, & Berry, 1988; 

Darby & Karni, 1973; Zeithaml, 1981; Bolton & Drew, 1991).  

In parallel, the sales and delivery literature on transparency conceptualizes openness as a 

provider’s willingness to disclose relevant information, including constraints, assumptions, 

trade-offs, and risks, so clients can make informed decisions; validated transparency scales show 

that higher perceived transparency decreases skepticism, increases trust, and raises purchase and 

renewal intentions (Dapko, 2012; Rawlins, 2008; Schnackenberg & Tomlinson, 2016). 

Importantly, transparency can buffer disappointment: when boundaries and contingencies are 

explicit up front, clients are more forgiving of minor lapses because the provider is seen as 

candid and fair-dealing (Dapko, 2012; Tax, Brown, & Chandrashekaran, 1998; Gundlach, 

Achrol, & Mentzer, 1995). The evidentiary base here is rigorous: SERVQUAL’s dimensions 

have been replicated with stable factor structures and predictive validity in multiple contexts, and 

transparency constructs demonstrate discriminant and nomological validity relative to trust and 

skepticism in survey and experimental designs (Parasuraman et al., 1988; Dapko, 2012).  

For SMEs and boutique consultancies, reliability and transparency are amplified levers: 

thin brand equity offers little reputational slack, so inconsistency or opacity can trigger rapid 
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disengagement, whereas consistently doing what was promised and being explicit about 

boundaries can create outsized loyalty in high-involvement, high-risk purchases (Harrigan, 

Ramsey, & Ibbotson, 2012; Ojasalo, 2001). At The ALL IN Company, delivery reliability is 

strong once engagements begin, but transparency remains informal and founder-dependent; 

codifying it through scoped proposals, clear timelines, and ‘do/don’t do’ statements could boost 

decision confidence and reinforce credibility. Combined, reliability and transparency form a 

mutually reinforcing pathway to retention in boutique professional services (Crosby, Evans, & 

Cowles, 1990; Sharma & Patterson, 1999). 

Client satisfaction functions as a mediating construct linking perceived service 

performance to downstream behaviors, including repurchase, share-of-wallet, and advocacy; 

national and industry indices consistently show that higher satisfaction is associated with 

superior firm-level outcomes (Anderson, Fornell, & Rust, 1997). Decades of service research 

indicate that satisfaction reflects both cognitive evaluations (quality, value) and affective 

responses (trust, confidence), which together shape longer-term relationship strength (Oliver, 

1993; Garbarino & Johnson, 1999; Anderson, Fornell, & Rust, 1997). Behavioral intentions 

measures—such as intentions to remain, repurchase, pay a price premium, and 

recommend—have demonstrated predictive validity for actual retention and revenue outcomes in 

longitudinal designs, making them practical leading indicators for managers (Zeithaml, Berry, & 

Parasuraman, 1996). In B2B contexts, retention is often less price-sensitive and more anchored 

in trust, perceived competence, and partnership quality than in many B2C settings, heightening 

the importance of reliable delivery and transparent communication across touchpoints (Morgan 

& Hunt, 1994; Ulaga & Eggert, 2006; Palmatier, Dant, Grewal, & Evans, 2006). The cumulative 

evidence is robust: structural models consistently confirm that satisfaction leads to loyalty, and 
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validated behavioral-intention measures show strong correlations with actual retention. However, 

scholars caution that satisfaction must be reinforced throughout the customer journey, as isolated 

positive experiences are insufficient to sustain long-term loyalty when subsequent interactions 

are inconsistent (Zeithaml et al., 1996; Anderson et al., 1997). For The ALL IN Company, 

reported near-100% renewals indicate high satisfaction among current clients, but sustaining that 

performance at greater scale will require extending structured practices earlier in the 

journey—acquisition and onboarding—so that expectations, effort, and early value are managed 

as deliberately as delivery quality itself (Harrigan, Ramsey, & Ibbotson, 2012; Payne & Frow, 

2005). 

Brand Congruence, Marketing Effectiveness, and Engagement 
 

Brand congruence—often operationalized as self-congruity—captures the degree of 

match between the image a provider projects (e.g., “the kind of client who works with us”) and 

the client’s self-concept or organizational identity (Sirgy et al., 2000). Building on self-congruity 

theory, Sirgy and colleagues developed an integrative model showing that perceived similarity 

between the “typical user/visitor” image and the decision maker’s self-image increases favorable 

attitudes and approach behaviors; they also distinguished this symbolic match from “functional 

congruity,” the fit between utilitarian attributes and the client’s ideal expectations (Sirgy et al., 

2000). Empirical work in that stream indicates that self-congruity can directly shape intentions 

and also operate as a mediator that strengthens links from perceived quality/satisfaction to 

loyalty-like outcomes (Sirgy et al., 2000; Kressmann et al., 2006). In professional services, the 

same mechanisms apply even though the “user image” is organizational rather than individual: 

congruence reduces perceived risk, affirms identity, and signals shared norms—conditions 
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associated with trust and long-term partnering (Brown et al., 2006; Homburg, Wieseke, & Hoyer, 

2009). For small firms, the practical challenge is consistency: when founder voice, website tone, 

collateral, and event messaging point in different directions, prospects register incongruence 

even if delivery is rigorous, dampening intention to engage (Napoli, 2006; Merrilees, 2007). 

Aligning symbolic cues (who the firm is for, how it works, what it values) with the experienced 

service blueprint narrows this gap and makes downstream quality signals more believable 

(Erdem & Swait, 2004; Keller, 1993). 

Message quality—clarity, informativeness, and credibility—is a proximal driver of 

decision confidence in high-involvement purchases (Yoon, 2002). In a simulation-plus-survey 

study, Yoon (2002) showed that website properties tied to clarity and informativeness raised 

satisfaction, while image-related cues (awareness, reputation) elevated trust; both trust and 

satisfaction, alongside awareness, significantly predicted purchase intention (Yoon, 2002). 

Translating these findings to knowledge-intensive services, specific, comprehensible promises 

(“what outcomes, for whom, by when”) reduce ambiguity and cognitive effort; credible 

disclosures (evidence, constraints, risks) temper skepticism and build trust before trial (Tax, 

Brown, & Chandrashekaran, 1998; Moorman, Zaltman, & Deshpande, 1992). The cumulative 

implication across experiments and multi-industry surveys is that prospects reward messages that 

are concrete, navigable, and believable—and penalize vague claims that force reliance on 

reputation or referrals alone (Dowling & Staelin, 1994; Lowry, Romano, Jenkins, & Guthrie, 

2009). For boutique firms with limited reach, disciplined message testing (iterating offers, 

proofs, and counter-expectations) substitutes for scale: fewer impressions can still convert if each 

touch raises trust and decision clarity (Reijonen, 2010; Merrilees, 2007). Conversely, 

founder-centric channels (talks, podcasts, events) that lack structured follow-ups may impress 
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but under-inform, suppressing scalable acquisition despite strong expertise (Gilmore, Carson, & 

Grant, 2001; Harrigan, Ramsey, & Ibbotson, 2012). 

Perceived organizational fit—adapted from person–organization (P–O) fit 

research—captures compatibility in values, norms, and working style between a client 

organization and a provider (Cable & Judge, 1996). Foundational work shows that perceived 

person–organization fit predicts attraction, job choice, and organizational commitment in 

employment contexts (Cable & Judge, 1996); in buyer–seller relationships, analogous 

compatibility judgments—such as goal congruence and relational norms—guide partner 

selection and the depth of collaboration (Heide & John, 1992; Jap, 1999). Contemporary 

engagement research extends beyond satisfaction to include cognitive, emotional, and behavioral 

investment (advocacy, knowledge sharing, referrals); validated engagement constructs predict 

both current and future value, above and beyond satisfaction and quality perceptions (Pansari & 

Kumar, 2017). Together, these literatures explain a recurrent field observation: prospects can 

acknowledge high service quality yet still decline to proceed if they anticipate misalignment in 

pace, governance, or participation demands (Ulaga & Eggert, 2006; Johnson, Sohi, & Grewal, 

2004). Making fit legible—by explicitly signaling expectations, co-production requirements, 

decision rights, and cultural norms—filters out misaligned prospects early and deepens 

engagement among those who proceed, which in turn amplifies willingness to recommend and 

stay the course through inevitable frictions (Homburg, Wieseke, & Hoyer, 2009; Sharma & 

Patterson, 1999). 

Across studies, three ideas recur. First, symbolic alignment matters: when brand/user (or 

provider/client) identity cues align, prospects feel understood and safer, which amplifies the 
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impact of functional quality signals (Sirgy et al., 2000). Second, message quality is not cosmetic; 

clarity, informativeness, and credibility directly lift trust, satisfaction, and intention, and they do 

so even when reach is limited (Yoon, 2002). Third, engagement is a distinct, measurable state 

that is most durable when initial fit is screened and signaled, not assumed; fit plus congruence 

plus credible messaging tend to co-occur in successful engagements, while gaps on any one 

dimension can stall conversion despite strong delivery capabilities (Morgan & Hunt, 1994; Ulaga 

& Eggert, 2006; Vivek, Beatty, & Morgan, 2012; Pansari & Kumar, 2017). 

Relevance, Rigor, and Implications for ALL IN 
 

The literatures on CRM process capabilities, service quality and client value, 

onboarding/effort and transparency, and brand congruence with engagement collectively provide 

a strong explanatory base for client acquisition and retention in services (Reinartz et al., 2004; 

Parasuraman, Zeithaml, & Berry, 1988; Aamer & Milani, 2023; Dapko, 2012; Sirgy & Su, 2012; 

Pansari & Kumar, 2016). Across these streams, several conclusions are especially robust: (1) 

service reliability and responsiveness consistently predict satisfaction and loyalty, with reliability 

repeatedly emerging as the most potent dimension of perceived service quality in both 

cross-sectional and longitudinal research (Parasuraman et al., 1988); (2) satisfaction mediates the 

relationship between perceived quality and retention-related intentions, as shown in national 

index programs and behavioral-intentions batteries linking satisfaction to repurchase, 

recommendation, and persistence behaviors (Anderson, Fornell, & Rust, 1997; Zeithaml, Berry, 

& Parasuraman, 1996); (3) onboarding clarity and early value capture reduce effort and 

accelerate trust formation, improving downstream renewal likelihood in both SaaS and 

professional-service contexts where clients must learn how to engage with a provider’s process 
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(Aamer & Milani, 2023); and (4) sales/service transparency—openness about constraints, 

trade-offs, and risks—reduces skepticism, increases trust, and buffers disappointment when 

issues arise in credence-heavy services (Dapko, 2012). 

Methodologically, this evidence base is rigorous. SERVQUAL and related service-quality 

measures have been replicated across many industries and cultures with stable factor structures 

and predictive validity for satisfaction and loyalty outcomes (Parasuraman et al., 1988). CRM 

capabilities have been operationalized and tested in multi-firm, cross-industry structural equation 

models with reliable and discriminant measurement properties, and with documented links to 

customer and financial performance when processes are implemented coherently rather than 

piecemeal (Reinartz et al., 2004). Customer-effort and time-to-first-value (TTFV) indicators have 

been applied across sectors and validated via experimental and survey designs as early predictors 

of satisfaction and renewal (Aamer & Milani, 2023). Transparency has been specified with 

validated psychometric scales that demonstrate discriminant and nomological validity relative to 

adjacent constructs such as trust, skepticism, and satisfaction (Dapko, 2012). In branding and 

engagement, self-/brand congruity, person–organization fit, and customer engagement have been 

modeled with SEM and replicated across B2C and B2B samples, linking symbolic/identity 

alignment and engagement states to intention and value outcomes beyond satisfaction alone 

(Sirgy & Su, 2012; Cable & Judge, 1996; Pansari & Kumar, 2016). 

Important gaps remain. Much of the empirical base is drawn from large firms with 

established infrastructures; fewer studies isolate boutique, founder-led consultancies where value 

is co-produced and outcomes depend heavily on client participation and capacity (Solem, 2016). 

Findings about full-scale CRM infrastructures or automated onboarding may not generalize 
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without adaptation to lightweight, high-touch settings, and the nuances of relational value 

delivery in boutique professional services are underrepresented relative to standardized or digital 

contexts (Anderson, Fornell, & Rust, 1997; Pansari & Kumar, 2017). Emerging configurational 

approaches that examine bundles of practices (e.g., reliability + transparency + onboarding 

clarity) are promising for small-firm contexts but remain comparatively nascent, suggesting a 

need to complement variable-centered models with pattern-centered analyses (Parasuraman, 

Zeithaml, & Berry, 1988; Dapko, 2012). 

Overall, the reviewed literature points to a coherent practice thesis: reliability, 

responsiveness, transparency, clarity, congruence, and fit are the factors most consistently linked 

to satisfaction, retention, and advocacy in service settings (Parasuraman, Zeithaml, & Berry, 

1988; Zeithaml, Berry, & Parasuraman, 1996; Dapko, 2012). However, overapplying large-firm 

infrastructure models to boutique contexts risks misalignment; smaller firms benefit more from 

lightweight, systematic routines that achieve similar relational outcomes without unnecessary 

complexity (Anderson, Fornell, & Rust, 1997). 

Research on customer relationship management (CRM) underscores that structured data 

systems, contact routines, and staged opportunity tracking enhance responsiveness, retention, and 

customer lifetime value relative to ad hoc or founder-dependent practices (Reinartz, Krafft, & 

Hoyer, 2004; Anderson, Fornell, & Rust, 1997; Solem, 2016). Parallel studies in service 

operations show that well-defined onboarding processes—featuring clear milestones, templates, 

and role expectations—improve early satisfaction and perceived fairness by clarifying 

responsibilities and reducing uncertainty (Aamer & Milani, 2023; Parasuraman, Zeithaml, & 

Berry, 1988; Zeithaml, Berry, & Parasuraman, 1996). In high-trust, credence-based services, 
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reliability and transparency have been found to operate synergistically: meeting commitments 

while maintaining open communication about scope and limitations predicts retention and 

advocacy more effectively than either practice alone (Dapko, 2012; Parasuraman, Zeithaml, & 

Berry, 1988; Zeithaml, Berry, & Parasuraman, 1996). 

The satisfaction–loyalty relationship remains a consistent focus in service marketing 

research. Studies confirm that satisfaction mediates the link between perceived service quality 

and customer retention, repeat purchase, and advocacy, but only when satisfaction is reinforced 

across the entire customer journey (Zeithaml et al., 1996; Anderson et al., 1997). Related 

research on brand congruence and person–organization fit highlights that alignment between 

brand promises, delivered experiences, and shared values strengthens authenticity, trust, and 

long-term engagement (Yoon, 2002; Sirgy & Su, 2002; Cable & Judge, 1996; Pansari & Kumar, 

2016). 

Taken together, the literature converges on a single operational implication for boutique, 

high-trust services: translate founder-led excellence into repeatable, evidence-based systems by 

codifying CRM routines, standardizing onboarding for clarity and TTFV, formalizing 

transparency, aligning brand identity and message quality with delivery, and screening for fit; 

these moves preserve the relational advantages of a boutique while scaling the practices most 

predictive of satisfaction, retention, and engagement (Reinartz, Krafft, & Hoyer, 2004; Aamer & 

Milani, 2023; Dapko, 2012; Yoon, 2002; Sirgy & Su, 2000; Cable & Judge, 1996; Pansari & 

Kumar, 2017). 
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CONCEPTUAL FRAMEWORK 

This study adopts a dual conceptual framework—Configurational Approach 

Methodology (CAM) and probabilistic co-occurrence analysis, extended with a rule-based 

scoring procedure—to integrate diverse organizational constructs into a coherent explanatory 

scheme. CAM builds on a long tradition of configurational thinking, which emphasizes that 

organizational outcomes emerge not from single variables but from combinations of 

interdependent factors (Meyer, Tsui, & Hinings, 1993; Rodrigo-Alarcón, Parra-Requena, & 

Ruiz-Ortega, 2020), while co-occurrence analysis and rule-based scoring draw from advances in 

bibliometrics and association-rule mining (Zhou et al., 2022; Hahsler & Hornik, 2008). 

In parallel, co-occurrence analysis, widely used in bibliometrics and data mining, offers a 

probabilistic approach to filtering noise and surfacing recurring patterns within datasets (Zhou, 

Zhou, Huang, & Cui, 2022; Tijssen & van Raan, 1994). Although these methods were originally 

developed for large-scale bibliometric corpora, subsequent research has demonstrated that 

association-rule and co-occurrence techniques can be adapted for smaller-sample contexts by 

emphasizing the detection of patterned co-occurrences rather than strict significance thresholds. 

For example, sampling-based rule mining can approximate robust patterns with bounded error 

(Venkatesan, Chakaravarthy, Pandit, & Sabharwal, 2009; Riondato & Upfal, 2011), and recent 

methodological innovations show how co-occurrence networks can be inferred meaningfully 

even under limited sample conditions through tailored filtering and validation procedures 

(Gadhia et al., 2024/25). To strengthen this bridge from pattern detection to case-level 

interpretation, the framework incorporates Liu, Ma, Wong, and Yu’s (2003) scoring method, 

which aggregates evidence from association rules into a numeric score. Taken together, these 
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frameworks allow this study to map the interplay of client management strategies, onboarding 

practices, transparency mechanisms, and engagement outcomes, and to examine how 

configurations of these constructs co-occur in ways that shape client acquisition, satisfaction, and 

retention. 

Configurational approaches assume that organizations are best understood as holistic 

constellations of attributes rather than as linear associations of independent factors (Meyer et al., 

1993; Kramer, Krafft, & Storbacka, 2024). For example, research using CAM shows that in 

servitization, success can come from different combinations of resources, not just one fixed 

recipe. Lexutt (2020) found that firms achieved positive outcomes through several alternative 

paths, while Kramer et al. (2024) confirm more broadly that resource alignment can work in 

multiple ways depending on the situation. Similarly, Rodrigo-Alarcón et al. (2020) highlight how 

entrepreneurial orientation depends on the joint presence of social capital, absorptive capacity, 

and environmental dynamism rather than any single determinant. Applied to small B2B 

consultancies, this configurational lens is well suited to capture how client acquisition, 

onboarding clarity, service quality, and brand congruence may interact synergistically. By 

recognizing equifinality, CAM accommodates the possibility that distinct but internally 

consistent bundles of practices may each lead to strong client retention and growth outcomes. 

Whereas CAM provides the theoretical architecture for integrating multiple constructs, 

co-occurrence analysis supplies the methodological grounding to uncover plausible clusters and 

regularities in how those constructs manifest together. Traditional co-occurrence techniques in 

bibliometrics rely on frequency-based matrices, but recent developments introduce probabilistic 

models that reduce noise and better surface non-random patterns (Zhou et al., 2022; Hahsler & 
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Hornik, 2008; Nguyen et al., 2013). Co-occurrence analysis has been especially effective in 

mapping latent relationships across large-scale R&D outputs and evolving knowledge domains 

(Tijssen & van Raan, 1994). Translating this logic to the organizational domain, co-occurrence 

enables this study to evaluate whether constructs such as onboarding transparency, CRM 

processes, and service reliability cluster in ways that appear systematically across cases. 

Importantly, the rule-based scoring approach (Liu et al., 2003) allows these co-occurring bundles 

to be aggregated into case-level Configuration Scores, providing a more nuanced representation 

of how strongly a consultancy embodies a given configuration. 

The integration of CAM, co-occurrence, and scoring thus offers a complementary 

framework that aligns with the study’s purpose: understanding how internal marketing and client 

engagement practices interact in boutique consultancies. CAM provides the foundation for 

treating constructs as elements of broader organizational patterns, while co-occurrence reveals 

recurring combinations, and scoring translates these combinations into continuous membership 

measures. In this sense, CAM delineates the conceptual categories—such as onboarding, CRM 

reliability, engagement, and transparency—while co-occurrence and scoring establish the 

empirical regularities and case-level intensities by which these categories combine. Together, 

they enable a holistic and data-sensitive framework for analyzing client-facing practices in small 

professional service firms (Reinartz, Krafft, & Hoyer, 2004; Costa & Rodrigues, 2025; Dickson 

& Isaiah, 2024; Walker-Schmidt, Kaul, & Papadakis, 2022; Zeithaml, Berry, & Parasuraman, 

1996; Pansari & Kumar, 2017). 

Within this dual framework—CAM as the theoretical lens and co-occurrence analysis 

(with its rule-based scoring extension) as the methodological grounding—the study 
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conceptualizes key variables as interactive rather than independent. Onboarding clarity is not 

viewed in isolation but as part of an interrelated set of engagement and retention practices (Costa 

& Rodrigues, 2025; Dickson & Isaiah, 2024). CRM processes are considered alongside 

transparency and perceived service quality, reflecting evidence that service practices, when 

combined, strengthen their impact on client loyalty (Reinartz, Krafft, & Hoyer, 2004; Zeithaml, 

Berry, & Parasuraman, 1996). Likewise, brand congruence and consultant-client relational fit are 

interpreted as reinforcing mechanisms that shape client acquisition (Cable & Judge, 1996; 

Williamson, 2000; Nätti & Ulkuniemi, 2022). Co-occurrence analysis provides the 

methodological scaffolding for identifying plausible clusters of these constructs, while CAM 

interprets the resulting clusters as meaningful organizational configurations, and scoring converts 

them into fuzzy degrees of membership (Kuok, Fu, & Wong, 1998). 

The appropriateness of this framework lies in its capacity to address complexity and 

nonlinearity—conditions central to the study context. Boutique consultancies often operate under 

resource constraints, where small variations in practice alignment can yield disproportionate 

effects on outcomes (Lexutt, 2020; Kramer et al., 2024). CAM accounts for equifinality, 

acknowledging that multiple pathways can lead to client retention, while co-occurrence and 

scoring detect and calibrate the empirical presence of these pathways across the study’s data 

courses. By moving beyond additive models and instead adopting a configurational perspective, 

the framework is well positioned to generate nuanced insights into how consultancies can 

configure their practices for sustainable growth. 

Finally, this framework advances the study’s analytical rigor by engaging debates in prior 

literature regarding coding strategies. Earlier CAM studies often relied on all-or-none coding, 
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where conditions are treated as either fully present or absent, potentially oversimplifying 

complex realities (Meyer et al., 1993; Rodrigo-Alarcón et al., 2020). Recent advances 

recommend all-or-one or fuzzy-set coding, which acknowledges gradations of presence and 

allows for partial membership in configurations (Kramer et al., 2024; Lexutt, 2020). This study 

adopts a coding logic underpinned by probabilistic co-occurrence modeling (Zhou et al., 2022; 

Hahsler & Hornik, 2008) and rule-based scoring (Liu et al., 2003), enabling constructs such as 

onboarding clarity or transparency to register even if present at varying levels. Such an approach 

aligns with the empirical diversity of client experiences while ensuring fidelity to the complexity 

of organizational practice. Figure 3 provides a visual representation of this framework. 

Figure 3: A Dual Framework Integrating CAM and Co-Occurrence Analysis 
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PROJECT QUESTIONS 

Drawing on the problem of practice, insights from the literature, and the decision to employ a 

Configurational Approach to Marketing (CAM) combined with a co-occurrence framework, I 

formulated the following research questions to guide this study: 

1.​ What are the current client management strategies employed by The ALL IN Company, 

and to what extent do they meet the evolving needs of both prospective and existing 

clients? 

2.​ How do client perceptions of The ALL IN Company’s onboarding, service delivery, and 

sales processes relate to their satisfaction and retention? 

3.​ Which combinations of proxy clients’ perceptions of brand congruence, marketing 

effectiveness, and organizational fit most frequently co-occur with their decision to 

engage with The ALL IN Company? 
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PROJECT DESIGN 

Data Collection 

This study employed a sequential mixed-methods design to address three project 

questions concerning client acquisition, engagement, and retention at The ALL IN Company. 

The sequence was chosen to surface internal theories of practice and strategy first, then test 

patterns across clients and prospects, and finally triangulate those findings with naturally 

occurring documents such as written testimonials, public posts, and video statements. The 

approach aligns with the study’s dual framework: Configurational Approach Methodology 

(CAM) provides the theoretical lens for understanding outcomes as the product of interdependent 

bundles of practices; co-occurrence analysis, extended with a rule-based scoring procedure, 

provides the methodological scaffolding to detect recurring bundles and express case-level 

degrees of membership in those bundles. Data were collected between August 12 and October 

31, 2025, in three phases that correspond to the project questions and the firm’s stakeholder 

landscape. 

Figure 4: Capstone Data Collection Timeline 
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In the first phase, I conducted a semi-structured interview with the CEO to elicit the 

company’s history, problem of practice, strategic priorities, client segments, and hypothesized 

drivers of client outcomes. The interview protocol balanced open-ended prompts with targeted 

probes to ensure comprehensive coverage of the constructs defined in the conceptual framework, 

while maintaining enough flexibility to surface emergent themes unique to the firm’s context (see 

Appendix A: Interview Protocols). Immediately following this intake, the two employees were 

invited to complete a short internal survey and, as needed, to respond to brief follow-up 

questions about item clarity and interpretability. This step served as a cognitive pre-test to ensure 

the adapted literature-based measures reflected the firm’s language and operating reality. 

Employees were recruited via an email script shared in advance with the partner organization 

(see Appendix B: Employee Survey Recruitment Language). The internal phase therefore 

produced two complementary artifacts: (a) a narrative account of current practices and perceived 

constraints, and (b) an initial “internal grid” of practice indicators that could be mapped to CAM 

constructs and used to seed a cross-source codebook, calibrated through a fuzzy coding layout 

(0.0–1.0) aligned with the 5-point Likert survey scale (1 = strongly disagree to 5 = strongly 

agree) (Ritchie et al., 2022; Liu, Ma, Wong, & Yu, 2003; Likert, 1932). 

The second phase focused on the client experience, with a survey administered to current 

and past clients drawn from a mailing list of 12 contacts compiled by the CEO. The instrument 

measured onboarding clarity, service reliability, sales transparency, overall satisfaction, and 

retention intentions using items adapted from validated scales. Recruitment language and 

informed-consent information were standardized in invitations sent via email and phone, with the 

survey provided only to those who expressed interest. To expand beyond self-report and mitigate 

common-method bias, I also conducted a document analysis of client testimonials in written and 
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recorded formats, as well as publicly accessible feedback (e.g., website comments, social media 

posts, and reviews), coding these materials with the same constructs used in the survey (e.g., 

responsiveness, personalization, trust, brand resonance, ease of use, communication quality). In 

this way, the client phase yielded both a quantitative survey dataset and a complementary 

naturalistic corpus that could be triangulated to identify robust, recurring patterns. 

The third phase examined acquisition-stage perceptions among proxy clients. A short 

survey targeted decision-makers—such as business owners, nonprofit leaders, and public-sector 

directors—in industries aligned with The ALL IN Company’s service focus and in the United 

States, where the firm currently operates. Items captured brand congruence, marketing 

effectiveness, organizational fit, and the client engagement decision. Recruitment combined 

outreach via phone, email, referrals, and social media. Each contact was approached through 

email, phone outreach, referrals, or social media, and those who expressed interest received a 

consent statement and survey link. This phase was designed to connect “top-of-funnel” 

perceptions to early engagement outcomes and to examine whether acquisition-stage constructs 

co-occur in ways that mirror or diverge from the patterns observed among current and past 

clients. 

Sampling was purposive and voluntary across all phases, reflecting the 

practice-improvement aims of the project and the boutique scale of the firm. The internal sample 

comprised the entire employee population (CEO + two employees), which provided 

comprehensive coverage of internal processes and historical knowledge despite its small size. 

The client survey invited the full reachable population of current and past clients on record, 

trading randomization for breadth of coverage and relevance. The proxy client survey focused on 
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decision-makers in the firm’s target region and segments to increase the ecological validity of 

acquisition-stage insights. Because the project emphasizes pattern discovery and triangulation 

rather than population inference, the sampling strategy prioritized depth, relevance, and 

cross-source comparability over generalizability. All invitations provided a brief description of 

the project’s purpose and participation details. Responses were collected voluntarily, and all 

reporting aggregates data without including any personally identifying information. Data was 

stored securely, with access limited to the researcher. This project received an exempt 

determination under Category 2 from the Vanderbilt IRB, as it involved minimal risk and 

voluntary participation by adults. Only current clients were offered a $10 gift token as 

appreciation for completing the longer survey, which included both the current client instrument 

and a proxy client module on marketing materials. Each survey averaged 7–10 minutes in 

duration. 

The instruments were directly informed by the conceptual framework. CAM assumes that 

client outcomes arise from coherent bundles of practices rather than isolated variables. 

Accordingly, items were adapted from validated scales to create clearly defined constructs that 

align with the framework’s categories and can be meaningfully compared across sources. The 

study employs three distinct but harmonized surveys: an internal instrument for the CEO and 

employees, a client instrument for current and past clients, and a proxy client instrument for 

screened decision-makers. To support cross-population analysis, three “anchor items” were 

intentionally repeated verbatim across all three surveys (adapted from items 1-5, 3-1, and 3-10 in 

the construct table; see Table 2). These shared items function as fixed points for co-occurrence 

and scoring, enabling the study to compare how the same ideas manifest in internal narratives, 

client experiences, and prospective perceptions. Other constructs—such as satisfaction, retention 
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intention, and brand congruence—appear in more than one survey but are not necessarily 

phrased identically; they therefore contribute to triangulation and thematic alignment but are not 

treated as strict item-level duplicates. 

Table 1 (Alignment of Data Collection Methods with Project Questions) presents a 

concise map linking each project question to its primary data sources and methods. In brief, PQ1 

(internal strategies and needs met) is addressed by the CEO interview and internal survey, which 

together trace how client-management practices are currently enacted and how employees 

perceive client value delivery. PQ2 (onboarding, service delivery, and sales processes in relation 

to satisfaction and retention) is addressed by the client survey and the testimonial/document 

corpus, which jointly capture lived experiences of service quality and post-onboarding outcomes. 

PQ3 (combinations of brand congruence, marketing effectiveness, and organizational fit 

associated with engagement decisions) is addressed by the prospect survey, linking 

acquisition-stage perceptions to early engagement outcomes. This mapping clarifies not only 

which sources inform each question but also how the sources interrelate, supporting bundle-level 

inferences consistent with CAM. 

Table 1. Alignment of Data Collection Methods with Project Questions 

Project Questions Data Source Data Collection Method 

PQ1. What are the current 
client management strategies 
employed by The ALL IN 
Company, and to what extent 
do they meet the evolving 
needs of both prospective and 
existing clients? 

Executive insights on current 
practices and strategic 
challenges; employee 
perspectives on 
implementation and alignment 

Semi-structured interviews 
with CEO and two 
employees; survey 
questions piloted during 
interviews and completed 
by all three participants. 
 
 

PQ2. How do client Perspectives of current and Survey administered to 
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perceptions of The ALL IN 
Company’s onboarding, 
service delivery, and sales 
processes relate to their 
satisfaction and retention? 

past clients on service 
experience and outcomes 

current and past clients; 
document analysis of 
client-provided testimonials 
and publicly accessible 
content (e.g., social media, 
reviews, website) 

PQ3. Which combinations of 
prospective clients’ 
perceptions of brand 
congruence, marketing 
effectiveness, and 
organizational fit most 
frequently co-occur with their 
decision to engage with The 
ALL IN Company? 

Feedback from proxy clients 
regarding perceived alignment 
and service appeal 

Survey administered to 
screened proxy clients 

Construct operationalization followed a literature-to-item pathway to preserve content 

validity and interpretability. Independents include client management strategies (PQ1), 

onboarding clarity (PQ2), service reliability (PQ2), sales transparency (PQ2), brand congruence 

(PQ3), marketing effectiveness (PQ3), and organizational fit (PQ3). Dependents include client 

needs met (PQ1), client satisfaction (PQ2), client retention intention (PQ2), and client 

engagement decision (PQ3). Table 2 (Construct Operationalization and Alignment with Project 

Questions) lists each construct, its source, its classification as independent or dependent, and the 

exact items used. Table 2 flags three anchor items (1-5, 3-1, and 3-10), which were adapted for 

the audience but held consistent in meaning across all study populations to serve as fixed points 

in the co-occurrence analysis and enable direct comparison of perspectives. Before fielding, all 

instruments were reviewed with the partner organization for content accuracy, relevance, and 

tone. Employee mini-interviews also functioned as cognitive checks to confirm that item 

wording mapped cleanly onto the company’s processes and client interactions. 

Table 2. Construct Operationalization and Alignment with Project Questions 
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Question/Type Construct/Source Survey Items 

PQ1 / 
Independent 

Client management 
strategies (Reinartz 
et al., 2004) 

(1-1) We continuously track customer information in 
order to assess customer value 
(1-2) We maintain an interactive two-way 
communication with our customers. 
(1-3) We systematically attempt to customize 
products/services based on the value of the customer. 
(1-4) We actively stress customer loyalty or retention 
programs. 
*(1-5) We attempt to build long-term relationships 
with our high-value customers. 
 
Selected from CRM Process Framework 

PQ1 / 
Dependent 

Client needs met 
(Solem & 
Pedersen, 2017; 
Parasuraman et al., 
1988)  

(1-6) The services we provide at The ALL IN 
Company deliver meaningful value to our clients and 
their organizations. 
(1-7) I am satisfied with the overall solutions our team 
provides to clients. 
(1-8) My work at The ALL IN Company enables 
clients to feel more confident in their own decisions 
or operations. 
(1-9) Our team at The ALL IN Company gives clients 
individual attention. 
(1-10) The ALL IN Company consistently acts in the 
best interests of its clients. 
 
Adapted from Solem & Pedersen (2017) and the 
SERVQUAL scale (Parasuraman, Zeithaml, & Berry, 
1988) 

PQ2 / 
Independent 

Onboarding clarity 
(Aamer & Milani, 
2023) 

(2-1) It was easy for me to understand and complete 
the necessary steps during The ALL IN Company’s 
onboarding process. 
(2-2) I experienced meaningful value from The ALL 
IN Company’s services within a reasonable timeframe 
after onboarding. 
 
Adapted from CES and TTFV metrics 

PQ2 / 
Independent 

Service reliability 
(Parasuraman et 
al., 1988) 

(2-3) The services I received from The ALL IN 
Company were performed right the first time. 
(2-4) The ALL IN Company consistently delivered its 
services as promised during my experience. 
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Adapted from SERVQUAL Reliability Dimension 

PQ2 / 
Independent 

Sales transparency 
(Dapko, 2012) 

(2-5) The ALL IN Company clearly discloses 
important information relevant to my service 
decisions. 
(2-6) The ALL IN Company provides honest 
information about the benefits and limitations of its 
services. 
 
Adapted from Perceived Firm Transparency Scale 

PQ2 / 
Dependent 

Client satisfaction 
(Anderson et al., 
1994) 

(2-7) The services provided by The ALL IN Company 
met my expectations. 
(2-8) The services I received from The ALL IN 
Company were close to my ideal experience. 
 
Adapted from ACSI 

PQ2 / 
Dependent 

Client retention 
intention (Zeithaml 
et al., 1996) 

(2-9) I intend to continue doing business with The 
ALL IN Company rather than switch to another 
provider 
(2-10) I would recommend The ALL IN Company to 
others who seek similar services. 
 
Adapted from Behavioral Intentions Battery 

PQ3 / 
Independent 

Brand congruence 
(Sirgy et al., 2000) 

*(3-1) The image of The ALL IN Company is 
consistent with how I see my organization. 
(3-2) Working with The ALL IN Company fits the 
kind of organization we strive to become. 
 
Adapted from Self-Congruity Scale 

PQ3 / 
Independent 

Marketing 
effectiveness 
(Yoon, 2002) 

(3-3) The marketing content provided by The ALL IN 
Company gives me accurate and clear product or 
service information. 
(3-4) The marketing messages from The ALL IN 
Company help me feel in control of my 
decision-making process. 
 
Adapted from Informativeness, Persuasiveness, and 
Credibility Scale 

PQ3 / 
Independent 

Organizational fit 
(Cable & Judge, 
1996) 

(3-5) The values demonstrated by The ALL IN 
Company align with those of our organization. 
(3-6) The way The ALL IN Company operates is 



 

 

The order of data collection was intentional. Beginning with the CEO interview ensured 

that the initial codebook reflected the firm’s strategic vocabulary and that the internal survey 

captured practices salient to the organization. Moving next to the client survey and testimonial 

corpus allowed the study to test whether internal theories of practice aligned with clients’ 

reported experiences and outcomes. Concluding with the prospect survey enabled an 

examination of acquisition-stage perceptions in light of the patterns observed among clients and 

employees. This sequence maximizes the interpretive value of small samples by first grounding 

measures in context and then testing for recurring bundles across multiple data types. 

Finally, reliability and validity were supported through several design choices. Using 

literature-based measures anchors constructs in established scholarship; content review with the 

partner improves contextual fit; and the anchor-item strategy increases cross-source 

comparability. Triangulation across interviews, surveys, and naturalistic documents reduces 

single-method bias and strengthens confidence in observed patterns. Because the project 

emphasizes improvement in a specific organizational context, demographic items were 
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compatible with how our organization prefers to 
collaborate with external partners. 
 
Adapted from Person-Organization Fit Scale 

PQ3 / 
Dependent 

Client engagement 
decision (Pansari & 
Kumar, 2017) 

(3-7) I am highly satisfied with my overall experience 
engaging with The ALL IN Company. 
(3-8) I feel emotionally connected to The ALL IN 
Company’s mission and services.  
(3-9) I trust The ALL IN Company to deliver 
consistently and transparently. 
*(3-10) I am willing to recommend The ALL IN 
Company to peers or other organizations.   
 
Adapted from SEM-validated Customer Engagement 
Scale 



 

 
minimized and included only when they supported the analysis plan; the study avoids collecting 

sensitive demographics that are not essential to interpretation. Data collection concluded when 

the internal population was fully represented, client and prospect responses stabilized around 

recurring patterns, and the testimonial corpus had been coded across the full set of available 

materials with respect to the target construct family. 

Data Analysis 

The analysis proceeded on two complementary tracks: quantitative survey analysis and 

qualitative document and interview analysis. Survey data were exported from Google Forms into 

a CSV file, screened for completeness, and cleaned to remove duplicate entries, inconsistent 

response patterns, and typographical or out-of-range errors. Likert items were retained in their 

original form for descriptive summaries and then calibrated into fuzzy membership 

scores—values ranging from 0 to 1 that represent the degree to which each case belongs to a 

given set—for configurational analysis (Kuok, Fu & Wong, 1998). The calibration followed a 

standard 0–1 layout: 1 = strongly disagree (0.0, full non-membership), 2 = disagree (0.25, mostly 

out), 3 = neutral (0.5, crossover/maximum ambiguity), 4 = agree (0.75, mostly in), and 5 = 

strongly agree (1.0, full membership). This procedure preserved ordinal information, supported 

interpretability of descriptive statistics, and provided a consistent input for co-occurrence 

modeling. 

The CEO interview was transcribed and coded using the previously developed codebook, 

which was constructed during the literature review phase to organize key theoretical constructs. 

This codebook included categories such as value alignment, strategic intent, client retention 

focus, brand positioning, marketing challenges, operational gaps, onboarding effectiveness, and 
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long-term relationship orientation. Client testimonials and public feedback (e.g., website 

reviews, YouTube testimonials, and social media posts) were coded to a parallel set of constructs, 

including responsiveness, personalization, trust, brand resonance, ease of service use, and 

communication quality. Coding decisions followed a consistent rule: a construct was assigned a 

fuzzy membership score (0.0–1.0) based on whether it was explicitly asserted, illustrated, or 

implied with concrete evidence in a given response unit, with stronger and more detailed 

evidence receiving higher scores. These qualitative indicators were then treated as parallel inputs 

to the co-occurrence analysis. 

The analytic plan followed two main steps. First, conventional descriptive analysis was 

applied to survey and coded data. All quantitative analysis was conducted in R (version 4.3.3) 

using the {tidyverse}, {psych}, {irr}, and {boot} packages; network visualizations were created 

in VOSviewer (v1.6.x) and heat maps in Excel. Fuzzy membership scores (0.0–1.0) were 

summarized using means, medians, and frequency distributions, with proportions reported for 

cases above the 0.5 threshold (partial membership). Where cell counts allowed, bivariate 

associations between constructs (e.g., onboarding clarity and retention intention) were explored 

by collapsing fuzzy values into binary categories for chi-square or Fisher’s exact tests. Missing 

or structurally irrelevant responses—such as items intentionally skipped due to role 

inapplicability or branching logic—were coded as “not applicable” and excluded from the 

calculation base. This approach ensured that percentages represented only valid cases in which 

the construct could logically be observed, thereby preventing artificial deflation of response rates 

and preserving the interpretive accuracy of each measure. These summaries provided statistical 

context and highlighted magnitudes, such as the share of clients who scored more than 0.5 

(partial membership) on onboarding clarity. Second, the primary exploratory method applied a 
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co-occurrence approach consistent with the CAM logic. For each dataset (internal, clients, 

prospects, and documents), a fuzzy-coded matrix was constructed with rows representing cases 

and columns representing items or codes. Pairwise co-occurrence counts were then calculated for 

each dataset, and the co-occurrence index Q was derived using the standard formula: 

 

where A is the number of cases where both constructs are present, B is the number where only X 

is present, C is the number where only Y is present, D is the number where neither is present, 

and N = A + B + C + D. In this study, the calculation was applied to fuzzy membership scores 

(0.0–1.0) rather than strictly binary indicators, preserving gradations of evidence while 

maintaining comparability across sources. A Q-value greater than 1 indicates that two constructs 

appeared together more often than expected by chance. Following prior methodological work 

(Nguyen et al., 2013; Hahsler & Hornik, 2008), Q-values greater than 1 indicate positive 

association. In this study, pairs exceeding 1.35 are treated as practically strong for interpretive 

purposes, while pairs between 1.25 and 1.35 are flagged as exploratory. To assess robustness, 

stability percentages were estimated by resampling: bootstrap was implemented in R where 

sample size permitted, and leave-one-out jackknife was applied for smaller N, consistent with 

best practice in resampling methods (Efron & Tibshirani, 1994; Quenouille, 1956; Tukey, 1958). 

From the retained pairs, each dataset was visualized as a co-occurrence network in 

VOSviewer. Nodes represent constructs, with node size scaled to total fuzzy membership across 
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all cases to reflect both frequency and strength of presence. Edge thickness corresponds to the 

link strength (Q-value) between constructs, and the layout algorithm positions nodes so that 

those with stronger co-occurrence ties appear closer together, while weaker associations are 

shown farther apart. VOSviewer’s built-in community detection was used to identify clusters, 

which were then interpreted as candidate configurations (e.g., Transparent Onboarding + 

Reliable Service + Fit → Retention Intention). Case-level membership scores for each 

configuration were then calculated using a rule-based scoring extension, producing continuous 

0–1 membership measures that allowed quantitative comparison across groups and correlation 

with outcomes. Figure 5 illustrates the resulting VOSviewer network diagrams, highlighting 

recurring associations through node proximity and edge strength in the overall, internal, active 

client, and proxy datasets. In the overall dataset (Figure 5A), we applied a minimum total link 

strength of 35, resulting in 19 variables with the strongest co-occurrence profiles being 

displayed. Automatic community detection in VOSviewer (resolution = 0.7; minimum cluster 

size = 2) grouped these variables into six clusters. Nodes of the same color represent the most 

strongly co-occurring constructs, while node size reflects total fuzzy membership across cases. In 

the CEO–Employee dataset (Figure 5B), a minimum total link strength of 40 yielded 12 

variables with the strongest co-occurrence profiles. Automatic community detection (resolution 

= 0.8; minimum cluster size = 2) grouped them into several clusters. As in Figure 5A, node color 

indicates co-occurrence patterns and node size represents total fuzzy membership. In the active 

clients dataset (Figure 5C), with a minimum total link strength of 30, only three highly connected 

variables remained. Automatic clustering in VOSviewer grouped them into a single cluster, 

reflecting their shared co-occurrence pattern. In the proxy clients dataset (Figure 5D), the small 

size and high connectivity of the network meant that automatic clustering produced a single 
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cluster. All nodes are tightly interconnected with similar co-occurrence weights, so no distinct 

subgroups could be detected. 

Figure 5. VOSviewer co-occurrence network diagrams for overall, internal, active client, and 

proxy datasets, showing recurring associations through node proximity, edge strength, and 

cluster colors  

 

Figure 6 complements this view with a co-occurrence heat map, which displays the 

relative strength of associations in matrix form, making it easier to see concentration patterns 
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across multiple constructs simultaneously. In this visualization, cells highlighted in yellow 

represent findings considered exploratory or discovery-oriented, while those in green indicate 

relationships that are more robust and worthy of closer attention. Two tables accompany these 

figures. The first table lists the top co-occurring pairs, displaying each pair’s p-value and φ (χ² or 

Fisher’s exact test). Items are shown in bold if they are considered significant by the test, or, for 

non-significant pairs, when reliable bootstrap or jackknife stability percentages support them. All 

pairs follow the format (item; p-value, φ) and are presented for the overall dataset as well as 

across subsets (internal survey, active clients, and proxy clients), with particular emphasis on the 

anchoring constructs (1-5), (3-1), and (3-10), and differentiated by project questions (see 

Appendix B). The second summarizes the candidate configurations by items observed in the 

clusters identified by VOSviewer and groups them into the “Client Management & Service 

Process,” “Brand & Relational Fit,” and “Client Outcomes” domains (see Appendix C). 
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Figure 6. Heat Map of Co-Occurrence Strength Across Constructs in the Overall Dataset 

 

Table 3 reports the number of data entries by source (e.g., website testimonials, YouTube 

videos, and social media posts), disaggregated by traditional coding and co-occurrence coding. 

Appendix D reproduces the codebook with select excerpts, ensuring traceability of coding 

decisions. 
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Table 3. Number of Data Entries by Source, Disaggregated by Coding Approach 
 

Source 
Category 

Number 
of Rows 

Traditional 
Coding (n) 

Co-Occurrence 
Coding (n) 

Total 
(n) 

Traditional 
% of Total 

Co-Occurr
ence % of 

Total 

Internal 
Surveys 

3 36 32.5 90 40.0% 36.1% 

Client/Proxy 
Surveys 

24 422 352.25 720 58.6% 48.9% 

Interviews 4 63 43.25 120 52.5% 36.0% 

Social Media 
(Podcast/You
Tube/LinkedI
n/Instagram) 

14 169 103.25 420 40.2% 24.6% 

Websites 6 142 76.75 180 78.9% 42.6% 

Written Client 
Testimonials 

7 177 115.5 210 84.3% 55.0% 

 

Reliability and validity were addressed through convergence and disclosure. Findings 

were emphasized when they appeared in at least two datasets, passed the Q-threshold, and 

remained stable under resampling. Item-to-construct mapping was documented to ensure 

traceability from survey wording to analytic variables, and thresholds for presence were reported 

directly. Given small-N limitations, relevant results were interpreted as exploratory patterns 

rather than causal effects, framed as practice-relevant insights to guide managerial 

experimentation and future data collection. 

Once more, the analysis plan was aligned with the three project questions. For PQ1, the 

internal grid assessed how client-management strategies co-occurred with “client needs met,” 

and testimonial data tested coherence between internal beliefs and client experience. For PQ2, 
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the client grid examined whether onboarding clarity, reliability, and transparency co-occurred 

with satisfaction and retention intentions, and whether these patterns were echoed in 

testimonials. For PQ3, the prospect grid evaluated whether brand congruence, marketing 

effectiveness, and organizational fit co-occurred with engagement decisions at the acquisition 

stage, and whether any of these bundles mirrored or diverged from those observed among current 

clients. In this way, the dual analytic strategy combined conventional summaries with 

co-occurrence and fuzzy-set scoring to operationalize CAM in a small-N, multi-source 

consultancy setting. 
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FINDINGS 

Research Question #1: What are the current client management strategies employed by The 

ALL IN Company, and to what extent do they meet the evolving needs of both prospective and 

existing clients? 

Finding #1 Internal Client Management Strengths and Gaps: Client-management strategies 

show high-touch personalization but inconsistent follow-up, revealing both strong relational 

capital and weak systemization. 

Client-management strategies at The ALL IN Company are defined by a duality: clients 

experience high-touch personalization and trust once engaged, yet prospects often encounter 

inconsistent follow-up and unclear pathways to conversion. This pattern reveals both a core 

strength—strong relational capital—and a persistent gap in systemization. 

Figures 7A and 7B visualize this duality by modeling how The ALL IN Company’s 

internal client-management strategies and client-needs outcomes interact as a two-way system. 

Figure 7A maps how overall management effort distributes across client-experience outcomes, 

while Figure 7B reverses the analysis to show how perceived client value reflects back onto 

specific management practices. 

Figure 7. Bidirectional Co-Occurrence Averages Between Client-Management Strategies and 

Client-Needs Outcomes 
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In Figure 7A, the firm’s overall management effort contributes most strongly to 

individual attention (Item 1-9) and acting in clients’ best interests (Item 1-10), but less to 

delivering meaningful value (Item 1-6) and instilling confidence in client decision-making (Item 

1-8). This pattern echoes internal accounts from the CEO and employees that “we tend to do 

most of the work for them,” suggesting that while clients feel well supported, they may not 

always experience empowerment or shared ownership of outcomes. Conversely, Figure 7B 

shows that the overall Client-Needs Met outcomes are driven most strongly by service 

customization (Item 1-3) and long-term relationship building (Item 1-5), while the weakest 

contributor is continuous tracking of customer information to assess value (Item 1-1). This 

imbalance mirrors the organization’s limited CRM systemization—strong relational and adaptive 

practices paired with underdeveloped mechanisms for data-driven follow-up and client-value 

assessment. Together, Figures 7A–7B reveal a reciprocal dynamic: The ALL IN Company excels 

in relational depth and personalized engagement, yet its tracking and feedback infrastructure 

remain the primary constraints to scalability and client empowerment. 
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Qualitative evidence reinforces these numeric patterns. One client affirmed, “The 

Five-Star Employee Hiring System has been a great investment, and the tools and consultation 

provided throughout are of great value to my business.” Another remarked, “This workshop 

empowers leaders to become better at hiring so they can build their Dream Teams.” These 

narratives align with the Figure 7A pattern—personalized strategies most reliably map to 

perceived client value and satisfaction. At the time of this project intake, all twelve active clients 

renewed memberships, and retention for hires made through the system exceeded 90 percent. In 

the co-occurrence grid, constructs such as CRM–Customization and Needs–Trust cluster closely 

with Engage–Satisfaction, confirming the link between relational practices and loyalty outcomes. 

However, the weaker averages for follow-up-related items (1-1 and 1-2) in Figure 7B 

parallel the qualitative gap in systemization. Staff acknowledged, “We don’t follow up with 

prospects effectively because the owner is not a salesperson,” and internal assessments revealed 

underutilization of the CRM platform, Membrain. Proxy respondents—those who did not 

convert—were less likely to perceive brand alignment or trust, indicating that the strong 

“needs-met” alignment observed in Figure 7A diminishes earlier in the pipeline. In 

co-occurrence analysis, Brand–Future Fit and Engage–Advocacy clustered with uncertainty 

among prospects but with confidence among current clients, again underscoring that the 

relational model performs best after onboarding begins but fails to convey reliability during 

acquisition. 

This divergence aligns with prior research showing that firms emphasizing 

personalization without codified CRM routines achieve high retention but limited scalability 

(Reinartz et al., 2004; Homburg et al., 2017). The ALL IN Company’s immersive five-week 
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onboarding amplifies this pattern: clients describe it as transformative—“Everything is ready for 

when I make my first hires from what we did during the workshop.” However, for prospective 

clients, the process can appear demanding without standardized milestones or clear time-to-value 

indicators. Outcomes therefore depend heavily on founder facilitation, reinforcing the Figure 7B 

imbalance between strong customization and weaker systemic follow-through. 

Lifecycle engagement data further confirm the fragility of systemization. The ALL IN 

App counted only 150 users with about five active weekly participants, and the founder rated its 

utility “2 out of 10.” LinkedIn activity began only in late 2024, and while a weekly newsletter 

launched in 2025, list growth relied primarily on external partners. Without structured digital 

engagement, lifecycle touchpoints remain founder-dependent—a condition the CRM literature 

identifies as unsustainable as client volume rises (Payne & Frow, 2005; Reinartz, Krafft, & 

Hoyer, 2004; Harrigan, Ramsey, & Ibbotson, 2012). 

In sum, The ALL IN Company’s client-management profile demonstrates strength in 

relational depth but fragility in operational consistency. Figure 7 quantifies this equilibrium: 

high-touch customization and long-term relationship focus (Items 1-3 and 1-5) yield the 

strongest linkages to “client needs met,” while tracking and two-way follow-up (Items 1-1 and 

1-2) lag behind. Personalized engagement drives exceptional retention and satisfaction once 

clients commit, yet inconsistent follow-up, labor-intensive onboarding, and underdeveloped 

digital infrastructure limit scalability. As Reinartz et al. (2004) and Parasuraman et al. (1988) 

emphasize, sustainable client management requires both relational depth and systematic 

consistency. Without codifying its relational strengths into repeatable systems, The ALL IN 

Company risks constraining growth even while delivering superior outcomes for current clients. 
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Research Question #2: How do client perceptions of The ALL IN Company’s onboarding, 

service delivery, and sales processes relate to their satisfaction and retention? 

Finding #2 Onboarding Clarity, Reliability, and Transparency: Clear onboarding steps 

correlate with higher satisfaction and retention intentions, but the process is labor-intensive and 

lacks standardized milestones. 

Client perceptions of The ALL IN Company’s onboarding, service delivery, and sales 

processes reveal a strong relationship between clarity, reliability, and transparency on one hand, 

and satisfaction and retention intentions on the other. Across interviews, survey responses, and 

testimonial data, a consistent pattern emerged: when clients experienced transparent expectations 

and reliable delivery, they reported high satisfaction and renewal intentions. At the same time, 

the onboarding process was widely described as demanding and inconsistent, with significant 

variation in how expectations were communicated and milestones tracked. This duality 

highlights the strengths of ALL IN’s deeply personalized onboarding model, while also exposing 

gaps in standardization that limit scalability and make outcomes heavily dependent on the 

founder’s involvement. 

Quantitative results from the co-occurrence analysis further illuminate these 

relationships. In Figure 8A, which compares independent constructs against the dependent 

outcomes of client satisfaction and retention, onboarding clarity demonstrated a stronger 

relationship with retention (1.18) than with satisfaction (1.15). This suggests that a transparent 

and well-communicated onboarding process strengthens clients’ long-term confidence and 

renewal intentions even more than it shapes their immediate satisfaction. Conversely, service 

reliability correlated more strongly with satisfaction (1.19) than with retention (1.17), indicating 
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that consistency and accuracy in service delivery most directly drive short-term satisfaction 

judgments. Sales transparency followed a complementary pattern, aligning more closely with 

retention (1.20) than satisfaction (1.16), reinforcing that honesty in sales and scoping fosters 

durable trust even when expectations are moderated in the short run. These patterns mirror the 

literature’s distinction between cognitive satisfaction—based on perceived fulfillment of 

expectations—and relational loyalty, which is grounded in transparency and trust over time 

(Parasuraman, Zeithaml, & Berry, 1988; Oliver, 1999). 

Figure 8. Multi-Level Co-Occurrence Analysis of Service Constructs and Survey Items. A: 

Construct-to-Construct Relationships B: Independent Constructs vs. Dependent Survey Items C: 

Independent Survey Items vs. Dependent Constructs (Average Co-Occurrence Scores) 
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Figure 8B, which maps independent constructs against dependent survey items, deepens 

this picture. Onboarding clarity scored highest with Continue (1.18) and Recommend (1.19) but 

lowest with Ideal (1.13), indicating that clients valued the process enough to advocate for it even 

while acknowledging that it was not yet seamless. Service reliability displayed its strongest 

alignment with Expectation (1.23) and Recommend (1.19) but weaker scores on Ideal (1.15) and 

Continue (1.15), suggesting that the company excels at meeting explicit promises yet still faces 

challenges in sustaining long-term momentum. Similarly, sales transparency achieved its highest 

scores on Expectation (1.20) and Recommend (1.20), while scoring lowest on Ideal (1.14), 

implying that honesty and candor generate advocacy even when the experience does not fully 

meet an aspirational “ideal” standard. Taken together, these variations align with the literature’s 

definitions of Expectation as cognitive trust, Continue as behavioral intention, and Ideal as 

aspirational benchmarking. They also suggest that clarity and transparency primarily drive 

advocacy and retention, while reliability anchors satisfaction through consistent fulfillment of 

client expectations. 

Figure 8C, which reverses the lens by comparing independent survey items against the 

dependent constructs of satisfaction and retention, further clarifies how specific perceptions 

anchor each outcome. Client satisfaction was most closely associated with Accuracy (1.18) and 

Honesty (1.19), and less with Time-to-Value (1.13) or Disclosure (1.14), indicating that precision 

and trustworthiness in execution drive satisfaction more than speed or openness alone. Client 

retention, in contrast, showed high co-occurrence across nearly all items, but the strongest 

relationships appeared with Disclosure (1.20) and Honesty (1.20). This pattern reinforces that 

transparent communication and ethical disclosure sustain long-term loyalty. Collectively, the data 

from Figure 8A–C suggest a layered association: reliability co-occurs more frequently with 
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satisfaction through patterns of consistent accuracy, whereas transparency and disclosure 

co-occur more strongly with retention through trust and relational continuity. 

These quantitative findings correspond closely with the qualitative data. Clients 

consistently described onboarding as clear but intensive. Internal documents show that week one 

alone requires five daily sessions of 60–90 minutes, followed by four to six hours of weekly 

commitment for the next four weeks. As one staff member explained, “the business owner has to 

be an active contributor to building their recruitment, hiring, and onboarding assets during the 

first five weeks,” which requires substantial time investment from already overextended 

leadership. One prospective client remarked that the process felt “too much on top of working 

50–60 hours a week,” while another acknowledged that “getting started felt overwhelming” 

despite recognizing the system’s long-term efficiency. These perceptions are consistent with the 

literature on customer effort and time-to-first-value: when onboarding demands are high and 

milestones unclear, early satisfaction can erode even if eventual outcomes are positive (Novak, 

Hoffman, & Yung, 2000; de Haan, Wiesel, & Pauwels, 2015). The absence of standardized 

checkpoints and templates creates variation in client experience, producing a tension between 

relational depth and predictability. 

Once onboarding is completed, however, clients consistently recognized ALL IN’s 

reliability in service delivery. They reported that candidate shortlists were accurate, reporting 

was timely, and hiring outcomes met or exceeded expectations. One client noted that “their first 

shortlist of candidates was exactly on target,” while another observed that “candidates go 

through our process and actually verbalize how much they’ve enjoyed it.” These accounts align 

with the co-occurrence results, in which Service–Accuracy and Service–Consistency clustered 
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with Needs–Trust and Engage–Satisfaction, underscoring that dependable execution fosters both 

confidence and satisfaction. The literature supports this interpretation: reliability, defined as 

“doing it right the first time,” remains the strongest predictor of satisfaction and loyalty across 

industries (Parasuraman et al., 1988; Cronin & Taylor, 1992). 

Transparency in sales and communication further distinguishes the company’s approach. 

The founder routinely discloses when a client may not need a premium package or when a hiring 

timeline may be longer than expected, even at the expense of short-term revenue. Clients valued 

this honesty, with one stating, “They recommended against a package we didn’t need.” Proxy 

survey data also showed that willingness to recommend the firm co-occurred with perceptions of 

disclosure and honesty, reinforcing that transparency strengthens both advocacy and retention. 

This finding echoes empirical work demonstrating that disclosure-based trust reduces skepticism 

and buffers disappointment when service delays occur (Dapko, 2012; Schnackenberg & 

Tomlinson, 2016). Still, transparency was reported as highly founder-dependent, with variability 

in how clearly deliverables and boundaries were communicated at the outset. Without codified 

“scope of work” or “what we do/what we don’t do” frameworks, this key strength risks 

inconsistency as the business scales. 

Overall, the findings demonstrate that clarity, reliability, and transparency jointly 

contributes to satisfaction and retention, but in different ways and to different degrees. 

Onboarding clarity and sales transparency exert stronger influence on retention, while service 

reliability exerts greater influence on satisfaction. Quantitative co-occurrence patterns reinforce 

this distinction: constructs linked to clarity, consistency, and disclosure clustered most strongly 

with retention intentions in active client data, whereas in proxy datasets—representing 
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prospects—the same constructs appeared less frequently, suggesting that these strengths are not 

consistently communicated to potential clients before engagement. 

The literature offers a clear framework for interpreting these dynamics. Structured 

onboarding reduces cognitive load and accelerates trust formation, directly improving retention 

(Aamer & Milani, 2023; Homburg, Jozić, & Kuehnl, 2017). Reliability consistently predicts 

satisfaction and loyalty through consistent performance, while transparency acts as a relational 

buffer that preserves trust even during challenges (Schnackenberg & Tomlinson, 2016; Zeithaml, 

Berry, & Parasuraman, 1996). Satisfaction itself mediates the link between perceived quality and 

retention intentions (Anderson, Fornell, & Rust, 1997), which explains why ALL IN’s reliability 

and clarity produce satisfaction that, in turn, strengthens renewal. 

In summary, The ALL IN Company’s onboarding and service processes meet the 

evolving needs of active clients, who report high satisfaction and renewal rates when they 

experience clarity, reliability, and honesty. Yet these same processes risk alienating prospects and 

limiting scalability because of their labor intensity and lack of formalized structure. The 

company’s challenge is therefore not in service quality but in replicability: to sustain satisfaction 

and retention at scale, relational strengths must be translated into codified 

systems—milestone-based onboarding maps, standardized time-to-value benchmarks, and 

transparent scope documents. Doing so would preserve the firm’s relational authenticity while 

embedding it within repeatable, scalable processes that reinforce client satisfaction and retention 

as the business grows. 

72 



 

 
Research Question #3: Which combinations of proxy clients’ perceptions of brand congruence, 

marketing effectiveness, and organizational fit most frequently co-occur with their decision to 

engage with The ALL IN Company? 

Finding #3 Brand Congruence and Organizational Fit at Acquisition: Prospects who 

perceive strong brand fit and value alignment express greater decision confidence and higher 

willingness to recommend, but digital engagement is still limited. 

Figure 9 presents a multi-level co-occurrence analysis of the engagement constructs and 

related survey items. As shown in Figure 9A, the overall Client Engagement construct co-occurs 

most strongly with Organizational Fit (1.29), followed by Brand Congruence (1.26) and 

Marketing Effectiveness (1.23). This pattern indicates that clients’ sense of alignment with the 

company’s operational values and collaboration style is most tightly linked to engagement, while 

congruence with brand and marketing messages provides additional—though slightly 

weaker—associative strength. 

Figure 9. Multi-Level Co-Occurrence Analysis of Engagement Constructs and Survey Items. A: 

Independent Constructs (Brand Congruence, Marketing Effectiveness, Organizational Fit) vs. 

Client Engagement. B: Independent Constructs vs. Dependent Survey Items. C: Dependent 

Constructs vs. Independent Survey Items (Average Co-Occurrence Scores) 
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Breaking the engagement construct into its components in Figure 9B—reveals nuanced 

relationships. For Brand Congruence, the highest co-occurrence appears with Emotion (1.31), 

followed by Advocacy (1.27), and the lowest with Trust (1.23) and Satisfaction (1.23), 

suggesting that emotional resonance and perceived authenticity drive alignment more than 

transactional satisfaction. Marketing Effectiveness shows a similar but flatter pattern, most 

related to Emotion (1.26) and to a comparable, lower extent across Satisfaction (1.22), Trust 

(1.21), and Advocacy (1.22). Organizational Fit mirrors the brand pattern, strongest with 

Emotion (1.33) and Advocacy (1.32), followed by Satisfaction (1.26) and Trust 

(1.25)—underscoring the close conceptual linkage between perceived alignment and emotional 

engagement. 
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In Figure 9C, the Client Engagement Decision construct—reflecting downstream 

decision drivers—shows its highest co-occurrence with Collaboration (1.30), followed by Value 

(1.27) and Future Fit (1.27), then Decision Clarity (1.25) and Image Fit (1.25), with the lowest 

association for Information (1.20). These results suggest that clients’ decisions to engage are 

shaped more by relational and value-based factors (collaboration and mutual benefit) than by 

informational or promotional inputs. 

These quantitative patterns align with the qualitative and proxy evidence summarized 

below. Client perceptions of brand congruence, marketing effectiveness, and organizational fit 

reveal that combinations of value alignment and brand resonance are strongly associated with 

engagement decisions. Survey data and testimonial excerpts indicate that prospects who perceive 

The ALL IN Company’s brand as aligned with their professional identity and future goals report 

greater confidence in their decision to engage and higher intentions to recommend. One 

respondent explained, “Their brand feels aligned with our professional image,” while another 

noted, “They reflect the growth trajectory we’re aiming for.” Such patterns reflect the broader 

literature on brand congruence, which finds that perceived alignment between a firm’s image and 

a client’s self-concept strengthens trust and purchase intent in high-stakes service contexts (Sirgy 

& Su, 2000; Kressmann et al., 2006; Erdem & Swait, 2004). 

Organizational fit similarly emerged as a determinant of engagement. Constructs such as 

OrgFit–Values and OrgFit–Collab frequently co-occurred with positive engagement intentions, 

suggesting that prospects who see alignment in values and collaboration style are more confident 

in proceeding. Qualitative comments reinforce this insight: “We share the same commitment to 

transparency,” one noted, while another described how the firm’s consultative approach 
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“matches how we work.” These findings are consistent with research showing that value 

congruence reduces uncertainty and fosters commitment in B2B relationships (Cable & Judge, 

1996; Morgan & Hunt, 1994; Ulaga & Eggert, 2006). 

Marketing Effectiveness, though present as a driver, appeared less consistently associated 

with engagement outcomes. Co-occurrence values for Mktg–Info and related items were weaker 

than for brand and organizational constructs. Respondents described the firm’s marketing as clear 

but limited, noting that workshops and keynote appearances were more persuasive than digital 

materials. Internal documentation confirms this limitation: “We suck at marketing. We have no 

list. We have no money for paid ads,” the founder admitted. The firm’s newsletter and LinkedIn 

presence remain underdeveloped, and the app shows low active usage. Consequently, while 

alignment and fit strongly influence engagement once prospects connect, the firm’s reach 

through digital channels remains constrained. 

Together, these findings suggest that prospects who perceive strong brand alignment and 

organizational fit are far more likely to engage with The ALL IN Company and to recommend its 

services. These relational constructs function as central drivers of decision confidence and 

advocacy, consistent with literature emphasizing the role of identity and value alignment in trust 

formation and B2B exchanges. Yet the firm’s limited marketing infrastructure constrains its 

ability to communicate these strengths consistently. As a result, engagement outcomes vary by 

channel: high-touch workshops generate strong congruence and commitment, whereas digital 

exposure alone produces weaker, less consistent engagement. Sustained growth will therefore 

require balancing boutique relational depth with systematic, scalable digital outreach to ensure 
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that perceptions of brand fit and organizational alignment are communicated reliably across all 

acquisition contexts. 

Finding #4: Brand–ImageFit and Symbolic Alignment in Engagement Decisions: Prospects 

who perceive The ALL IN Company’s brand image as aligned with their own organizational 

identity demonstrate stronger emotional connection and advocacy intentions, though this 

symbolic congruence is less salient once service delivery begins.​

​ The anchor item (3-1) Brand–ImageFit—“The image of The ALL IN Company is 

consistent with how I see my organization”—captures how clients and prospects interpret 

symbolic and identity alignment with the firm’s brand. As shown in Appendix B, 

Brand–ImageFit did not exhibit significant χ² associations with items from PQ1 (Client 

Management) or PQ2 (Onboarding, Reliability, Transparency), suggesting that in the 

CEO/employee and active-client datasets, perceptions of image alignment are largely 

independent of operational or procedural experience. In contrast, multiple significant correlations 

were observed within the proxy application dataset—which represents prospective clients 

reviewing marketing and brand materials—indicating that the perception of brand–organization 

alignment is most salient at the awareness and consideration stages of engagement. 

Within PQ3, Brand–ImageFit demonstrated strong correlations with other items in the 

engagement construct: Future Fit (3-2; r = 0.738, p < .001), Decision Clarity (3-4; r = 0.506, p = 

.001), Value Alignment (3-5; r = 0.514, p = .002), Collaboration Fit (3-6; r = 0.445, p = .008), 

Emotional Connection (3-8; r = 0.463, p = .007), and Advocacy (3-10; r = 0.360, p = .024). 

Collectively, these associations suggest that when prospects perceive The ALL IN Company’s 

image as congruent with their own organizational identity, they also report stronger emotional 
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resonance, value alignment, and willingness to recommend. The pattern mirrors self-congruity 

theory (Sirgy & Su, 2000), which posits that perceived similarity between a brand’s image and 

the client’s self-concept enhances affective engagement and behavioral intent. 

The absence of significant links with onboarding, service reliability, or transparency 

items further indicates that brand–image congruence operates at a symbolic rather than 

procedural level. This distinction aligns with prior research emphasizing that brand congruence 

primarily influences early-stage evaluation and affective commitment, whereas procedural clarity 

and reliability become more salient post-acquisition (Erdem & Swait, 2004; Kressmann et al., 

2006). In other words, ImageFit functions as a perceptual gateway—evoking trust and emotional 

connection before operational performance is experienced. 

Qualitative data from proxy respondents reinforce this interpretation. Several described 

feelings that “the firm’s brand looks and sounds like us,” and “their tone feels aligned with how 

we present ourselves to clients.” These reflections underscore that the firm’s visual and narrative 

branding effectively communicates professional similarity and aspirational identity, a mechanism 

that may compensate for limited marketing scale. Yet, the lack of correlation with active-client 

data suggests that once clients enter service delivery, engagement is driven more by experiential 

reliability than by symbolic congruence—a pattern consistent with CRM research showing that 

boutique firms excel in rich, high-touch relationships but struggle to scale systematic outreach 

(Reinartz, Krafft, & Hoyer, 2004; Payne & Frow, 2005). 

Taken together, the evidence positions Brand–ImageFit as a differentiating but 

front-loaded construct—strongly predictive of emotional and advocacy-based engagement 

among new or prospective clients, but not significantly tied to operational satisfaction or 
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retention among existing ones. This finding reinforces literature asserting that self-image 

alignment strengthens trust and purchase intent in high-stakes service markets (Sirgy & Su, 

2000; Kressmann et al., 2006; Erdem & Swait, 2004), while also highlighting the need for The 

ALL IN Company to extend this symbolic coherence deeper into post-onboarding and 

service-delivery experiences. 

Finding #5: Relationship Orientation as the Integrative Mechanism Across Client 

Experience Constructs. Teams that emphasize long-term client relationships demonstrate 

stronger alignment between client management, service delivery, and engagement outcomes, 

suggesting that relationship orientation functions as a connective driver of value creation 

throughout the client lifecycle. 

​ The anchor item (1-5) “We attempt to build long-term relationships with our high-value 

customers” represents the capstone behavior within the CRM Process Framework (Reinartz, 

Krafft, & Hoyer, 2004), reflecting how The ALL IN Company’s internal focus on relationship 

continuity translates into measurable client outcomes. Across the co-occurrence matrix, this item 

exhibited broad and statistically significant associations spanning all three project 

questions—indicating that relationship orientation serves as a cross-domain linkage between 

internal process quality, client experience, and engagement intentions. 

Within PQ1 (Client Management Strategies), the item correlated most strongly with (1-9) 

“Our team gives clients individual attention” (r = 0.837, p < .001), (1-3) “We customize services 

based on client value” (r = 0.710, p < .001), and (1-10) “The ALL IN Company acts in the 

client’s best interests” (r = 0.578, p = .003). These linkages suggest that long-term relationship 

orientation co-occurs with personalized attention and ethical intent—core relational norms that 
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underpin trust and loyalty. The pattern aligns with the commitment–trust theory of relationship 

marketing (Morgan & Hunt, 1994) and findings that customer-centric behaviors strengthen 

perceived relational quality and long-term retention (Palmatier et al., 2006). 

Associations with PQ2 (Onboarding and Service Delivery) extend this dynamic into the 

operational domain. Significant correlations with (2-2) “Meaningful value within a reasonable 

timeframe” (r = 0.577, p = .014), (2-4) “Delivered as promised” (r = 0.530, p = .027), and (2-8) 

“Close to ideal experience” (r = 0.604, p = .028) indicate that relationship orientation is linked to 

clients’ perceptions of reliability and timeliness—key antecedents of satisfaction and loyalty 

(Zeithaml, Berry, & Parasuraman, 1996; Anderson, Fornell, & Rust, 1997). In essence, 

maintaining a long-term relational lens appears to translate internally into greater execution 

consistency and externally into perceived dependability. 

Correlations with PQ3 (Brand and Engagement Constructs) reinforce how relationship 

orientation bridges internal management and external brand perception. Significant associations 

with Advocacy (3-10; r = 0.609, p < .001), Collaboration Fit (3-6; r = 0.511, p = .002), 

Emotional Connection (3-8; r = 0.511, p = .003), and Satisfaction (3-7; r = 0.513, p = .003) 

demonstrate that a sustained-relationship mindset resonates strongly with emotional and 

behavioral engagement outcomes. Moderate but consistent linkages with Value Alignment (3-5; r 

= 0.475), Trust (3-9; r = 0.489), and Decision Clarity (3-4; r = 0.422) further suggest that clients 

interpret long-term orientation as a proxy for organizational integrity and partnership stability. 

These relationships mirror empirical findings that relational continuity enhances trust and 

perceived shared values in B2B contexts (Ulaga & Eggert, 2006; Cable & Judge, 1996). 
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Notably, the breadth of significance across PQ1–PQ3 differentiates this item from most 

other anchors, underscoring its role as an integrative construct rather than a discrete operational 

behavior. While constructs such as onboarding clarity or brand congruence operate at specific 

phases of the client journey, relationship orientation appears to connect strategic intent with 

experiential delivery and affective engagement, echoing the CRM literature’s emphasis on 

cross-functional process integration (Payne & Frow, 2005; Reinartz et al., 2004). 

Qualitative comments lend support to this interpretation. Several respondents described 

“partnerships that evolve over time” and “clients who return for follow-on projects,” reflecting a 

shared perception that relationship maintenance—not transaction completion—defines success. 

However, as one internal team member noted, “Our challenge is sustaining relationship quality at 

scale,” highlighting that the firm’s boutique model depends heavily on personal rapport rather 

than codified systems. This dependency mirrors broader research on small-firm CRM scalability, 

which warns that founder-driven relational practices can lose consistency as client volume 

expands (Payne & Frow, 2005). 

Taken together, the evidence positions Relationship Orientation (1-5) as a central 

integrative mechanism linking operational excellence, service reliability, and emotional 

engagement. It functions as the relational “spine” of the client experience—anchoring The ALL 

IN Company’s value proposition in enduring partnerships that convert trust into advocacy. Yet, 

sustaining this advantage will require formalizing relational processes so that long-term 

relationship quality remains consistent as the firm grows. 

Finding #6: Advocacy as the Cumulative Expression of Trust, Reliability, and Relational 

Alignment. Clients’ willingness to recommend The ALL IN Company reflects the compounded 
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effects of reliable service delivery, transparent communication, and long-term relational 

alignment—demonstrating that advocacy functions as a holistic outcome of both operational and 

symbolic trust. 

​ The anchor item (3-10) Client Advocacy captures the ultimate behavioral manifestation 

of client engagement—the decision to not only remain loyal but to promote the firm within 

professional networks. As an outcome variable within the Customer Engagement Scale (Pansari 

& Kumar, 2017), advocacy synthesizes satisfaction, trust, and emotional attachment into visible 

endorsement behavior. Across the co-occurrence matrix, (3-10) shows significant and 

widespread associations with items spanning PQ1 (Client Management), PQ2 (Service Delivery), 

and PQ3 (Brand & Organizational Fit), confirming its role as an integrative endpoint rather than 

an isolated sentiment. 

Within PQ1, advocacy correlates most strongly with (1-1) “Tracking customer 

information to assess value” (r = 0.877, p < .001), (1-9) “Giving clients individual attention” (r = 

0.792, p < .001), and (1-5) “Building long-term relationships with high-value clients” (r = 0.609, 

p < .001). Additional linkages with customization (1-3; r = 0.580), retention programs (1-4; r = 

0.589), and two-way communication (1-2; r = 0.601) highlight that advocacy emerges where 

relational data management, personalization, and open communication coexist. These patterns 

echo the commitment–trust model (Morgan & Hunt, 1994) and subsequent meta-analyses 

(Palmatier et al., 2006), which find that customer advocacy arises from sustained relational 

investment, not transactional satisfaction alone. In the context of The ALL IN Company, the 

strong link between advocacy and individualized attention suggests that high-touch engagement 

and client-specific responsiveness form the emotional substrate for recommendation behavior. 
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Significant associations also extend into PQ2, where (2-10) “Intention to recommend The 

ALL IN Company” (r = 0.899, p < .001) unsurprisingly reinforces the internal coherence of the 

behavioral-intent measures. However, advocacy’s additional linkages with transparency (2-5; r = 

0.775, p < .001) and reliability (2-4; r = 0.544, p = .033) indicate that recommendation is 

grounded in trust derived from credible, dependable delivery. These findings correspond with the 

service-quality and behavioral-intention literature (Zeithaml, Berry, & Parasuraman, 1996; Tax, 

Brown, & Chandrashekaran, 1998), where perceived reliability and honesty convert satisfaction 

into advocacy. In practical terms, clients who see services consistently delivered “as promised” 

and information presented transparently are most likely to act as brand ambassadors. 

Correlations within PQ3 reveal advocacy’s affective and symbolic dimensions. Strong 

linkages appear with Emotional Connection (3-8; r = 0.563, p = .001), Collaboration Fit (3-6; r = 

0.589, p = .002), and moderate associations with Marketing Clarity (3-3; r = 0.419), Brand Image 

Fit (3-1; r = 0.360), and Decision Support (3-4; r = 0.375). This constellation suggests that 

advocacy is strengthened when clients experience both emotional resonance and partnership 

compatibility, reinforcing findings from Sirgy & Su (2000) and Ulaga & Eggert (2006) that 

relational satisfaction and shared identity underpin loyalty and word-of-mouth intention in 

high-involvement B2B services. In The ALL IN Company’s case, the co-occurrence of advocacy 

with collaboration fit implies that clients recommend the firm not only for its outcomes but also 

for its cooperative ethos and interpersonal alignment. 

Qualitative reflections support these quantitative patterns. Respondents frequently 

referenced “trust,” “follow-through,” and “feeling understood” as reasons they would endorse 

the firm to peers. One proxy client wrote, “We’d recommend them because they don’t just 

83 



 

 
deliver—they partner.” Such statements exemplify how advocacy emerges from the cumulative 

experience of dependable performance, honest communication, and perceived shared purpose. 

The broad network of significant relationships across all constructs positions Client 

Advocacy (3-10) as the capstone indicator of organizational relationship health. It encapsulates 

the full cycle of engagement—from accurate client management and reliable onboarding to 

emotional and value-based connection. These findings mirror research on customer equity and 

engagement ecosystems (Rust, Zeithaml, & Lemon, 2002; Pansari & Kumar, 2017), which 

conceptualize advocacy as the terminal stage of value creation, where trust and satisfaction 

translate into future revenue through referrals. 

Taken together, the evidence indicates that advocacy is not an isolated act of goodwill but 

the behavioral outcome of integrated relational, operational, and emotional coherence. For The 

ALL IN Company, sustaining advocacy will require preserving its relational depth while 

systematizing reliability and transparency—ensuring that every stage of the client journey 

reinforces the trust necessary for clients to speak on its behalf. 

Finding #7: Cross-Domain Integration of Client Relationships in the Overall 

Co-Occurrence Network. The VOSviewer clustering reveals that client management, brand fit, 

and engagement outcomes form overlapping relational constellations rather than isolated 

domains, indicating that The ALL IN Company’s client system functions as an integrated trust 

and alignment ecosystem. 

The VOSviewer co-occurrence clusters summarized in Appendix C provides a 

systems-level perspective on how constructs interrelate across datasets. Rather than 
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distinguishing sharply between independent and dependent variables, the table identifies five 

cross-domain clusters that combine operational, perceptual, and emotional dimensions. This 

networked configuration suggests that The ALL IN Company’s client experience operates as a 

unified relationship system, where information management, relational transparency, and 

emotional resonance reinforce one another to sustain engagement and advocacy. 

The Green Cluster—comprising (1-9) Needs–Attention, (1-3) CRM–Customization, (2-5) 

Sales–Disclosure, and (2-6) Sales–Honesty—anchors the system in relational attentiveness and 

transparency. This grouping demonstrates that interpersonal attentiveness and honest disclosure 

co-occur consistently across sources, underscoring that The ALL IN Company’s credibility 

originates in behavioral sincerity rather than volume of contact. The emphasis on honesty and 

customization aligns with the trust-based relationship marketing model (Morgan & Hunt, 1994) 

and the SERVQUAL assurance dimension (Parasuraman et al., 1988), both identifying 

transparent communication as the foundation of durable service relationships. 

The Light Blue Cluster—(3-10) Engage–Advocacy and (2-10) 

Retain–Recommend—captures the advocacy outcome space, linking engagement and retention 

intentions across both PQ2 and PQ3. This overlap indicates that recommendation behaviors are 

not confined to a single stage but reflect accumulated perceptions of reliability, value, and 

alignment. This pattern reinforces the customer equity framework (Rust, Zeithaml, & Lemon, 

2002) in which advocacy represents the culmination of long-term relational and experiential 

satisfaction. 

The Yellow Cluster—(3-9) Engage–Trust, (1-10) Needs–Trust, and (3-7) 

Engage–Satisfaction—reveals a tight triad bridging operational fulfillment and emotional 
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confidence. The mix of items from PQ1 and PQ3 suggests that trust is simultaneously an 

outcome of service delivery and a precondition for engagement, echoing prior findings where 

experiential reliability translates into affective assurance (Zeithaml et al., 1996; Garbarino & 

Johnson, 1999). In qualitative data, clients described this trust as “earned through consistency,” 

reinforcing that satisfaction in The ALL IN context is anchored less in convenience and more in 

predictability. 

The Dark Blue Cluster—(2-4) Service–Consistency, (1-2) CRM–Two-Way 

Communication, and (3-6) OrgFit–Collab—is the only cluster that remains functionally coherent, 

integrating process reliability with collaborative alignment. This triad illustrates that operational 

communication and collaboration fit are co-dependent, suggesting that The ALL IN Company’s 

procedural dependability and cooperative working style form a shared behavioral code between 

internal and external teams. The pattern reflects Payne & Frow’s (2005) view of CRM as a 

“cross-boundary process” linking internal coordination with client-facing collaboration. 

Finally, the Red Cluster—(3-4) Mktg–Decision, (3-1) Brand–ImageFit, (3-2) 

Brand–FutureFit, (3-5) OrgFit–Values, and (3-8) Engage–Emotion—connects brand perception, 

organizational values, and emotional engagement. The overlap of branding and emotional items 

indicates that symbolic and affective alignment operate together as trust accelerators, validating 

the self-congruity and brand-credibility literature (Sirgy & Su, 2000; Erdem & Swait, 2004). In 

qualitative accounts, respondents often described The ALL IN brand as “familiar,” “authentic,” 

or “aligned with how we see ourselves,” demonstrating that emotional resonance reinforces both 

perceived competence and ethical congruence. 
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Taken collectively, these clusters yield an insight that statistical correlations alone could 

not fully reveal: the company’s client ecosystem is relationally entangled rather than sequential. 

The constructs representing communication, reliability, fit, and advocacy form an overlapping 

network where symbolic and procedural dimensions are inseparable. This supports the 

configurational perspective (Meyer, Tsui, & Hinings, 1993; Løbner & Goduscheit, 2022), which 

views organizational success as the product of synergistic combinations rather than linear 

cause-effect chains. 

The VOSviewer clusters thus illuminate a “universal” structure underlying diverse data 

sources—demonstrating that across onboarding, brand perception, and engagement, The ALL IN 

Company’s strength lies in coherence of relational intent. Clients perceive attentiveness, honesty, 

collaboration, and emotional authenticity not as separate traits but as facets of a single 

relationship identity. This systemic integration offers a competitive advantage but also implies 

that any breakdown in one domain—such as inconsistent communication or diluted brand 

messaging—can ripple across the entire trust network. 

Finding #8: Source-Specific Network Structures and Differentiated Service Needs Across 

Stakeholder Groups. The source-segmented VOSviewer maps reveal that leaders, active clients, 

and proxy clients each construct the relationship with The ALL IN Company through distinct 

needs: leaders seek operational control and integrity, active clients prioritize confidence and 

continuity, and prospective clients respond to emotional and value alignment—together forming 

a multilayered, trust-based service ecosystem.  

The source-specific co-occurrence clusters displayed in Appendix C demonstrate that 

while the overall relational system of The ALL IN Company functions as a cohesive whole, its 
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underlying structure varies across stakeholder perspectives. These variations illuminate how 

different groups interpret the firm’s value proposition, emphasizing distinct needs, priorities, and 

modes of trust formation. Rather than suggesting fragmentation, these differentiated clusters 

reflect complementary orientations within a unified engagement architecture—each reinforcing 

the organization’s relational integrity from a different vantage point. 

Among the CEO–Employee data, four intersecting clusters—green, yellow, red, and 

blue—emerge, each spanning multiple domains. Collectively, they depict an internal perspective 

grounded in control, consistency, and procedural integrity. The green cluster, comprising 

Brand–ImageFit, Engage–Emotion, and Mktg–Info, connects emotional engagement with 

informational accuracy, indicating that leaders view credible communication and affective 

resonance as interdependent. This combination underscores the importance of message clarity 

and brand authenticity in sustaining internal confidence, consistent with Erdem and Swait’s 

(2004) finding that credible information structures are central to brand trust. The yellow cluster, 

which includes OrgFit–Collab, Needs–Trust, and Sat–Expectations, links collaboration and 

expectation management, revealing that internal satisfaction depends on how effectively 

cross-functional teams coordinate and deliver in alignment with client expectations. The red 

cluster, composed of CRM–InfoTracking, Service–Consistency, and Retain–Recommend, 

associates process monitoring and delivery reliability with retention outcomes, aligning with 

Reinartz, Krafft, and Hoyer’s (2004) argument that formalized CRM systems enhance 

predictability and long-term performance. Finally, the blue cluster, combining Mktg–Decision, 

Engage–Advocacy, and Sat–Ideal, connects marketing clarity with ideal experience and 

advocacy, suggesting that leadership interprets recommendation behavior as the product of 

well-managed decision support and controlled client experience. Across all clusters, the 
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CEO–Employee network reveals a distinct managerial need: leaders seek evidence of procedural 

control and structural reliability. Their confidence in the service is anchored less in emotion than 

in assurance that processes are transparent, measurable, and consistently executed. 

In contrast, the Active Client map condenses into a single but cross-domain cluster 

encompassing Needs–Satisfaction, Needs–Confidence, and Retain–Continue. This tightly 

coupled structure shows that for ongoing clients, trust and satisfaction are experienced as 

continuity—the confidence that service quality will persist over time. Active clients interpret 

value through predictability and stability rather than novelty or symbolic alignment. This pattern 

mirrors Zeithaml, Berry, and Parasuraman’s (1996) findings that perceived reliability is the 

foundation of behavioral loyalty, as well as Oliver’s (1993) model in which confidence mediates 

satisfaction and repeat intention. Qualitative feedback reinforces this dynamic. Clients described 

the company as “steady,” “consistent,” and “reliable,” often equating satisfaction with the 

absence of disruption. For them, the service need is practical and procedural: to receive 

dependable results without requiring extensive oversight. Their trust in the company is 

reaffirmed through repeated, unproblematic collaboration rather than emotional or symbolic 

cues. 

The Proxy Client map reveals a dramatically different pattern. This single, extensive 

cluster—spanning CRM–LongTerm, Mktg–Decision, Engage–Satisfaction, Mktg–Info, 

Engage–Advocacy, Engage–Emotion, OrgFit–Collab, Brand–FutureFit, Engage–Trust, 

OrgFit–Values, and Brand–ImageFit—demonstrates that prospective clients experience The ALL 

IN Company primarily through perceptual and emotional coherence. For this group, the brand’s 

narrative, tone, and values form a seamless identity structure that substitutes for direct 
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experience. Prospective clients express a need for identity confirmation—to see themselves 

reflected in the firm’s image, values, and communication style. This perception of “fit” aligns 

with the self-congruity framework proposed by Sirgy and Su (2000) and the person–organization 

fit theory advanced by Cable and Judge (1996), both of which posit that perceived value 

alignment and authenticity generate anticipatory trust. In qualitative responses, prospective 

clients often described the brand as “authentic,” “aligned,” or “future-oriented,” indicating that 

emotional and symbolic resonance serve as stand-ins for procedural familiarity. In essence, while 

active clients derive assurance from consistency, prospects derive it from congruence—the sense 

that the company represents who they are or aspire to become. 

Across these three perspectives, distinct service needs emerge. Leaders require 

transparency and procedural control to ensure the organization delivers on its promises. Active 

clients seek continuity and reliability that reinforce confidence in ongoing engagement. 

Prospective clients look for authenticity and emotional coherence that signal alignment even 

before a transaction occurs. Despite these differences, all perspectives converge around trust as 

the connective tissue of the relationship system. Trust, whether grounded in process integrity, 

performance consistency, or symbolic alignment, enables each group to interpret the firm’s value 

in a way that fulfills its specific expectations. This multi-anchored trust architecture echoes 

Homburg, Jozić, and Kuehnl’s (2017) multi-stakeholder relationship model and Meyer, Tsui, and 

Hinings’ (1993) configurational approach, both emphasizing that organizational resilience 

emerges not from uniformity of perception but from coherence across diverse stakeholder 

experiences. 
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Taken together, the differentiated VOSviewer maps suggest that The ALL IN Company’s 

relational ecosystem is adaptive, context-sensitive, and multi-layered. Leadership’s structural 

focus, clients’ need for stability, and prospects’ emphasis on authenticity collectively form a 

balanced system of relational assurance. Each group contributes a vital element—control, 

continuity, and connection—that sustains the firm’s reputation for trustworthiness. This pattern 

reveals that The ALL IN Company’s competitive strength lies not only in its individual processes 

but in its capacity to meet distinct needs simultaneously, translating operational reliability, 

experiential dependability, and symbolic alignment into a unified trust network that underpins 

client engagement across all stages of the relationship cycle. 

Finding #9: A Reflective and Adaptive Organizational Culture Driving Continuous 

Improvement The internal reflections reveal a learning-oriented culture in which team members 

critically assess current limitations, generate improvement ideas, and actively translate reflection 

into innovation—demonstrating organizational readiness for adaptive growth. 

The interviews and open-ended responses reveal that The ALL IN Company’s team is 

deeply reflective about both its operational challenges and its opportunities for growth. Team 

members consistently approach the business as an evolving system, one that requires ongoing 

refinement of structure, communication, and delivery. Across responses, the shared tone is not 

defensive or static but introspective and forward-looking—characteristics that the organizational 

learning literature identifies as precursors to innovation and sustainable scaling (Wei, 2024; Hael, 

Belhaj, & Zhang, 2024; de Kok, van der Scheer, Ketelaars, & Leistikow, 2023). This collective 

willingness to engage in honest appraisal and self-directed change positions the company to 

institutionalize learning as a strategic capability rather than a reactive behavior. 
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One participant described the process of completing the consultation survey as a moment 

of deep insight, explaining that the reflection process had been “incredibly helpful in bringing 

everything to the surface” and had sparked new ideas for communicating the company’s value to 

a broader audience. The reflection itself led to immediate ideation and creative 

solutioning—evidence that structured inquiry functions as a catalyst for strategic thinking within 

the organization. Rather than viewing the survey as an evaluative task, the respondent 

experienced it as an intervention, one that surfaced latent connections between marketing, 

storytelling, and client engagement. This indicates a culture in which feedback mechanisms are 

used not merely to assess performance but to generate new possibilities and stimulate innovation. 

Other team reflections reveal similar patterns of insight and adaptive awareness. One 

team member observed that the company has been “thinking more about how to retain clients 

and how to ensure they continue to see value in what we provide.” This comment captures a shift 

from task orientation to value sustainability—a hallmark of reflective practice that aligns with 

continuous improvement principles (Anderson, Rungtusanatham, & Schroeder, 1994; Saunila, 

Tikkamäki, & Ukko, 2015; Shaw et al., 2012). Another described the internal recognition that, 

“We help businesses improve their hiring process… but we may not always emphasize how our 

services continue to add value even after clients have implemented the system.” Such statements 

show an ability to identify communication gaps and proactively consider how to strengthen 

client understanding, suggesting an emerging systems-level awareness of the client experience 

lifecycle. 

The team’s reflections also demonstrate excitement and openness toward innovation. One 

participant remarked, “I’m really excited about the latest initiative we’ve been developing. I truly 
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think it could redefine how employers and job seekers connect.” This expression of enthusiasm 

underscores that ideation and future thinking are embedded within daily work, reflecting a high 

level of psychological ownership. Others expressed a similar awareness of scaling opportunities 

and internal transformation, noting that “as we scale, having a larger team with dedicated roles 

will benefit our members instead of our small team managing too many things that pull us in 

many directions.” Rather than resisting change, these reflections signal readiness for structural 

evolution and recognition that sustainable growth requires distributing responsibility across 

defined roles and competencies. 

The organization’s self-awareness extends to its acknowledgment of skill gaps and the 

desire to strengthen systems to match its ambition. One respondent noted candidly that the 

company remains “a small but highly dedicated team committed to the mission and vision, 

though still developing expertise in marketing and sales.” This level of candor reflects a 

psychologically safe environment in which employees can name limitations without fear, an 

essential condition for organizational learning and innovation (Edmondson, 2018). Another 

participant affirmed a culture of perseverance and incremental progress, observing that 

“everything is subject to improvement—the opportunities are infinite—you just can’t stay 

stagnant or think the status quo will last forever.” These comments convey a collective growth 

mindset and an orientation toward improvement as a continuous, shared responsibility rather 

than a top-down directive. 

Taken together, the interview evidence portrays a company characterized by reflective 

dialogue, experimental thinking, and a strong sense of shared purpose. The team demonstrates 

cognitive flexibility, engaging actively with uncertainty and using it as a stimulus for creativity 
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rather than constraint. This adaptive orientation suggests that The ALL IN Company possesses 

not only the technical capacity but also the cultural foundation required to transition from a 

founder-dependent, boutique operation to a learning organization capable of scaling. In short, the 

firm’s most significant asset may not lie in its processes or products, but in its people’s 

willingness to think critically, learn collectively, and evolve continually in pursuit of excellence. 
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RECOMMENDATIONS 

The recommendation set that follows translates nine empirical findings into five 

integrated interventions designed to strengthen client satisfaction, retention, and scalability for 

The ALL IN Company. Each recommendation emerges from a multi-layered analytic process 

that combines quantitative and qualitative evidence, including co-occurrence grids comparing 

item relationships across and within constructs, subgroup and cross-group comparisons, 

VOSviewer cluster mapping, and thematic coding of interview and survey data. The resulting 

pattern revealed that clarity, reliability, and transparency—supported by CRM discipline and 

client advocacy—function as interdependent constructs. Increases in one dimension were 

consistently associated with increases in the others, whereas compromises in any single factor 

distorted perceptions of overall service quality. This tiered and differentiated analysis confirmed 

that sustainable satisfaction arises not from isolated improvements but from maintaining 

equilibrium among the three constructs. 

The subgroup and cross-group analyses further showed that this equilibrium manifests 

differently across stakeholder groups. The CEO and internal team emphasized structure and 

scalability, prioritizing clarity in workflow and reliability in execution. Active clients prioritized 

consistency and responsiveness, linking reliability and transparent progress communication to 

their overall satisfaction. Proxy clients—those engaged indirectly or through referrals—placed 

the greatest weight on congruency between the company’s stated values and its tone of 

engagement, interpreting transparency as both honesty and emotional authenticity. Cluster 

analysis visualized these emphases as overlapping networks rather than discrete categories, 

reinforcing a configurational understanding of service quality (Payne & Frow, 2005; Vargo & 
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Lusch, 2004). Notably, when onboarding clarity weakened—especially in high-intensity client 

cohorts—trust and reliability ratings declined even when deliverables met expectations. 

Collectively, these findings justify a systemic set of recommendations that address not only what 

to strengthen but how to keep constructs balanced as the organization scales. 

Accordingly, five coordinated interventions are proposed. The first recommendation, 

Codify the Client Journey Through a Transparent Onboarding Playbook, calls for formalizing 

onboarding phases and time-to-first-value milestones to ensure consistent clarity and expectation 

management. The second, Operationalize Reliability as a Core Service Metric, focuses on 

making accuracy, timeliness, and responsiveness measurable and visible through standardized 

commitments and reporting. The third, Institutionalize Ethical Transparency and Scope 

Governance, seeks to protect trust equity by standardizing disclosures and scope definitions 

across all sales and delivery materials. The fourth, Systematize Relationship Management 

Through a Minimum-Viable CRM Rhythm, introduces a routine cadence and clear ownership 

structure for follow-up, feedback capture, and cross-team coordination. Finally, Build 

Sustainable Growth via Workshops, Partner Networks, and Advocacy Loops recommends 

concentrating limited marketing resources on community-based, trust-building channels that 

reinforce the first four constructs. 

Together these interventions translate the project’s mixed-method evidence into a 

coherent organizational roadmap. Each recommendation is grounded in both the empirical 

relationships among constructs and the theoretical literature on service quality, relationship 

marketing, and CRM alignment. The goal is to help The ALL IN Company institutionalize its 
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strengths while maintaining the delicate balance—clarity, reliability, and transparency—that the 

analyses show must remain intact for long-term client satisfaction and retention. 

Recommendation 1: Codify the Client Journey Through a Transparent Onboarding 

Playbook. Develop a concise, visual onboarding playbook that articulates phases, client and 

consultant responsibilities, and time-to-first-value milestones to preserve transparency and 

reliability while reducing ambiguity and workload variability. 

The first recommendation proposes that The ALL IN Company develop and implement a 

transparent onboarding playbook that clearly defines phases, responsibilities, and 

time-to-first-value (TTFV) milestones for both clients and consultants. The purpose of this 

intervention is to ensure that clarity, reliability, and transparency—the triadic constructs 

repeatedly shown to co-occur in the company’s service model—remain balanced and visible 

throughout the client journey. Across the survey, interview, and document data, onboarding 

emerged as the most critical yet least standardized process. Clients expressed appreciation for the 

firm’s authenticity and depth of engagement but described the early implementation phase as 

“labor-intensive,” “overwhelming,” and “different every time.” These perceptions were 

corroborated by internal staff who noted that expectations and task sequencing often depended 

on the founder’s direct oversight. Collectively, these findings indicate that while the company’s 

personalized onboarding generates strong relationships, it lacks an explicit framework to sustain 

consistency as client volume increases. 

Quantitative evidence reinforces this interpretation. Within the service-delivery construct, 

Item 1-15 (Onboarding Clarity) exhibited greater variance than Item 1-19 (Reliability) or Item 

1-16 (Sales Transparency), signaling that experiences with onboarding communication were 
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uneven across clients. Co-occurrence analysis revealed that high clarity scores tended to appear 

alongside elevated ratings of reliability and transparency, suggesting a configurational rather than 

linear relationship. In other words, when onboarding was experienced as clear and predictable, 

clients simultaneously perceived higher reliability and honesty in service delivery. Conversely, 

when clarity declined, satisfaction and retention intentions weakened—even when objective 

reliability remained high. This pattern was especially pronounced in high-intensity client cohorts, 

where heavy workload demands amplified sensitivity to communication quality. These 

cross-group nuances affirm that clarity functions as the enabling condition for reliability and 

transparency to be recognized as such. 

The VOSviewer cluster map visually corroborated these statistical relationships. 

Although specific onboarding items such as timeliness or procedural clarity were not 

displayed as independent nodes, their underlying dimensions were represented within the 

green and dark-blue clusters, which captured service-process reliability and 

communication consistency. The green cluster (including Items 1-3 CRM Customization, 

2-5 Sales Disclosure, and 2-6 Sales Honesty) emphasized coordination between 

information tracking and transparent delivery, while the dark-blue cluster (Items 2-4 

Service Consistency and 1-2 CRM Two-Way Communication) highlighted the operational 

rhythm that sustains client confidence. These clusters were densely interconnected and 

bridged toward the yellow and light-blue clusters, where items such as 3-9 (Trust), 3-7 

(Satisfaction), and 3-10 (Advocacy) resided. This configuration indicates that consistent 

communication and service reliability are the immediate precursors to downstream 

relational outcomes—trust, satisfaction, and willingness to recommend. In contrast, the red 

cluster, dominated by brand-fit and emotion items (e.g., 3-5 OrgFit–Values, 3-8 
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Engage–Emotion), appeared more strongly among proxy-client data, suggesting that for 

those stakeholders, authenticity and congruency of values carry greater weight than 

procedural clarity. Collectively, these patterns confirm that onboarding practices—though 

not individually labeled as nodes—are conceptually nested within the service-process 

clusters that anchor the firm’s reliability–transparency network and serve as the functional 

bridge to relational and brand outcomes. 

The CEO’s qualitative descriptions provide concrete illustration: she detailed a typical 

five-day intensive onboarding week, followed by four to six hours of structured guidance in 

subsequent weeks, but noted that “how much hand-holding” varied depending on each client’s 

readiness. Such variation, though well-intentioned, risks eroding perceived fairness and 

dependability when not anchored by a shared set of reference points. Therefore, codifying the 

client journey through a transparent playbook becomes not a bureaucratic exercise but a 

mechanism to stabilize the equilibrium among the firm’s core constructs. 

The playbook should also acknowledge the differentiated priorities identified 

across stakeholder groups. For the CEO and internal employees, structured phases and 

clear role definitions address the need for operational order and scalability. For active 

clients, consistent timelines and visible progress updates reinforce reliability and 

confidence in service delivery. For proxy or referred clients, congruency between the 

company’s stated values and its communication style fosters emotional connection and 

trust. Tailoring onboarding messages and tone for each audience allows The ALL IN 

Company to maintain procedural consistency while respecting the distinctive relational 

expectations that each group brings to the consulting experience. 
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The proposed playbook should present the onboarding process as a sequence of three 

narrative phases—orientation, implementation, and review—each with clear expectations for 

deliverables, communication cadence, and measurable milestones. This three-phase structure 

parallels established models of service design and relationship management. Grönroos (1993) 

and Parasuraman et al. (1988) emphasized that the client’s first impressions during the initiation 

phase shape all later quality perceptions. Reinartz, Krafft, and Hoyer (2004) similarly identified 

initiation, maintenance, and termination as the three recurring CRM stages through which 

reliability and satisfaction are reinforced. In professional-service contexts, O’Mahoney (2021) 

and Payne and Frow (2005) note that defining clear orientation checkpoints and review moments 

transforms onboarding from a one-time administrative step into a continuous learning and 

trust-building cycle. Incorporating Time-to-First-Value (TTFV) indicators within this sequence 

ensures that clients can observe tangible outcomes early in the engagement—a factor 

consistently linked to retention and perceived reliability (Blattberg et al., 2009; Angelovska, 

2021; Onyeaso, 2019). 

The orientation phase would establish mutual expectations before engagement begins, 

delineating what success looks like, what resources clients must prepare, and how the consulting 

team will communicate progress. The implementation phase would specify weekly or bi-weekly 

checkpoints, Time-to-First-Value indicators, and standardized language for reporting reliability 

metrics such as completion timeliness or response accuracy. The review and transition phase 

would summarize accomplishments, lessons learned, and next-step options, thereby converting 

onboarding into an evaluative learning cycle rather than a one-off administrative step. Integrating 

the playbook into the existing CRM platform—through automated task lists, templated 
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communications, and shared dashboards—would allow all consultants to operate from the same 

reference system while maintaining the flexibility to personalize content for each client. 

Empirical findings suggest that such codification would have multiple reinforcing effects. 

First, it would reduce the cognitive load and uncertainty experienced by clients, enabling them to 

focus on the substance of the consulting engagement rather than procedural details. Second, it 

would strengthen internal reliability by creating standardized checkpoints that are less dependent 

on founder memory or ad-hoc communication. Third, it would enhance transparency by 

documenting expectations and trade-offs in writing, reducing the risk of misaligned assumptions. 

Finally, it would provide quantifiable indicators—such as time to first deliverable or percentage 

of milestones met on schedule—that can feed into the company’s emerging reliability dashboard 

(Recommendation 2). By linking these elements together, the onboarding playbook would 

function as the operational manifestation of the configurational triad observed in the 

co-occurrence data: clarity enabling reliability, and transparency reinforcing both. 

The literature on customer-relationship management (CRM) and service design offers 

strong support for this approach. Payne and Frow (2005) emphasized that effective CRM 

requires aligning process design with customer experience rather than relying solely on 

technology; mapping and communicating the customer journey is central to that alignment. 

Reinartz, Krafft, and Hoyer (2004) similarly found that clearly structured initiation stages in 

business-to-business relationships shorten ramp-up times and predict longer-term profitability. In 

the service-quality literature, Grönroos (1993) and Parasuraman, Zeithaml, and Berry (1988) 

demonstrated that clients evaluate technical accuracy through their experience of the delivery 

process—hence, reliability cannot be fully appreciated without visible clarity of steps and 
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expectations. More recent studies in consulting and professional-service contexts (O’Mahoney, 

2021; Keelson et al., 2024) reinforce that codified onboarding and expectation-setting foster trust 

and efficiency in small, founder-driven firms seeking scalable models. These theoretical 

perspectives collectively validate the empirical observation that onboarding transparency is not 

peripheral but foundational to perceived quality. 

Implementing the playbook requires deliberate governance. Responsibility should rest 

primarily with the Project Manager, who would synthesize input from the sales, operations, and 

client-success functions to ensure both accuracy and usability. Because the company already 

maintains detailed documentation in its project files, the playbook can be constructed by 

reorganizing existing materials rather than creating entirely new content. Once drafted, it should 

undergo pilot testing with a small cohort of clients to gather feedback on clarity and workload 

before full rollout. To preserve personalization, consultants should be trained to use the playbook 

as a conversation guide rather than a rigid checklist, framing discussions around principles 

(“Here’s how we define early wins”) instead of prescriptive tasks. Quarterly Service Quality 

Alignment Reviews—introduced in later recommendations—can monitor whether the playbook 

continues to balance efficiency, transparency, and relationship warmth as the organization grows. 

Externally, the company’s website and social-media messaging should mirror this same 

onboarding clarity. Publicly sharing simplified visuals of the onboarding phases and 

time-to-first-value examples reinforces transparency and sets accurate expectations for prospects. 

Consistent digital language between marketing materials and the playbook ensures that clients 

encounter the same clarity before, during, and after engagement. 
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In sum, codifying the client journey through a transparent onboarding playbook directly 

addresses the co-occurrence pattern that links clarity, reliability, and transparency. The 

intervention transforms implicit practices into explicit, repeatable routines without sacrificing 

authenticity. By making the early stages of engagement predictable, the company can preserve 

the high-touch character that clients value while building the structural consistency required for 

scale. The empirical data demonstrate that onboarding clarity acts as the hinge variable through 

which reliability and transparency are recognized; the literature confirms that process visibility is 

central to perceived quality. Implementing this recommendation therefore strengthens all three 

constructs simultaneously and establishes a replicable foundation for the other four interventions 

that follow. 

Recommendation 2: Operationalize Reliability as a Core Service Metric. Translate The ALL 

IN Company’s strength in reliability into a structured, measurable system of commitments and 

reporting that makes performance accuracy, timeliness, and responsiveness transparent to clients 

and sustainable across the organization. 

Reliability consistently emerged as the most influential determinant of client satisfaction 

across all quantitative and qualitative analyses. In the co-occurrence analysis, service reliability 

displayed the highest normalized association among the service-delivery constructs (1.19), 

showing the strongest linkage with client satisfaction (1.19) and a similarly high relationship 

with retention (1.17). This indicates that reliability—defined by consistent, accurate, and timely 

execution—functions as the most central driver of perceived service quality in the dataset. 

Clients repeatedly tied their overall perception of The ALL IN Company to whether deliverables 

were accurate, completed on schedule, and communicated proactively. However, the findings 
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also revealed that this reliability advantage remains largely dependent on founder oversight and 

informal communication. Internal participants described overlapping systems—spreadsheets, 

emails, and personal reminders—that created uncertainty about task ownership and follow-up 

cadence. This pattern suggests that while the company demonstrates strong operational reliability 

in practice, it lacks a formal mechanism to measure, communicate, and sustain this reliability as 

the organization grows. In short, reliability functions as a behavioral strength but not yet as an 

institutional capability. 

The co-occurrence and subgroup analyses confirmed that reliability does not exist in 

isolation; it interacts dynamically with clarity and transparency to shape client satisfaction. When 

onboarding expectations were clearly communicated and when clients perceived open disclosure 

about project scope or limitations, reliability ratings increased significantly. Conversely, when 

communication was inconsistent, clients tended to doubt reliability even when deliverables met 

deadlines. This relationship reflects a configurational rather than a linear effect: the constructs of 

reliability, clarity, and transparency reinforce one another, meaning that strengthening one 

depends on maintaining the others. The VOSviewer analysis supported this conclusion by 

identifying a dark-blue cluster centered on service consistency and two-way CRM 

communication, which represents the procedural backbone of delivery reliability. This cluster 

was closely connected to the green cluster, which comprised items such as attention to client 

needs, CRM customization, sales disclosure, and sales honesty—elements that translate 

reliability into transparent interaction and client responsiveness. Together, these clusters form the 

operational nucleus of The ALL IN Company’s service ecosystem, linking dependable execution 

with clarity and transparency across the client journey. The CEO’s interviews further illustrated 

this interdependence. She noted that “clients trust the process because they see progress,” but 
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also acknowledged that without formal reporting, reliability remains anecdotal and vulnerable to 

perception. These insights underscore the need to operationalize reliability through visible 

systems that document service consistency and two-way communication, transforming 

dependable behavior into measurable proof of performance. 

To achieve this, The ALL IN Company should establish a streamlined Reliability Metrics 

and Commitment Framework that tracks and communicates three dimensions of reliability: 

right-first-time accuracy, on-time delivery, and proactive communication. These indicators can 

be monitored within the existing CRM or project-tracking platform without adding significant 

administrative burden. Right-first-time accuracy measures the percentage of deliverables 

accepted without revision, on-time delivery measures adherence to milestone schedules, and 

proactive communication tracks whether updates are shared as planned, even when delays occur. 

Together, these indicators would provide a balanced picture of performance consistency and 

responsiveness. Reliability data could then be summarized in a brief monthly report that includes 

numerical results and contextual explanations, such as “one client delay mitigated through early 

communication.” Sharing this internally, and selectively with clients, would convert reliability 

from an implicit promise into an explicit commitment. Over time, the accumulated data could 

serve as evidence of performance quality in proposals and marketing materials, replacing 

anecdotal claims with verifiable statistics. 

The academic and professional literature supports formalizing reliability in this manner. 

Parasuraman, Zeithaml, and Berry’s (1988) SERVQUAL model positions reliability as the 

cornerstone of perceived service quality, arguing that consistency in performance builds trust 

more effectively than any other factor. Later work by Zeithaml, Berry, and Parasuraman (1996) 
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found that reliability’s impact on client retention strengthens when performance data are made 

explicit. Payne and Frow (2005) further contended that the alignment of relational processes and 

measurement systems is essential for translating operational quality into organizational 

capability. In a small-consultancy context, O’Mahoney (2021) observed that firms that 

“productize” their reliability—by quantifying deliverable accuracy or timeliness—are better able 

to scale while maintaining their reputation for integrity. Likewise, Keelson et al. (2024) 

demonstrated that transparent performance measurement moderates the link between competition 

and organizational success, suggesting that even simple process metrics can yield strategic 

advantage. Collectively, this body of research aligns with the empirical finding that formal 

reliability tracking strengthens both internal efficiency and external credibility. 

Implementing reliability metrics would not require new technology or large investments 

but rather a disciplined approach to data collection and communication. The Project Manager 

should be responsible for recording reliability data at key milestones, while the Sales or Client 

Success Lead should incorporate reliability commitments into client proposals and updates. 

Quarterly service-quality reviews can ensure that the metrics reflect genuine performance rather 

than superficial compliance. The emphasis should remain on simplicity and consistency: a 

concise dashboard, a one-page monthly summary, and a short review meeting are sufficient to 

institutionalize reliability as an organizational norm. Embedding this practice into daily 

operations would shift reliability from being personality-driven to process-driven, reinforcing 

accountability without undermining flexibility. Select reliability indicators—such as 

milestone-on-time rates or satisfaction ratios—should also be summarized periodically across 

public channels, including newsletters or professional social platforms. Sharing concise 
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reliability snapshots communicates accountability and turns internal performance discipline into 

an outward demonstration of trustworthiness, strengthening reliability as a visible brand promise. 

The expected outcomes of operationalizing reliability are both internal and external. 

Internally, codified metrics will enhance coordination, clarify task ownership, and provide 

feedback loops for improvement. Externally, clients will gain greater confidence through 

transparent performance reporting, strengthening their perception of both reliability and integrity. 

Over time, the consistent communication of reliability data will differentiate The ALL IN 

Company in a competitive marketplace where many consulting firms promise quality but few 

can demonstrate it empirically. Equally important, the framework preserves equilibrium among 

clarity, reliability, and transparency by ensuring that improvements in efficiency or speed do not 

come at the cost of perceived trustworthiness. Reliability thus becomes not only a metric but a 

visible expression of organizational values. By formalizing this strength into a measurable 

system, The ALL IN Company can sustain its reputation for dependable delivery, support 

scalable growth, and reinforce the integrated construct balance that underpins long-term client 

satisfaction and retention. 

Recommendation 3: Institutionalize Ethical Transparency and Scope Governance. 

Standardize scope-of-work definitions, disclosure practices, and communication protocols across 

all sales and delivery activities to preserve The ALL IN Company’s reputation for honesty and 

trust while reducing ambiguity, scope drift, and founder dependency. 

Transparency emerged from the analyses as one of the company’s most defining yet most 

fragile assets—deeply valued by clients but inconsistently institutionalized. Across survey, 

interview, and document data, clients described The ALL IN Company as “refreshingly honest” 
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and “up-front about what they can and can’t do.” This authenticity directly influenced 

satisfaction and renewal intentions, reflected in the strong average co-occurrence between sales 

transparency (1.16 with satisfaction; 1.20 with retention) and advocacy outcomes in the data. 

However, the findings also revealed that this transparency is largely personified in the founder’s 

communication style rather than codified in formal policy. Internal participants acknowledged 

that scope statements were often customized per engagement without consistent structure, 

leaving room for interpretive differences and scope drift. Qualitative comments show that clients 

appreciated candor about trade-offs and pricing but occasionally experienced confusion about 

deliverables and limitations. The result is a paradox: the organization’s transparency drives trust 

and retention, yet the absence of standardized scope governance makes that transparency uneven 

and founder-dependent. 

The co-occurrence grid and the green and dark-blue clusters in the VOSviewer analysis 

further illuminate this dynamic. The green cluster, composed of Sales Disclosure (2-5) and Sales 

Honesty (2-6) along with related communication nodes, captured the transparency dimension 

that bridges client expectations and delivery. This cluster was densely linked to the dark-blue 

cluster—anchored by Service Consistency (2-4) and CRM Two-Way Communication 

(1-2)—indicating that transparency and reliability operate as interdependent components of the 

same service ecosystem. Transparency-related constructs such as trust, disclosure, honesty, 

advocacy, and renewal appeared with moderate-to-high edge strength between these clusters, 

showing that open and candid communication directly supports perceived dependability. This 

configuration demonstrates that transparency functions both as a relational bridge—connecting 

honest disclosure to operational follow-through—and as a retention engine, reinforcing trust and 

advocacy when expectations are clearly communicated. Conversely, when project details were 
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ambiguous or assumptions unspoken, trust eroded even when technical execution was flawless. 

These findings align with the relationship-marketing and consulting-ethics literature, which 

identifies transparency as a structural driver of reliability and long-term loyalty rather than a 

peripheral virtue (Berry, 1995; O’Mahoney, 2021). 

To institutionalize this strength, The ALL IN Company should develop and implement a 

Standardized Scope-of-Work (SOW) and Disclosure Framework. The framework should serve as 

both a pre-sale and early-project document that outlines deliverables, timelines, assumptions, and 

boundaries in clear, plain language. Each SOW should include a concise “Disclosure Statement” 

summarizing potential constraints or exclusions (for example, “This engagement does not 

include implementation of CRM automation unless specified as an add-on”). Including such 

caveats reinforces honesty and reduces the likelihood of misaligned expectations later. The 

framework should also include a “Fit-for-Service Checklist” used during sales conversations to 

determine whether a prospective client’s needs align with the firm’s expertise. This mechanism 

operationalizes the CEO’s practice of advising against services that may not serve a client’s best 

interest—a hallmark of ethical transparency observed in the qualitative interviews. By 

formalizing that practice, the company can preserve its trust equity while ensuring scalability. 

Subgroup analysis showed that transparency carries different meanings for distinct 

audiences. The CEO and internal team view transparency primarily as documentation and 

control, whereas active and proxy clients interpret it affectively—as congruency and sincerity in 

tone as much as in content. Institutionalizing ethical transparency must therefore extend beyond 

written disclosures to include emotional transparency: communicating boundaries, trade-offs, 

and recommendations in a manner that conveys empathy and alignment with client values. This 
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affective congruency transforms procedural honesty into relational trust, particularly for proxy 

clients who rely on referrals and relational cues when assessing credibility. 

The disclosure and scope framework should be supported by clear governance. The Sales 

/ Client Success Lead should initiate the document, while the Project Manager ensures scope 

consistency through delivery. Any proposed scope changes should trigger a short internal 

review—ideally captured in the CRM system—requiring acknowledgment from both client and 

consultant. This not only prevents inadvertent over-commitment but also strengthens 

accountability. Quarterly reviews of completed projects can identify recurring sources of 

misunderstanding or frequent scope revisions, signaling where future disclosures could improve. 

Rather than adding bureaucracy, this process clarifies decision boundaries and frees consultants 

to focus on outcomes without fearing scope ambiguity. 

The literature provides strong justification for this recommendation. Berry (1995) and 

Grönroos (1993) argue that transparent communication and scope definition are central to trust 

formation in service relationships. O’Mahoney (2021) observes that consulting firms that make 

“honesty a process rather than a personality trait” achieve greater loyalty and lower reputational 

risk. Fahn and Zanarone (2021) demonstrate that transparency within relational contracts 

enhances accountability, perceived fairness, and long-term profitability. Similarly, Parasuraman, 

Zeithaml, and Berry (1988) conceptualize assurance—a dimension grounded in honesty and 

disclosure—as a core driver of perceived service quality. Collectively, these frameworks affirm 

that standardizing disclosure is not simply about compliance; it embeds trust into the 

organizational fabric. 
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Empirically, the benefits are manifold. Standardized scope governance will reduce role 

ambiguity and workload friction internally, directly addressing the communication and task 

fragmentation noted in Findings #2 and #3. For clients, receiving explicit disclosures about 

assumptions, limitations, and trade-offs reinforces perceptions of reliability and clarity—the 

constructs most closely tied to retention in the co-occurrence results. Moreover, a transparent 

SOW provides a defensible boundary when client requests expand mid-engagement, protecting 

both relationships and margins. Over time, this consistency allows the company to communicate 

its process integrity externally, positioning transparency as a competitive differentiator in a 

crowded consulting market. 

Organizationally, this recommendation fits within the company’s capacity and culture. 

Developing SOW and disclosure templates can be accomplished internally using existing 

proposal and debrief materials. Training should emphasize tone and empathy, ensuring that 

transparency remains relational rather than transactional. Because the firm already values 

authenticity, this recommendation strengthens a core cultural asset while introducing the 

structure needed for scale. As the firm grows, the SOW framework can also serve as a mentoring 

tool for new consultants, converting intuitive founder-led transparency into codified professional 

practice. Beyond internal governance, the company should communicate its transparency 

principles publicly through its website and social-media presence. Publishing brief “how we 

work” statements, sample disclosure language, or value-based FAQs ensures that ethical 

transparency is not confined to contracts but becomes part of the firm’s public 

identity—reinforcing consistency between internal practice and external messaging. 
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In summary, institutionalizing ethical transparency and scope governance enables The 

ALL IN Company to preserve what makes it distinctive—authentic honesty—while ensuring that 

trust is maintained consistently across engagements. The co-occurrence and cluster analyses 

demonstrated that transparency, reliability, and clarity operate as an interdependent triad; 

strengthening transparency through standardized disclosure stabilizes the other two constructs. 

Research in service marketing and consulting ethics confirms that transparent scope management 

enhances both client retention and organizational resilience (Berry, 1995; Grönroos, 1993; 

O’Mahoney, 2021; Parasuraman, Zeithaml, & Berry, 1988; Schnackenberg & Tomlinson, 2016). 

By transforming transparency from an individual ethos into an organizational system, The ALL 

IN Company can safeguard its relational credibility and sustain trust as it scales. 

Recommendation 4: Systematize Relationship Management Through a Minimum-Viable 

CRM Rhythm. Establish a simple, repeatable rhythm of CRM use—including defined roles, 

follow-up cadences, and feedback-capture routines—to reduce founder dependency, enhance 

two-way communication, and institutionalize relationship continuity across The ALL IN 

Company’s client portfolio. 

The findings consistently revealed that The ALL IN Company’s ability to maintain deep 

client relationships depends heavily on personal communication and founder involvement rather 

than a structured, system-based rhythm. Both the quantitative and qualitative evidence showed 

that the organization’s relationship management practices are effective but largely informal, 

leaving gaps in consistency and scalability. While other areas of the business—such as 

onboarding and service delivery—show emerging frameworks for standardization, the 

relationship-management process remains dependent on individual initiative. Findings #1, #2, 
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and #7 highlighted that although clients consistently praised responsiveness and rapport, 

follow-up cadence and information tracking were irregular, with key interactions logged 

inconsistently in the CRM. Co-occurrence analysis reinforced this pattern: while service 

customization (1-3) and long-term relationship building (1-5) showed the strongest linkages to 

satisfaction and retention, tracking client information (1-1) and two-way communication (1-2) 

registered lower association scores, indicating that relational skill outpaces operational discipline 

in the company’s current client-management system. The VOSviewer analysis further supported 

this interpretation, showing CRM-related terms—relationship, communication, retention, and 

feedback—as bridging nodes connecting the green (transparency and disclosure) and dark-blue 

(reliability and communication consistency) clusters. This structural position confirms that CRM 

is not a peripheral tool but rather the connective infrastructure linking clarity, reliability, and 

transparency into a cohesive service ecosystem. 

Qualitative evidence provided texture to these quantitative insights. The CEO 

acknowledged that “the CRM is lightly used,” noting that most follow-ups still occur through 

direct messages or ad-hoc spreadsheets. Staff interviews described difficulty maintaining 

visibility over client progress once initial onboarding concluded. Clients, meanwhile, described 

their interactions as “personal and authentic” but admitted that response times varied depending 

on who managed communication that week. These data illustrate a classic paradox in growing 

service firms: the same personalization that builds loyalty can become a bottleneck when 

relationship management lacks structure. Without a defined cadence, reliability and transparency 

risk becoming inconsistent, even when intentions remain strong. 
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To address these issues, The ALL IN Company should implement a Minimum-Viable 

CRM Rhythm (MVCR)—a deliberately simple routine that embeds relationship management 

into the firm’s weekly and monthly cycles (Payne & Frow, 2005; Reinartz, Krafft, & Hoyer, 

2004; Harrigan, Ramsey, & Ibbotson, 2012; O’Mahoney, 2021). The goal is not to expand 

software features but to normalize disciplined, cross-functional usage. The rhythm should rest on 

three essential practices. First, each active engagement should have a designated relationship 

owner responsible for logging client interactions, next-step tasks, and sentiment notes within the 

CRM at least once per week. This ownership prevents communication gaps when projects 

transition between staff. Second, every client should receive a scheduled touchpoint—a brief 

progress update or value check-in—at predictable intervals such as 30, 60, and 90 days after 

onboarding. These touchpoints can be templated messages tailored with personal notes, 

balancing efficiency with warmth. Third, the system should capture feedback and advocacy cues, 

prompting consultants to record testimonials, referrals, or lessons learned immediately after 

project completion. Together, these actions create a living database of relationship knowledge 

rather than a static repository of contacts. 

Empirical patterns from the co-occurrence and subgroup analyses suggest that 

formalizing these behaviors would strengthen multiple constructs simultaneously. More 

consistent CRM updates improve clarity by ensuring all parties know project status; they 

reinforce reliability by documenting follow-through; and they sustain transparency by making 

communication traceable and shared. Moreover, structured feedback capture directly supports 

client advocacy, which the study identified as a key retention driver. In configurational terms, 

instituting a CRM rhythm stabilizes the triadic equilibrium among clarity, reliability, and 
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transparency that underpins overall satisfaction. The rhythm thereby becomes a governance 

mechanism for relationship quality rather than merely an administrative routine. 

The literature on CRM integration strongly supports this approach. Payne and Frow 

(2005) emphasized that CRM effectiveness depends less on technology sophistication than on 

aligning people and processes around consistent relationship routines. Harrigan, Ramsey, and 

Ibbotson (2012) similarly found that relational performance improves when organizations embed 

regular communication cadences rather than sporadic, campaign-based outreach. Reinartz, 

Krafft, and Hoyer (2004) demonstrated that structured relationship maintenance increases both 

profitability and customer lifetime value in professional services. More recent studies of small 

consultancies confirm that a lightweight but disciplined CRM rhythm allows founder-led firms to 

scale trust without diluting authenticity (O’Mahoney, 2021). Collectively, this research validates 

the empirical insight that relationship quality emerges from habitual coordination, not platform 

complexity. 

Implementing the Minimum-Viable CRM Rhythm requires limited resources. The Project 

Manager should lead system configuration and compliance tracking, while each consultant 

assumes responsibility for timely data entry and scheduled client communication. A weekly 

fifteen-minute “CRM huddle” can review key updates, ensuring that relationship management 

remains visible in team culture. The Founder or Sales/Client Success Lead can monitor aggregate 

client-touch data monthly to identify inactive accounts or engagement gaps. Because the existing 

CRM already contains core features, no new software investment is necessary; success depends 

on establishing accountability and cadence. Over time, metrics such as contact frequency, 
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response times, and referral generation can feed into the company’s reliability dashboard, linking 

relationship management directly to performance outcomes. 

The expected outcomes of this recommendation are multifaceted. Internally, it reduces 

cognitive overload on leadership by distributing relationship stewardship across the team, thus 

lowering founder dependency. Externally, clients experience steadier communication, faster 

responses, and clearer visibility into project progress—all of which strengthen perceived 

reliability and transparency. The CRM rhythm also creates a feedback reservoir that can inform 

service design, marketing, and training initiatives, making relationship knowledge a reusable 

organizational asset. Most importantly, it closes the loop identified in the findings: translating 

relational goodwill into structured continuity. By turning interpersonal excellence into 

institutional practice, The ALL IN Company can scale its high-trust culture without sacrificing 

authenticity. Insights drawn from the CRM rhythm can also inform outward communication. 

Highlighting anonymized client milestones, testimonials, or lessons learned on social platforms 

transforms the feedback loop into visible storytelling that demonstrates clarity, reliability, and 

transparency in action. This alignment between relational data and public narrative reinforces 

credibility while extending relationship continuity beyond the project cycle. This 

recommendation therefore anchors the operational infrastructure necessary to sustain the 

equilibrium among clarity, reliability, and transparency, ensuring that as the company grows, its 

relationships remain as consistent and dependable as its results. 

Recommendation 5: Build Sustainable Growth via Workshops, Partner Networks, and 

Advocacy Loops. Concentrate The ALL IN Company’s growth efforts on quarterly educational 
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workshops, strategic partner collaborations, and structured advocacy systems that convert 

existing client trust into a sustainable and low-cost demand engine. 

The mixed-methods evidence indicates that The ALL IN Company’s most effective 

growth drivers are relational rather than transactional. Findings #8 and #9 revealed that client 

advocacy, referrals, and workshops were among the strongest relational channels associated with 

new-client engagement and renewal intentions. Quantitatively, advocacy (3-10) showed broad, 

significant co-occurrences with client-management and service-delivery items, including 

transparency (2-5 Disclosure; 2-6 Honesty) and reliability/consistency (2-4 Delivered as 

promised), and it aligned with retention/ recommendation intent (2-10). Qualitatively, leaders 

and clients repeatedly described referrals as the dominant path to new business, and the CEO 

noted that workshops are the “best driver of new members,” even as the calendar and follow-up 

remained ad hoc. Together, these patterns suggest that trust-based mechanisms—referrals, 

testimonials, workshop experiences—are already producing meaningful demand signals, but they 

are not yet embedded in consistent structures. Without a fixed workshop cadence, partner 

amplification, and a standardized referral prompt, positive momentum tends to dissipate between 

events and handoffs. 

Co-occurrence and subgroup analyses clarify how advocacy amplifies (but does not 

replace) the core constructs. Clients who experienced high sales transparency and clear 

onboarding expectations reported the strongest advocacy intentions, while lapses in 

communication or ambiguous deliverables dampened willingness to refer—even when outcomes 

were satisfactory. In network terms, the VOSviewer light-blue cluster (Engage–Advocacy 3-10; 

Retain–Recommend 2-10) sits adjacent to, and is bridged by edges from, the green cluster 
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(Sales–Disclosure 2-5; Sales–Honesty 2-6; CRM–Customization 1-3) and the dark-blue cluster 

(Service–Consistency 2-4; CRM–Two-Way Communication 1-2). This topology supports a 

configurational interpretation: transparent promises and consistent delivery feed advocacy, which 

then diffuses value through client networks. Subgroup maps reinforce the nuance. Active clients 

equate value with steadiness and continuity, so advocacy is strongest when reliability is visible 

over time. Proxy clients—who rely more on congruency and emotion—respond to authenticity 

and values alignment; here, advocacy is catalyzed when public-facing tone and content mirror 

the firm’s transparent ethos. Thus, the sustainable growth path is not heavier paid marketing but 

deeper systematization of the relational channels already working. 

To operationalize this insight, The ALL IN Company should implement a Sustainable 

Growth Framework with three mutually reinforcing components: quarterly workshops, strategic 

partner networks, and structured advocacy loops. First, treat workshops as an owned-channel 

engine, not ad-hoc marketing. Publish a four-event annual calendar tied to client need cycles 

(e.g., headcount planning windows, seasonal hiring spikes) and anchor each session to a concrete 

“time-to-first-value” takeaway (template, checklist, or decision aid). Close each workshop with a 

brief client spotlight that evidences reliability and transparency through real outcomes, then 

automate post-event nurturing (e.g., a three-touch sequence over 30 days) through the CRM. 

Second, cultivate two to three partnerships with complementary organizations—professional 

associations, software platforms, training institutions—to co-host events, share audiences, and 

cross-feature case studies. These alliances extend reach while signaling credibility through 

association, reducing acquisition costs and variance. Third, institutionalize an advocacy loop at 

project close: prompt satisfied clients to (a) complete a two-minute feedback form, (b) provide a 

short testimonial, and (c) indicate whether they’re open to a warm referral introduction in the 
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next quarter. Log these responses in the CRM with light tagging (testimonial, referral-ready, 

case-eligible) and schedule a gentle, pre-written nudge at 30/60/90 days to convert intent into 

introductions. Over time, this loop creates a compounding flywheel: workshops attract prospects, 

partners amplify visibility, and advocacy converts trust into steady, lower-cost demand. 

The literature strongly supports this triadic approach to relational growth. Small 

consultancies scale most effectively by leveraging network effects and reputation capital rather 

than expanding paid media (O’Mahoney, 2021). Systematic referral and cross-sell processes 

outperform cold acquisition on profitability and lifetime value (Reinartz, Krafft, & Hoyer, 2004). 

Relationship marketing research identifies advocacy as the behavioral manifestation of trust, 

emerging when performance reliability and ethical transparency are both salient (Berry, 1995; 

Grönroos, 1993). Evidence from Small and Medium-Sized Enterprises further suggests that 

focusing resources on knowledge-based channels—like workshops and partnerships—yields 

durable gains because these channels reinforce expertise, authenticity, and community (Keelson 

et al., 2024). In aggregate, these findings align with the empirical pattern: when disclosure is 

candid and delivery is consistent, advocacy proliferates and growth stabilizes. 

Execution requires modest resources but deliberate coordination. The Founder and the 

Sales/Client Success Lead should co-own an annual workshop calendar, aligning topics with 

recurring client questions and decision points, while the Project Manager standardizes pre- and 

post-event workflows inside the CRM (registration capture, tagged attendance, automated 

follow-ups, and conversion tracking). Partnership management should include a shared asset 

folder (co-branded slides, landing copy, invitation text), a quarterly check-in, and a simple 

scorecard (attendance, partner-sourced leads, referral volume). Advocacy prompts belong in the 
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close-out checklist, with the CRM generating friendly nudges and surfacing “referral-ready” 

accounts during monthly pipeline reviews. Subgroup preferences should shape content style: 

data-forward, process-oriented workshops resonate with the CEO/employee lens (structure, 

integrity, control), while story-driven, testimonial-anchored sessions engage active and proxy 

clients (congruency, emotion, future fit). Over time, consistent delivery will deepen trust with 

existing clients, increase inbound inquiries from partner audiences, and produce clearer data on 

what topics move prospects from interest to engagement. The firm should also curate highlights, 

client spotlights, and partner collaborations across its social channels; sharing workshop 

takeaways, advocacy stories, and partnership outcomes translates offline trust into visible, 

ongoing digital advocacy and ensures that external tone mirrors the constructs of reliability, 

transparency, and values congruence. 

The expected outcomes extend beyond marketing efficiency. Formalizing workshops, 

partnerships, and advocacy loops will strengthen organizational learning by generating recurring 

opportunities to collect feedback, identify emerging needs, and refine offers. Just as importantly, 

the framework reinforces the interdependence of clarity, reliability, and transparency: workshops 

clarify value, partnerships signal reliable standing within the professional ecosystem, and 

advocacy demonstrates transparent, third-party endorsement. In effect, the framework converts 

relational goodwill into a measurable growth system, replacing episodic outreach with a rhythm 

of engagement grounded in trust and evidence. This is consistent with the configurational logic 

across the study: the same constructs that drive satisfaction internally also drive growth 

externally when activated through relationships. By investing in low-cost, high-authenticity 

channels, The ALL IN Company can scale sustainably while preserving the credibility and 

human connection that differentiate its consulting model. 
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In essence, this recommendation reframes growth as an extension of service quality 

rather than its by-product. Embedding workshops, partnerships, and advocacy loops into the 

operating cycle transforms the company’s strongest asset—client trust—into a renewable source 

of demand, minimizing acquisition costs and deepening community engagement while 

reinforcing a brand identity grounded in clarity, reliability, and ethical transparency. 

CONCLUSION 

The mixed-method evidence in this white paper converges on a clear message: client 

satisfaction, retention, and scalable growth at The ALL IN Company are driven not by any single 

improvement but by the equilibrium of three interdependent constructs—clarity, reliability, and 

transparency—reinforced through disciplined CRM practice and relationship-based advocacy. 

Across co-occurrence analyses, VOSviewer cluster mapping, subgroup comparisons, and 

qualitative interviews, the same pattern recurred. When onboarding is clear, delivery is 

consistently reliable, and scope and progress are transparently communicated, clients report 

higher satisfaction and stronger renewal and referral intentions. When any one element is 

compromised, perceptions of the other two are distorted, even if technical quality remains high. 

This configurational logic explains why the most pronounced pain points in the 

findings—labor-intensive onboarding, founder-dependency for follow-up, and variability in 

scoping and updates—are not merely operational nuisances; they are system risks that can erode 

trust and stall growth. 

These results complicate some intuitive assumptions about boutique professional 

services. One might expect that ever-greater personalization alone would guarantee superior 

client experience. Yet the analyses suggest a more nuanced reality: personalization without 
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visible structure can raise cognitive load for clients, conceal slippage in timelines, and make 

reliability harder to perceive. Similarly, candor without codified scope can feel honest in the 

moment but leave boundary lines ambiguous across weeks of work. The subgroup findings 

sharpen this point. Leaders and staff emphasized the need for structure and role definition, active 

clients prioritized consistent delivery and transparent updates, and proxy clients—those arriving 

via reputation and referral—sought congruency between stated values and tone, signaling that 

emotional authenticity is part of what “transparency” means to them. Taken together, these 

insights affirm that the organization’s celebrated strengths—authenticity, depth of engagement, 

and outcomes—need light but explicit scaffolding to remain legible and durable at scale. 

The five recommendations translate those insights into a coherent, resource-aware 

agenda. A transparent onboarding playbook makes early expectations, roles, and 

time-to-first-value milestones visible, reducing ambiguity while preserving high-touch support. 

Operationalizing reliability through a small set of metrics and public commitments converts lived 

dependability into demonstrable proof, anchoring trust in data rather than personality. 

Standardizing scope governance and disclosures protects ethical transparency from 

founder-dependency and guards against scope drift. A minimum-viable CRM rhythm 

institutionalizes two-way communication and follow-up, turning relationship knowledge into a 

reusable asset. Finally, a growth strategy centered on workshops, partner networks, and advocacy 

loops focuses scarce resources on the channels most consistent with the firm’s identity and most 

strongly associated with retention and referrals in the findings. Importantly, each 

recommendation is designed to reinforce the others; they are not parallel projects but mutually 

supporting levers in one system. 
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This agenda is intentionally pragmatic. It avoids heavy technology investments or 

sweeping reorganizations and instead prioritizes codification of what already works: clear phases 

and checkpoints, simple reliability metrics, humane and explicit disclosures, a predictable 

cadence of client contact, and community-anchored growth. The organization can begin 

immediately by piloting the onboarding playbook with a small client cohort, launching the three 

reliability indicators (right-first-time, on-time delivery, proactive communication), and holding a 

brief weekly CRM huddle to normalize data entry and next-step logging. In parallel, leadership 

can finalize a standard scope-of-work and disclosure template, then publish a quarterly workshop 

calendar in collaboration with two to three strategic partners. A short, quarterly Service Quality 

Alignment Review can monitor whether shifts in one domain (for example, streamlining 

onboarding) are inadvertently eroding perceived transparency or reliability elsewhere—an 

explicit safeguard drawn from the configurational analysis. 

There are, of course, limits to what a single study can capture. The data reflect the 

company’s current client mix and operating model; as service lines evolve, the configuration of 

clarity, reliability, and transparency may manifest differently. Future inquiry should track the 

reliability metrics longitudinally, link them to renewal and advocacy behavior in the CRM, and 

refine the subgroup lens as the partner ecosystem expands. Even with these caveats, the evidence 

base is strong enough to justify action now, accompanied by disciplined learning loops that turn 

implementation into ongoing inquiry. 

In closing, the study affirms that The ALL IN Company does not need to trade 

authenticity for scale. By codifying clarity, making reliability measurable, and institutionalizing 

ethical transparency—then binding these elements together through modest CRM discipline and 
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community-based growth—the organization can preserve what makes it distinctive while 

building the consistency that clients, staff, and partners increasingly expect. If leadership 

commits to this balanced blueprint, the likely dividends are not only improved satisfaction and 

retention, but also a steadier pipeline of values-aligned clients, a lighter cognitive load on the 

founder, and a reputation for dependability that is felt in every interaction and evidenced in every 

report. That is the prospective path this white paper envisions: a boutique consultancy that scales 

trust as carefully as it scales services, and a high-touch model made stronger—not thinner—by 

light, elegant structure. 
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APPENDICES 

Appendix A: Interview Protocols 

Interview protocols for internal participants:  

●​ CEO 

●​ Employees 

CEO: CEO Interview Questions 

Preamble:  
●​ Start by thanking the participant for their time. 
●​ Briefly explain the purpose of the study. 
●​ Ask if they consent to being recorded before beginning. 

1. Key Partners 

●​ Who are your key partners in delivering the Five-Star Hiring System? 

●​ Which vendors, suppliers, or collaborators are essential for running your workshops, app, 

or assessments? 

●​ What specific resources or expertise do you rely on from these partners? 

●​ Are there opportunities to build new partnerships or improve existing ones? 

2. Key Activities 

●​ What are the critical activities required to deliver the Five-Star System effectively? 

●​ How do you ensure the assessments, intern days, and workshops align with client needs? 

●​ What steps are involved in onboarding new clients into the system? 

●​ How do you promote and maintain engagement in your LinkedIn and email campaigns? 

●​ Are there inefficiencies in the current process that need optimization? 
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3. Key Resources 

●​ What are the most valuable resources (human, technological, or physical) required to run 

your operations? 

●​ How do you leverage your app, online training resources, and book to add value to your 

offerings? 

●​ What additional resources could improve the system’s efficiency or scalability? 

4. Value Proposition 

●​ What specific value do you deliver to organizations through the Five-Star System? 

●​ How does your system solve problems like high turnover or poor job performance? 

●​ What differentiates your services from other recruitment firms or HR consultants? 

●​ What measurable outcomes (e.g., retention rates, performance metrics) are most 

compelling to your clients? 

●​ Are there additional features or services clients have requested that you’re considering 

adding? 

5. Customer Relationships 

●​ How do you currently acquire and onboard new clients? 

●​ What strategies do you use to retain and grow existing client relationships? 

●​ How do you manage client feedback or address dissatisfaction? 

●​ Are there opportunities to deepen relationships through personalized services or 

follow-up support? 
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6. Channels 

●​ Which channels (LinkedIn, email campaigns, workshops, etc.) drive the most client 

engagement? 

●​ How effective is your app in reaching and supporting clients? 

●​ How do clients prefer to communicate or engage with your services? 

●​ Are there untapped marketing channels (e.g., YouTube, TikTok) that could expand your 

reach? 

7. Customer Segments 

●​ Who are your primary clients (e.g., CPA firms, small businesses, corporate HR 

departments)? 

●​ What characteristics define your ideal client (e.g., urgent staffing needs, willingness to 

adopt your system)? 

●​ What challenges or objections do prospective clients typically raise? 

●​ Are there emerging customer segments you could target (e.g., industries with seasonal 

hiring peaks)? 

8. Cost Structure 

●​ What are your most significant operational costs (e.g., app development, workshops, 

employee salaries)? 

●​ Which parts of the business are most expensive but provide the least return? 

●​ Are there areas where costs could be reduced without compromising quality? 
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9. Revenue Streams 

●​ What are the primary sources of revenue (e.g., workshops, book sales, paid services)? 

●​ How do you determine pricing for your services and products? 

●​ Are there additional revenue opportunities, such as subscription-based services or 

licensing the system? 

●​ How do you handle clients with different budgets or financial constraints? 

10. About the System 

●​ What client feedback have you received about the Five-Star System? 

●​ How do you measure the success of the system beyond retention rates? 

●​ Are there parts of the system that clients find confusing or difficult to implement? 

11. About the Workshops 

●​ What specific content or advice resonates most with workshop participants? 

●​ How do you convert workshop attendees into paying clients? 

●​ Are there ways to make workshops more interactive or engaging? 

12. About the App 

●​ What features of the app are most used by clients? 

●​ Have you identified any user feedback or technical challenges with the app? 

●​ Are there plans to expand app functionality (e.g., real-time assessment scoring, AI 

insights)? 
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13. Marketing and Growth 

●​ What marketing strategies have been most successful in driving traffic to workshops or 

services? 

●​ How do you currently track the effectiveness of your LinkedIn and email campaigns? 

●​ Are there untapped opportunities for cross-promotion (e.g., partnerships with other HR 

firms)? 

14. Scalability 

●​ What are the biggest challenges in scaling the Five-Star System to a broader audience? 

●​ How do you ensure consistency in results as you grow? 

15. SWOT – External Factors (Opportunities and Threats) 

●​ What trends in recruitment or HR outsourcing could benefit your business? 

●​ Are there industries experiencing staffing shortages that align with your services? 

●​ How has the growing adoption of digital tools created opportunities for your services? 

●​ Are there potential partnerships with complementary businesses or platforms that could 

expand your reach? 

●​ How could increasing demand for high retention rates influence interest in the Five-Star 

Hiring System? 

●​ Are there untapped geographic or demographic markets for your services? 

●​ How might legislative changes positively impact your business? 

●​ What economic factors could impact clients’ budgets for HR outsourcing? 

●​ Are competitors offering similar recruitment services or systems? How do they compare? 
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●​ Could resistance to adopting assessments or other parts of your process limit client 

engagement? 

●​ How does misinformation or skepticism about hiring assessments pose challenges? 

●​ Are there technological advancements competitors are leveraging more effectively? 

●​ Could external factors like reduced workforce mobility or industry disruptions threaten 

your client base? 

16. SWOT – Internal Factors (Strengths and Weaknesses) 

●​ What is unique about your Five-Star Hiring System compared to other recruitment 

solutions? 

●​ How does your retention rate differentiate your business? 

●​ What strengths do your team members bring to your operations? 

●​ How does your app and digital presence add value to your brand? 

●​ What positive feedback have clients given about the workshops, assessments, or intern 

days? 

●​ How does your ability to address urgent hiring needs create a competitive advantage? 

●​ What resources provide a superior client experience? 

●​ What challenges have you faced in convincing clients to adopt the system fully? 

●​ Are there inefficiencies in the assessment or workshop process that need addressing? 

●​ How do your marketing efforts compare to competitors? 

●​ What limitations exist in your app’s functionality or user experience? 

●​ Are there gaps in your internal expertise that impact business growth? 

●​ How scalable is your current process for onboarding new clients? 
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●​ What feedback or criticism have clients shared that you have yet to address? 

17. Combining Factors for Strategic Insights 

●​ Which strengths uniquely position you to capitalize on external opportunities? 

●​ How can your retention rate or client success stories drive demand in emerging markets? 

●​ What partnerships or collaborations could leverage your app or workshops to expand 

reach? 

●​ What weaknesses need to be addressed to take full advantage of identified opportunities? 

●​ How can marketing improvements attract untapped client segments? 

●​ Which strengths help mitigate or counteract external threats? 

●​ How can your track record defend against competitors? 

●​ What weaknesses make your business more vulnerable to external threats? 

●​ How can processes, tools, or training be improved to minimize these vulnerabilities? 

18. Consumer Journey – Pre-Service 

●​ How do potential clients typically hear about The ALL IN Company? 

●​ What motivates clients to seek HR outsourcing or recruitment services? 

●​ What are the most common challenges clients face before reaching out to you? 

●​ Which marketing touchpoints generate the highest engagement? 

●​ What specific messaging or content resonates most with prospective clients? 

●​ How do clients evaluate your services compared to competitors before making initial 

contact? 
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●​ What role does urgency (e.g., tax season for CPA firms) play in their decision to reach 

out? 

19. Consumer Journey – Service Period 

●​ What steps do clients go through from initial contact to signing up for your recruitment 

system? 

●​ How do clients experience the Five-Star Hiring process? 

●​ Which aspects of your process do clients find most valuable, and which could be 

improved? 

●​ How effective are your advisory sessions or workshops in converting prospects into 

long-term clients? 

●​ How do clients interact with your app or training resources during the onboarding 

process? 

●​ What feedback do clients provide about their experience with specific touchpoints? 

●​ What barriers or pain points do clients encounter during the service delivery phase? 

20. Consumer Journey – Post-Service 

●​ How do you follow up with clients after they have used your services? 

●​ What actions do clients typically take post-service (e.g., recommending your services, 

returning for additional support)? 

●​ How do you measure client satisfaction and retention after they’ve implemented your 

system? 
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●​ What feedback have you received about the long-term impact of the Five-Star System on 

their hiring and retention? 

●​ How do you maintain ongoing relationships with clients to encourage repeat business or 

referrals? 

●​ Are there post-service incentives (e.g., training updates, app subscriptions) that drive 

client engagement? 

21. Evaluating the Customer Journey 

●​ Which customer touchpoints (pre-service, service, post-service) are most critical to 

achieving client satisfaction and loyalty? 

●​ Are there touchpoints that are underperforming or overlooked? 

●​ What emotional journey do your clients experience throughout their engagement? 

●​ How do your internal teams collaborate to enhance the client experience at each 

touchpoint? 

●​ Are there gaps in your current customer journey map where potential clients disengage or 

fail to convert? 

●​ How do you address common client concerns or objections during their journey 

22. Research Focus Areas (Strategic Initiatives) 

●​ What innovations or improvements do you believe could enhance your customer 

journey? 

●​ How can your app and online tools be better integrated into the journey to provide a 

seamless experience? 
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●​ What data or metrics do you currently track to understand the effectiveness of your 

customer journey? 

●​ How do you prioritize and allocate resources to improve critical touchpoints? 

●​ Are there new touchpoints or channels you want to explore to attract and retain clients 

(e.g., YouTube, live webinars)? 

23. Brainstorming Areas of Inquiry 

●​ What are the most pressing challenges currently impacting The ALL IN Company’s 

ability to achieve its long-term goals? 

●​ What do you believe are the company’s biggest strengths and unique advantages in the 

market? 

●​ How do your clients perceive the value of your services, and what feedback have you 

received regarding their experiences? 

●​ What external factors, such as market trends or competition, are influencing your 

operations the most? 

●​ What are the most significant bottlenecks or inefficiencies in your current processes or 

workflows? 

●​ How does your team measure success, and are there any metrics you feel could better 

reflect your company’s performance or growth? 

●​ How do your organizational culture and employee engagement contribute to achieving 

your company’s objectives? 

●​ What opportunities do you see for leveraging new technologies or data to enhance 

decision-making or service delivery? 
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●​ How can The ALL IN Company align its short-term initiatives with a broader vision for 

long-term impact? 

●​ What areas of the business could benefit most from optimization or redesign to improve 

efficiency and client satisfaction? 

●​ Please list five areas of inquiry that you believe are most important for me to investigate 

as part of this consultation project. 

Employees: Employee Interview Questions 

Preamble:  
●​ Start by thanking the participant for their time. 
●​ Briefly explain the purpose of the study. 
●​ Ask if they consent to being recorded before beginning. 

1. Tracking customer information​

How does your company track customer information to understand each client’s value to the 

business? 

2. Two-way communication​

In what ways does your company maintain interactive, two-way communication with clients? 

3. Customization by customer value​

How does your company tailor products or services based on client needs or value segments? 

4. Loyalty and retention​

How does your company actively promote loyalty and retention among existing clients? 

5. Long-term relationships with high-value clients​

How does your company build and sustain long-term relationships with its highest-value clients? 
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6. Delivering meaningful value​

In what ways do your services deliver meaningful value to client organizations? 

7. Satisfaction with overall solutions​

How satisfied are you with the overall solutions your team provides—and why? 

8. Enabling client confidence​

How does your work help clients feel more confident in their decisions or operations? 

9. Individual attention​

How does your company ensure that clients receive individualized attention throughout the 

engagement? 

10. Acting in clients’ best interests​

How does your company make sure it consistently acts in clients’ best interests? 

11. Brand congruence​

How well do you think your company’s brand aligns with clients’ values and expectations? 

12. Likelihood to recommend​

How do you assess the likelihood that clients will recommend your company to peers or other 

organizations? Why or why not? 
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Appendix B: Top Co-Occurring Pairs with Q-Values, Stability, and Traditional Statistics Across 

Datasets 

PQ1: 

Anchor (3-1) Anchor (1-5) Anchor (3-10) 

 (1-9; 6.73E-05, 0.837), 
(1-10; 0.003252, 0.578), 
(1-3; 0.000341, 0.710), 
(1-6; 0.020841, 0.476), 
(1-1; 0.030702, 0.545) 

(1-5; 0.000251, 0.609), 
(1-1; 0.000700, 0.877), 
(1-9; 0.000770, 0.792), 
(1-10; 0.002199, 0.596), 
(1-3; 0.011088, 0.580), 
(1-4; 0.009423, 0.589), 
(1-2; 0.007489, 0.601) 

PQ2:  

Anchor (3-1) Anchor (1-5) Anchor (3-10) 

 (2-2; 0.01373, 0.577), 
(2-4; 0.027191, 0.530), 
(2-8; 0.027634, 0.604), 
(2-5; 0.036075, 0.481) 

(2-10; 0.000119, 0.899), 
(2-5; 0.000337, 0.775), 
(2-4; 0.032508, 0.544) 

PQ3:  

Anchor (3-1) Anchor (1-5) Anchor (3-10) 

(3-2; 3.91E-06, 0.738), 
(3-4; 0.001242, 0.506), 
(3-5; 0.00197, 0.514), 
(3-6; 0.007673, 0.445), 
(3-8; 0.006513, 0.463), 
(3-10; 0.024452, 0.360) 

(3-10; 0.000251, 0.609), 
(3-6; 0.00249, 0.511), 
(3-8; 0.002597, 0.511), 
(3-7; 0.002932, 0.513), 
(3-5; 0.005471, 0.475), 
(3-9; 0.006449, 0.489), 
(3-4; 0.014025, 0.422), 
(3-3; 0.039176, 0.366) 

(3-8; 0.001350, 0.563), 
(3-6; 0.001555, 0.589), 
(3-3; 0.019656, 0.419), 
(3-1; 0.024452, 0.360), 
(3-4; 0.043596, 0.375) 

internal survey (>0.8 threshold) 

Anchor (3-1) Anchor (1-5) Anchor (3-10) 
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(1-5; p = 0.143, φ = 0.730) - 
82.8% Bootstrap (500 
resample)​
(1-9; p = 0.143, φ = 0.730)​
(1-10; p = 0.143, φ = 0.730) 

(1-9; p = 0.029, φ = 1.000)​
(1-8; p = 0.143, φ = 0.750)​
(3-1; p = 0.143, φ = 0.730) 

(1-8; p = 0.143, φ = 0.750)​
(1-2; p = 0.429, φ = 0.548)​
(1-7; p = 0.429, φ = 0.471) 

Survey for active clients (>0.8 threshold) 

Anchor (3-1) Anchor (1-5) Anchor (3-10) 

(3-5; p = 0.107, φ = 0.745) 
(3-3; p = 0.250, φ = 0.655) 
(3-8; p = 0.250, φ = 0.655) 

(3-3; p = 0.125, φ = 1.000) 
(3-8; p = 0.125, φ = 1.000) 
(3-4; p = 0.125, φ = 1.000) 

(3-2; p = 0.125, φ = 1.000) 
(1-5; p = 0.125, φ = 1.000) 
(3-4; p = 0.125, φ = 1.000) 

Survey for proxy clients (default threshold) 

Anchor (3-1) Anchor (1-5) Anchor (3-10) 

(3-2; p = 0.00699, φ = 0.756) 
(3-10; p = 0.01010, φ = 
0.732) 
(3-5; p = 0.04056, φ = 0.607) 
(3-8; p = 0.04621, φ = 0.589) 

(3-8; p = 0.00699, φ = 0.756) 
(3-9; p = 0.01698, φ = 0.700) 
(3-10; p = 0.02564, φ = 
0.661) 
(3-2; p = 0.03384, φ = 0.628) 
(3-5; p = 0.04418, φ = 0.603) 

(3-8; p = 0.00140, φ = 0.875) 
(3-2; p = 0.00699, φ = 0.756) 
(3-1; p = 0.01010, φ = 0.732) 
(3-5; p = 0.02637, φ = 0.648) 
(1-5; p = 0.02564, φ = 0.661) 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

158 



 

 
Appendix C: Cluster-Based Configurations Organized into Client Management & Service 
Process, Brand & Relational Fit, and Client Outcomes Domains 

Co-Occurren
ce Cluster 

Client Management & 
Service Process 

Brand & Relational Fit Client Outcomes 

Overall – 
Green 

(1-9) Needs–Attention; (1-3) 
CRM–Customization; (2-5) 
Sales–Disclosure; (2-6) 
Sales–Honesty 

– – 

Overall – 
Light Blue 

– – (3-10) 
Engage–Advocacy; 
(2-10) 
Retain–Recommend 

Overall – 
Yellow 

– – (3-9) Engage–Trust; 
(1-10) Needs–Trust; 
(3-7) 
Engage–Satisfaction 

Overall – 
Dark Blue 

(2-4) Service–Consistency; 
(1-2) CRM–TwoWayComm 

(3-6) OrgFit–Collab – 

Overall – Red – (3-4) Mktg–Decision; (3-1) 
Brand–ImageFit; (3-5) 
OrgFit–Values; (3-2) 
Brand–FutureFit; (3-8) 
Engage–Emotion 

– 

CEO–Employ
ee – Green 

– (3-1) Brand–ImageFit; (3-8) 
Engage–Emotion; (3-3) 
Mktg–Info 

– 

CEO–Employ
ee – Yellow 

– (3-6) OrgFit–Collab (1-10) Needs–Trust; 
(2-7) 
Sat–Expectations 

CEO–Employ
ee – Red 

(1-1) CRM–InfoTracking; 
(2-4) Service–Consistency 

– (2-10) 
Retain–Recommend 
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CEO–Employ
ee – Blue 

– (3-4) Mktg–Decision (3-10) 
Engage–Advocacy; 
(2-8) Sat–Ideal 

Active Clients (1-7) Needs–Satisfaction; 
(1-8) Needs–Confidence 

– (2-9) 
Retain–Continue 

Proxy Clients (1-5) CRM–LongTerm (3-4) Mktg–Decision; (3-7) 
Engage–Satisfaction; (3-3) 
Mktg–Info; (3-10) 
Engage–Advocacy; (3-8) 
Engage–Emotion; (3-6) 
OrgFit–Collab; (3-2) 
Brand–FutureFit; (3-9) 
Engage–Trust; (3-5) 
OrgFit–Values; (3-1) 
Brand–ImageFit 

– 
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Appendix D: Codebook Table 

High-Level 
Category 

Subcategory (Construct/Source) Code (Survey Item) Code Description Example 
(Interview/Docume

nt Data) 

Client 
Management & 
Service 
Processes 

Client management strategies 
(Reinartz et al., 2004) 

(1-1) CRM–InfoTracking Tracking customer information to 
assess value 

“We keep detailed 
records of each 
client’s performance 
and revenue.” 

(1-2) CRM–TwoWayComm Maintaining interactive, two-way 
communication 

“We set up regular 
calls and clients can 
message us 
anytime.” 

(1-3) CRM–Customization Customizing products/services by 
client value 

“Premium clients get 
access to tailored 
reports.” 

(1-4) CRM–Retention Stressing loyalty/retention 
programs 

“We run quarterly 
retention webinars 
for our clients.” 

(1-5) CRM–LongTerm Building long-term relationships 
with high-value clients 

“We’ve grown 
alongside some 
clients for nearly a 
decade.” 

Onboarding clarity (Aamer & 
Milani, 2023) 

(2-1) Onboard–Clarity Ease of understanding and 
completing onboarding steps 

“The process was 
straightforward from 
signup to launch.” 

(2-2) Onboard–TimeToValue Experiencing meaningful value 
quickly after onboarding 

“We saw positive 
results within 
weeks.” 

Service reliability (Parasuraman et 
al., 1988) 

(2-3) Service–Accuracy Services performed right the first 
time 

“Their first shortlist 
of candidates was 
exactly on target.” 

(2-4) Service–Consistency Services delivered as promised “They always hit 
deadlines and 
deliverables.” 

Sales transparency (Dapko, 2012) (2-5) Sales–Disclosure Clear disclosure of relevant 
information 

“They broke down 
all the costs upfront.” 

(2-6) Sales–Honesty Honest about benefits and 
limitations 

“They told us when a 
role might take 
longer to fill.” 

Brand & 
Relational Fit 

Brand congruence (Sirgy et al., 
2000) 

(3-1) Brand–ImageFit Company image consistent with 
client’s identity 

“Their brand feels 
aligned with our 
professional image.” 

(3-2) Brand–FutureFit Fit with the kind of organization 
client strives to become 

“They reflect the 
growth trajectory 
we’re aiming for.” 

Marketing effectiveness (Yoon, 
2002) 

(3-3) Mktg–Info Marketing content is accurate and 
clear 

“Their email 
campaign explained 
the process well.” 
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(3-4) Mktg–Decision Marketing helps decision-making “Their whitepaper 

made me feel 
confident in our 
choice.” 

Organizational fit (Cable & Judge, 
1996) 

(3-5) OrgFit–Values Firm’s values align with client’s “We share the same 
commitment to 
transparency.” 

(3-6) OrgFit–Collab Operations compatible with client 
collaboration style 

“Their consultative 
approach matches 
how we work.” 

Client Outcomes Client needs met (Solem & Pedersen, 
2017; Parasuraman et al., 1988) 

(1-6) Needs–Value Services deliver meaningful 
value 

“The tools helped us 
reduce turnover.” 

(1-7) Needs–Satisfaction Satisfaction with overall 
solutions 

“I’m happy with the 
range of services 
provided.” 

(1-8) Needs–Confidence Services enable client confidence “Their advice gave 
me assurance in my 
hiring decisions.” 

(1-9) Needs–Attention Individualized attention “They always give 
personal follow-ups.” 

(1-10) Needs–Trust Acting in best interests of clients “They recommended 
against a package we 
didn’t need.” 

Client satisfaction (Anderson et al., 
1994) 

(2-7) Sat–Expectations Services met expectations “The experience was 
what I expected.” 

(2-8) Sat–Ideal Services close to ideal “This was almost the 
perfect consulting 
engagement.” 

Client retention intention (Zeithaml 
et al., 1996) 

(2-9) Retain–Continue Intention to continue business “We plan to renew 
our contract.” 

(2-10) Retain–Recommend Willingness to recommend “I already referred 
them to another 
business.” 

Client engagement decision (Pansari 
& Kumar, 2017) 

(3-7) Engage–Satisfaction Satisfaction with engagement 
experience 

“I was very pleased 
with our overall 
collaboration.” 

(3-8) Engage–Emotion Emotional connection with 
mission/services 

“I feel strongly 
aligned with their 
purpose.” 

(3-9) Engage–Trust Trust in consistent and 
transparent delivery 

“I trust them to 
always follow 
through.” 

(3-10) Engage–Advocacy Willingness to 
recommend/advocate to peers 
(esp. leads) 

“I’d gladly 
recommend them to 
other organizations.” 
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