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I mproving the Execution of Supply Chain M anagement in Organizations

1. Introduction

Kaihara (2001) has recognized supply chain manage(8€M) as one of the best means to
improve the performance of organizations. SCM idingd by Villa (2001) as the
management of different types of physical, inforioratand financial flows from the stage of
raw material through to a final product where matesuppliers, manufacturers, distributors
and customers are connected. This complementsetfi@tdn provided by the Council of
Supply Chain Management Professionals (see wwwscn). By being able to manage
inbound supply and outbound distribution effectyyebrganizations gain competitive
advantages as operations are processed fasterfleabty and at less cost (Al-Mudimigh et
al., 2004). This ability requires organizations itdegrate SCM within their internal
boundaries. Olhager and Selldin (2004) examined kavedish organizations deal with
specific supply chain issues while Kim (2007) amely different organizational set-ups and
how these affect the performance of SCM. Thesestiyations focused on the level of
supply chain integration and subsequent SCM pedon®a across different organization
types.

However, to our knowledge the question of how m8€&M an organization has undertaken
and what drives this level of SCM execution havebeen examined sufficiently. Kotzab et
al. (2006a/b) conducted some exploratory work bylying a sample of Danish
organizations. Building on these preliminary fingsnthe aims of this paper are twofold: (1)
Identify the antecedents of SCM execution and @aldish an analysis procedure which
allows for prioritizing the identified antecedemtgh respect to their existing performance.
For this purpose we first set up a conceptual madesled on theory and literature that

proposes certain antecedents of SCM execution.fmbel can be used to measure the level



of SCM execution within organizations. Subsequentlg develop and apply a three-step
importance-performance analysis approach (IPA) émahstrate how the level of SCM
execution within organizations may be increased. ¥ven conclude the paper with a

discussion and outlook section.

2. A modédl of SCM execution within organizations

The adoption and execution of SCM has been thebrme Bechtel and Jayaram (1997),
Chen and Poulraj (2004), Cooper et al. (1997) ontlgkr et al. (2001), but there has been
little empirical testing. The primary empirical dtas include Cigolini et al. (2004), Fawcett
and Magnan (2001), Kotzab et al. (2006a/b) and #/i$2003). Following these authors, we
have developed and empirically tested herein tlewiong SCM adoption and execution
framework which consists of four major elementg:ifiternal SCM conditionsX), (2) joint
SCM conditions ), (3) adoption of SCM-related procességy @nd (4) the execution of
SCM within organizationsf) (see Appendix and Figure 1).

The ‘execution of SCM within organizations’ is umsteod as a firm’s internal and external
integration of business processes with suppliedscaistomers in order to create value and to
improve the total performance of the chain (Coogteal., 1997;Lambert et al., 1998). The
level of the ‘execution of SCM within organizationisough depend on the level of utilizing
these processes internally within the organizadioa externally with suppliers and customers.
Therefore this element depends on ‘SCM-related ggees’ which defined those practices
that integrate or coordinate different key busire®sas within the firm and between a firm’s
suppliers and customers (Lambert et al., 1998) MS€lated processes’ generate a flow of
products, services and related information and teraalue for customers as well as
improving the total performance of the chain (Al-dllmigh et al., 2004; Fawcett and

Magnan, 2001) and can be subdivided into eightsa(€aoper et al., 1997; Croxton et al.,



2001; Lambert et al., 2005): (1) customer relatmmsmanagement, (2) customer service
management, (3) demand management, (4) order Irhéfiit, (5) manufacturing flow
management, (6) supplier relationship managemen), groduct development and
commercialization and (8) returns management. ‘S€Mted processes’ include the
dimensions of the customer, product flows and mfaron flows and the direction of the
flows is both downstream (forward to the custonar)l upstream (backwards towards the
supplier).

In order to generate or adopt these processesanrsdqguently undertake SCM, fundamental
requirements which we call ‘SCM conditions’ musis¢xvithin the organization and between
participating parties (Mentzer et al., 2001). ‘SQdnditions’ can therefore be split into
‘internal’ and ‘joint SCM conditions’ (Kotzab et.al2006a). ‘Internal SCM conditions’ are
fundamental for originating SCM-related processed the execution of SCM within the
organization. They refer to commitment and dedratf human and financial resources, top
management support, internal visions and goalssthi#'s technical expertise, internal IT
systems, guidelines for information exchange, etimcathe establishment of internal project
groups and processes as well as integration beh@®ezhtel and Jayaram, 1997; Chen and
Paulraj, 2004; Cooper et al., 1997; Mentzer et20Q1; Cigolini et al., 2004; Fawcett and
Magnan, 2001; Lambert et al., 2005). As Childerleoes al. (2004), Lambert (2004) or
Lambert and Knemayer (2004) have argued, some ‘homeé has to be done internally
before concentrating on an external integratiomwdiness processes with suppliers and/or
customers. Therefore the construct of organizatibebhavior as one strategic component of
SCM, including variables of culture, power and hamasources were included as these
prerequisites are needed to connect organizatighswa network (Mentzer et al., 2001).
‘Joint SCM conditions’ are then the fundamentaluisgments that originate ‘SCM-related

processes’ and the execution of SCM between orgaoins. They include shared



performance measurement, planning and controlliggtems, shared vision and goals,
organizational structure, joint project groups,tegss perspective, trust, long-term-oriented
relationships, power, shared profits and risks, ualutiependency, shared information on
inventory status, shared information on forecadtared information on product development,
organizational culture and equivalent managementhads (Chen and Paulraj, 2004;
Mentzer et al., 2001; Lambert et al., 1998).

Based on the foregoing, our model proposes thatxkeution of SCM is directly affected by
the adoption of SCM-related processgs, (Cousins and Menguc, 2006), and by joint SCM
conditions {12, Lambert et al., 2005) and internal SCM conditi¢ng Mentzer et al., 2001).
We further propose that internal SCM conditionsoaddfects joint SCM conditionsy4,
Cigolini et al., 2004; Lambert et al., 2005) and #doption of SCM-related processes, (
Droge et al.,, 2004). In turn joint SCM conditionee goroposed to affect SCM-related
processesyf, Lambert, 2004). Thus, this model considers bathctl and indirect effects
towards the execution of SCM.

After having identified the ‘root causes’ of exaogt SCM within an organization, we were
interested in measuring how much SCM within an pizgtion exists as well as to identify
the drivers for improving the execution level of d@vithin organizations. As discussed in
the next section, we have therefore calculated rdommeance index and developed an

improvement tool based on the importance-performamalysis.

3. Importance-performance analysis

The importance-performance analysis stems fronmthketing discipline and is a technique
that is often applied for strategy formulation ensce settings (see Martilla and James, 1977
or Lai and Cheng, 2003). The IPA is a tool with efhian existing performance level of a

variable, e.g. attribute, process or action, is gamad to the potential of this variable to



change the performance level of a (higher ordeatpfaMartilla and James, 1977; Levenburg
and Magal, 2004). In our case it can be used tosureaand prioritize SCM execution
performance by analyzing all items and construtthe proposed model (see Figure 1). The
three-step analysis procedure — presented in tloaviag - builds on Johnson and Gustaffson
(2000) and considers their recommendations to ws@ance-based structural equation
modeling (PLS) as a basis for the analysis. Furtiverrefer to Kotzab et al. (2006b) who
introduced this analysis approach to the field 6IVBbut utilized both exploratory factor
analysis and multiple regressions to estimate tiedficients.

In a first step we calculate the performance intlgxbased on the rating values of each item
Xn and for each construct, (ym). The performance indices represent current (pexdg
performance level of an item, e.g. availability lmiman resources for SCM4{, and a
construct, e.g. Internal SCM conditiofg (see Appendix). On an item level the ratings are
comprised by calculating the PI utilizing the simm@quation (1) of Anderson and Fornell

(2000):

Pl = _ # mminGn) (1)

n max(x,) —min(x,)

...wherey_ is the mean value of all ratings per item amek(x,) is the highest and mixy) is

the lowest rating value on the applied rating sc@lensequently, the derived index needs to
be interpreted based on a 100 point scale (O=lowessible performance; 100=highest

possible performance).

In order to obtain a Pl on a construct level, tbkative importance or impact of each item

within each construct must be taken into accoustaAveighting variable the factor or outer

weights can be used which are provided in the Ritfut. In the case of our model the outer
weights are calculated as the covariances betweinher proxy of each construct, i.e. a

linear combinations of its items, and the respecitems (Lohmueller, 1989). Thus, the



weights represent the relative impact of each mtdicin measuring a factor (Tenenhaus et
al., 2005). The index for the (higher order) fadtfy or PI, respectively caibe calculated by
using equation (2):

_ MxPL, + A %Pl +..4, xPL

Plgmor PIﬂm - MtA+ A, (2)

...where/, are the factor/outer weights of item n dtigd as defined in equation (1).

In a second analysis step the impact values of gachand the exogenous construct need to
be identified. The impact values represent thergiatieof each item and exogenous construct
to change the current performance level. As meatabove, the impact of each item can be
operationalized by factor or outer weights providgdthe output of the PLS procedure.
Johnson and Gustaffson (2000) and Kotzab et al6@0used factor score weights from the
exploratory factor analyses as impact values oieam level and the standardized regression
weights from the multiple regressions. From estingathese coefficients simultaneously by
applying the PLS procedure we can utilize the faotoouter weights as an impact factor for
each item and the total effects for each constigctthe sum of direct and indirect effects on
the our endogenous construct execution of SGh). (The calculation of the total effects

related to our model can be seen from Table 1 amgaiso be compared to Figure 1.

Insert Table 1 about here

In a final step the PI are plotted against the ichpalue for all constructs. The diagrams are
divided into quadrants using the mean values af sat of indices, i.e. Pl and impact values,
as thresholds. Thereby we receive a visual reptasen of the existing performance (level)

of items and their potential to change the perforceaof the super ordinate construct. The



position of each variable within the quadrant ssggehe application of norm strategies as
suggested by Johnson and Gustaffson (2000):
* Focus on improvements, which represents SCM faetdisa high impact but a low
degree of execution;
* Maintain or improve, which represents SCM factoithviboth a high impact and a
high degree of execution;
* Maintain or reduce, which represents SCM factorthvai low impact but a high
degree of execution; and
* No relevance, no resources needed, which repreS&its factors with both a low
impact and a low degree of execution.
The aim of this visual representation of the corabon of Pl and impact values is to
facilitate the comparison of states and potentélksach item. Thus, positions within each of
the prioritization maps need to be interpreted nelative and not in an absolute sense. As a
consequence the allocation of each Pl/impact pototthe four norm strategy fields is seen

as a general labeling of relative positions.

4. Empirical study

The model as outlined in Figure 1 was tested iardral European SCM setting, i.e. Austria,
where a postal survey was conducted. A structurel-administered questionnaire
containing 45 questions using nominal and ordicales was developed. In order to ensure
the linguistic equivalence of the German items wite English items the back translation
procedure according to Behling and Law (2000) wagliead. The questionnaire was pre-
tested extensively before being used. We decidatdsmior managers of large organizations
in the manufacturing, trade and service industiesild serve as the most competent

informants regarding the targeted subject matter.



The population corresponded to the 790 biggest rAamstorganizations in the retail and

manufacturing sectors per the ONACE-classificatitmrandom sample of 200 was drawn
from this population and within those organizatisesior managers responsible for logistics
and SCM, each representing one organization irs#imple, were identified and contacted
personally. A questionnaire was sent to them gfternotification agreement. As a result of
applying Dillman’s (2007) tailored design method.e wended up with 174 usable

guestionnaires. This final sample consists of 38r#nufacturing companies and 29.3%
trading companies whereas the rest is affiliatedhto service, building and energy sector
(32.2%). When comparing this distribution with tstribution in the selected population we

see no significant difference (chi-square t§§g5:2.811; p>.05).

5. Results

5.1 Modeling results. To analyze the proposed effects between our follectere latent
constructs in both sample settings, we applied Raetial-Least-Square (PLS) approach
(Tenenhaus et al., 2005; Chin, 1998; Lohmueller919&/old, 1975), using the software
SmartPLS (Ringle et al., 2005). This was motivated the requirements of the PLS
procedure in terms of sample size, level of measant and multinormality compared to a
co-variance based SEM-approach (Chin and News&2D;1Fornell and Bookstein, 1982).
The analyses contained two parts: (1) We firsteatald the measurement or outer models,
i.e. the sets of constructs with the observablenstestanding behind them; and (2) we
subsequently investigated the proposed effects dmtwthe latent constructs within the
structural or inner models.

Measurement model: All t-values of the factor loadings prove to be highigngicant
(p<.001). All loadings exceed the suggested size .@f (BHulland, 1999). The internal

consistency can also be considered to be satisfafdp all factors (Cronbach Alphag>.7)



(Nunnally, 1978) and the composite reliability df factors meets the requirement to be
above 0.74, Fornell and Larcker, 1981). The degree of theveogent validity proves to be
acceptable with the average variances extractedjAVthe range of 0.5 or higher (Bagozzi
and Yi, 1988). With regard to the constructs’ disdnant validity, it can be said that the
AVE is larger than the highest squared intercotiebawith every other factor in the
measurement models (Fornell-Larcker-Ratio; FLR<dknEll and Larcker, 1981).

Structural model: By following the notions of Chin (1998) we evaledtthe structural
models by using the coefficients of determinaticf), the size, signs and significance of the

single path coefficients, 8) and the effect size€) (see Figure 1).

Insert Figure 1 about here

5.2 Performance indices and prioritization of improvement areas. By first looking at a
construct level we see that the stage of SCM eimtuh the Austrian organizations is
slightly below the middle of the performance indmale PI,,=48.08). This is also the case
for the index results of the joint SCM conditiod:(=47.70), which indicates that supplier
and customer relations have improvement potensiad (y-axis in Figure 3). The PI of the
internal SCM conditions Kl =54.18) is slightly above scale centre, showing thase
organizations have a moderate level of internagrdtion orientation set-up. Interestingly
enough, the adoption of SCM-related processes rwatathe highest resulPl;,=64.62),
which is due to the ability of the organizationitdorm customers of their current order
status, the integration of suppliers and custonmepsoduct development, as well as building
up cooperation with important upstream and keyegigay

In order to identify those areas of improvement @ capable of increasing the level of

SCM execution we first need to interpret the impecall items of the execution factor itself



and consequently work our way backwards in our rhotlee results of the importance-
performance analyses reveal those factors and goesty items that need to be targeted by
the organizations in our sample.

Figure 2 shows the impact-performance matrix fer élkecution of SCM. There we see that
internal integration of business processas) (s on a satisfactory level but — relative to the
other three items — shows a much lower impact erfdbtor. Thus, in order to improve total
SCM execution, decision makers need to focus onntiegration of business processes with
suppliers X41) as well as with their customens,). It seems that supply chain managers of
the sample organizations have done their homeworKas (Childerhouse et al., 2004;
Lambert and Knemeyer, 2004) and can now start teneixtheir SCM efforts to the inbound

and outbound side of their supply chains.

Insert Figure 2 about here

So what can be done to increase the performanttésokey factor? From Figure 3 we learn
that the most powerful improvement potential lieshvihe internal SCM conditions since
they have a comparable low PI but a high impadhenSCM execution in general. The joint
SCM conditions show a comparable low level of penfance level and impact and hence
should not be of primary concern for the managémegpondent organizations. Finally, the
adoption of SCM-related processes is on the higbegbrmance level relative to the other
antecedents of SCM execution. Due to its low imphet performance level should be
maintained but not primarily focused. Having essidd an overview of the impact and
performance of each influencing factors we turn attention to what items should be

prioritized within each factor.
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Insert Figure 3 about here

The decision makers of our organizations shallstigate possibilities for changing the level
of external integration of business processes thigir suppliers and customers. We see that
the overall performance of the adoption of SCM+etlaprocesses can be primarily achieved
by ‘integrating key accounts and suppliers into pineduct development processzd) and

the development/implementation of marketing prografs,;) (see Figure 4). Although
showing a high performance level the ‘processindem according to agreement with
customers’ X31) and ‘adapting production capacity according tsteamer demand’xgs) have

a comparably low importance for the overall factor.

Insert Figure 4 about here

Regarding the joint SCM-conditions we see thatsdwmple organizations have satisfactorily
established long-term relationships within theipgy chains with partners where mutual
dependencies exist. When improving the performéaned of the joint SCM conditions more
joint project groups need to be developed)(@and more information on inventory status need
to be exchangedx{ig) (see Figure 5). The ‘even distribution of powéxz;) and ‘even
distribution of risks and benefitskfs) do not play a major role since these items sheithar

a high performance nor a high impact.

Insert Figure 5 about here

Finally, we focus on the most important factor tpetvides the highest potential to change

the level of SCM execution. Figure 6 clearly indesathat all items excepgiio (‘expertise for

11



setting up supply chain relationships’) and thepartance of cross-functional execution of
internal business processesi;f) have almost the same potential to improve theadvel of
this factor. Nevertheless, the ‘guidelines for mifation exchange’ x{7) and ‘internal
evaluation of supply chain processes’;1§ should be of primary concern for supply chain
managers in the evaluated organizations sincelib#yshow the lowest performance and the

highest impact on this factor.

Insert Figure 6 about here

6. Conclusions and outlook

The execution of SCM follows a hierarchical ordenene internal SCM conditions affect
joint SCM conditions which influence SCM-relatecbpesses. These collaborative business
processes can be identified as the core antecettetdirectly drive the execution of SCM.
Internal and joint organizational conditions do hawe the power to affect the execution of
SCM directly. These findings support partly the dasions from Boddy et al. (2000) and
Mason and Leek (2008). However, the notions of Menet al. (2001) or Lambert (2004)
can be confirmed with respect to the importanceseifing up the internal organizational
conditions first, before entering into a supplyiaoh@artnership.

Our results also demonstrate a rather low perfocedavel of SCM within the analyzed
organizations. In order to improve the level of S@k&cution, the Importance-Performance-
Analysis revealed that decision makers shall famusternal SCM-conditions as these have
been proven to have the total impact on the exacuwif SCM and thus can be seen as the
first order antecedent of SCM followed by joint anjgzational conditions.

When looking at the internal SCM conditions resetwciented items are shown to be

important. They account for providing human andficial resources as well as adequate IT-

12



systems and are able to master SCM-relationshipsdata exchange. The provision of
proper information exchange guidelines and thebéistanent of internal SCM objectives are
also crucial when trying to enhance the total l@feébCM execution internally. Despite those
improvement areas, it seems as if the fundamer@w within the sample organizations is
there since the expertise for setting up supplyncpartnerships and the importance of cross-
functional execution of business processes indeat&tisfactory performance level.
Limitations of our study refer to country- and isthy-specific conditions that may reduce
the external validity and the transferability ofraesults to other markets or supply chain
settings. The survey results reflect the viewsaogé organizations in the investigated market
since SCM execution is more of an issue for sugiplyuchain partners, and can, therefore,
be investigated accordingly. Further research nededsxtend the view towards smaller
players and test the model with respect to théd# irosupply chain partnerships.

The findings reflect an aggregated view compriding responses from a diverse kind of
supply chain partners. This neglects, for exantple heterogeneity of responses from sets of
informants representing different groups of supgigin partners. As a next step, moderators
can be considered which influence the effects. Snocterators account for the affiliation to
particular supply chain stages and industriesp ¢iné¢ size of supply chain partners.

Despite our model being grounded in theory andditee the endogenous factors are
explained to a certain degree only (s&ealues in Figure 1). This calls for an extensién o
the model regarding other influencing factors. Sfaators should reflecting soft dimensions
of supply chain partnerships such as trust or poavet environmental factors, e.g. the
competitive structure the company is embedded ithercustomer groups the companies
target.

Finally, the model and the enclosed importance goevdnce analysis can be used as a

roadmap for further research. The antecedent ®m@&nod drivers can be explored more by

13



using qualitative research methods and/or caseaestudhis would provide more in depth

insight into what actually drives the execution S@\brganizations.
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7. Appendix

Insert Table in the appendix about here
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Figure 1. Conceptual model and modeling results
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Caption: £, i, factors/constructs; y,, proposed effects; x,., v,, indicators behind factors; effect size (t'ueef—values): w, weak effect, m, moderate effect; s, strong effect; *, r-values
are significant (p<.05);**, r-values are significant (p<.01); ***, t-values are significant (p<.001); n.s., t-values are not significant (p=.05);
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Figure 2. Impact-performance matrix of the factor SCM execution (1)
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Figure 3. Impact-performance matrix of all antecedents of SCM execution
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Figure 4. Impact-performance matrix of the factor (adoption of) SCM-related processes (&3)
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multiple cooperation with important, strategic suppliers;



Figure 5. Impact-Performance matrix of the factor joint SCM conditions (&)
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X112...Exchange of information on product development; xy;5...Similarities between corporate cultures; x,4...Similarities between
corporate decision making styles;



Figure 6. Impact-performance matrix of the factor internal SCM conditions (&)
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Caption: x,...Availability of human resources for SCM; x1,... Availability of financial resources for SCM; xys... Top
management support for SCM: x,...Establishment of internal SCM objectives; x5...Staff’s expertise to use 1T-systems for
SCM; xy6...Capability of IT systems to process data from other SC members; xy7...Guidelines for information exchange;

Xi4... Trained staff for SCM projects; xy4...Cross functional/internal project groups; Xy¢...Expertise for setting up supply chain
relationships; xy1;... Willingness to integrate with other SC members; xy2...Importance of cross-functional execution of internal
business processes; xy11...Internal evaluation of SC processes



Table 1. Calculation of total effects

Effect Mediator(s) Calculation (direct+total efter Total effect size
&2m ¢2,¢3 Y11t y31* y1sty21* vz y1s 520***
&2m 3 Y12+ 732" Y13 .354%*%
$32m - 713 317F*




Table in the Appendix

Factor

Item (“To what degree...”) PLy, A, Plwn
Internal SCM conditions (&;) (Kotzab et al., 2006b; Cigolini et al., 2004; Masttet al., 2001; Lambert et al., 1998; Coopet.efl897)

X;1  ...are personnel / human resources made availab®dM issues? 50.96 .08 54.18
X1z ...are financial resources made available for SCMas8 46.69 .08

X1z ...does top-management of your company support SGies? 59.69 .08

X4 ...were internal goals set up before SCM projectseveunched? 53.15 .09

X5 ...are employees able to use IT-systems for SCM §5ue 60.04 .09

Xis ...does your company have IT-systems capable of psirog data from other SCM partners? 53.00 .09

X7 ...Is there an agreement on guidelines with respettte exchange of information with other compainethe supply chain? 45.77 .10

X;g ...are employees trained in order to contribute@projects? 48.03 .09

Xig ...does your company have project groups consistiqgpople from different functional areas? 56.56 .09

Xi1c -..iS there the necessary expertise in your compasgt up and maintain supply chain relationships? 62.37 .06

X111 ...your company is willing to integrate with othempply chain members? 59.04 .08

X11z; ...are personnel / human resources made availab®dbt issues? 75.23 .05

X1z ...are financial resources made available for SCMas8 46.64 .10

Joint SCM conditions (&) (Cigolini et al., 2004; Wisner, 2003; Ho et al. 02Q Fawcett and Magnan, 2001; Lambert et al., 1998)

X1 ...iS there collaborative agreement on the evalnaifossupply chain processes with other supply chaambers? 46.56 A1 47.70
X2  ...IS there an agreement on collaborative goals otitler supply chain members? 48.77 .10

X3 ...are there supply chain project groups in pladé wiher supply chain members? 38.79 A1

X4  ...IS yOur company aware that its decisions maycafiéher supply chain members? 63.10 .09

X5 ...IS your company willing to trust other supply ohenembers? 52.63 .08

X6 ...does your company have long term relationshiph wther supply chain members? 65.69 .08

X7  ...is there an equal distribution of power amongraimbers in your supply chain? 39.71 .06

Xog  ...iS the distribution of risks and benefits evetnsen your company and other members in your sumyn? 41.17 .06

X9  ...IS there mutual dependency between your compadyther members in your supply chain? 54.68 .07

X1c ...does your company exchange information regarsiogk levels with other supply chain members? 46.76 A1

X211 ...does your company exchange forecasting informatiibh other supply chain members? 48.99 .08

X1 ...does your company exchange product developmérniation with other supply chain members? 40.21 .08

X1z ...IS your corporate culture similar to other supgigin members? 41.33 .06

X214  ...IS your corporate decision-making similar to othepply chain members? 35.68 .08




Factor

Item (“To what degree...”) PLy, A, Plwn
SCM-related processes (&) (Lambert et al., 1998)

X3; ...IS your company capable of processing ordersrdaupto agreement with customers in terms of gtiestand times? 80.63 .05 64.62
X3z  ...IS your company capable of forecasting future @uslr demand? 59.13 17

Xs3 ...IS your company capable of adapting productioraciy according to customer demand? 64.69 .08

X34 ...IS your company capable of informing customersulioe current status of their orders? 75.52 .21

Xss ...IS your company capable of intergrating key act®amd suppliers into the product development msze 56.76 .26

X3  ...IS your company capable of dealing with returng egturned packaging? 71.65 17

X7 ...IS your company capable of intergrating key ac¢simthe development and implementation of mankggirograms? 53.91 .23

Xsg ...IS your company capable of building up multipl@perations with important, strategic suppliers? 68.73 .31

Execution of SCM (#,) (Mentzer et al., 2001; Frohlich and Westbrook, 20Gmbert et al., 1998)

Xy ...has your company integrated sourcing, logisticskeating, product development and other areasyaitit suppliers? 46.01 .39 48.08
Xa2 ...has your company integrated sourcing, logisticaketing, product development and other areas yuitit customers? 43.28 .38

Xs3 ...has your company internally integrated its sowgclogistics, marketing, product development arigenareas? 57.34 .28




