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GCompanies must actively manage their supply base to ensure sustainadiittyey can be considered no more
sustainable thartheir suppliers It is widely recognised that companies aiming for corporate sustainability must
involve their suppliers and implement sustainable sourcing at the purchasing function, as this is the starting
point of the flow of materials into the companyConsistent with research calls, this research aimed at
contributing to the scientific knowledge on how buysrpplier relationshipscombined with the right buyer

and supplier capabilitiescan facilitate sustainable procurement in the Dutch Food and Bges (F&B)
industry. A single industry approach was chosen in line with research calls, as industry specific circumstances
could influence sustainable procuremerfurthermore, thisresearch consided the adoption of all three
dimensions of th&@ripleBottom Line (TBL)f sustainability, thereby adding to the current literature.

The links between buyer capabilities, supplier capabilities, the buy@pplier relationship and sustainable
procurement were analysed To assess sustainable procuremeggrformance, a sustainable procurement
maturity model was developed®ased on literature, it is argued that the buygrpplier relationshipcombined

with the right capabilities at the buyer and suppliean faciliate sustainable procurementThe empiigal
results rely on survey data of 62 Dutch F&B compaaiesvhich a principal component analysis and cluster
analysis were conductedThe findings show a positive relationship between both the buyer and supplier
capabilities and sustainable procurementrfsgmance, indicating that the higher the capabilities, the higher
the maturity level of sustainable procurement. The capabilities a buyer needs are: integration of sustainable
procurement, purchasing skills and a positive attitude towards sustainabflignmployees. The capabilities
suppliers needare: access to resources from the buying company, a positive attitude towards sustainability of
employees and sustainable resources deployment. For the bawyaplier relationship, loyalty, strictness of
guidane, joint dependency and the intensity of communication all showed a positive relationship with the
level of sustainable procuremenRemarkably for connectivity which encompasses information technology
aspects,a negative relationship was found, indicadi that the willingness to share information is far more
important than connectivityn order to achieve sustainable procurement. To conclude, a relationship in which
the buyer and supplier are dependent upon each other, with loyalty and a high intefisigromunication, but
especially with a high strictness of guidance, could facilitate high levels of sustainable procurenagidition

the buyer and supplier need to have the right capabilities as identified during this research.

KEYWORDSustainable procurement, buyeisupplier relationship, Dutch Food and Beverages industry,
sustainable procurement maturity, sustainability capabilities.
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of a company is essential in securing sustainability, as it is the entrance point of raw materials into a company.
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Since a company can be considered no more sustainable than its suppliers, companies must actively manage
their supply base to ensure sustainability. Indeed, it is widely recognised that companies aiming for corporate
sustainability must involveheir suppliers and implement sustainable sourcing at the purchasing function, as
this is the starting point of the flow of materials into the compa@pnsistent with research calls, this research
aimed at contributing to the scientific knowledge on howybasupplier relationships can facilitate sustainable
procurement in the Dutch Food and Beverages (F&B) industry. A single industry approach was chosen in line
with research calls, as industry specific circumstances could influence sustainable procuréhgergsearch
objective led to the central research questidtvhich configuration of buyesupplier relationships facilitates
ddzadF Ayl of S.ItlSN®EpOrigaidd Yenyinsight into how buysupplier relationships can facilitate
sustainable progrement, as the implementation of sustainable procurement remains low in practice and the
lack of empirical research into this topic has left researchers undecided on what is important in the buyer
supplier relationship to achieve sustainabilifjis reserch considezd the adoptionof all three dimensions of

the TripleBottom line (TBL)Yf sustainability, thereby adding to the current literature.

In order to answer th central research question, the research started with a literature study to identifgtwh
aspects of the buyesupplier relationship could influence sustainable procurement. Additionally, the
capabilities of the buyer and the supplier that could influence sustainable procurement were also studied using
literature. From the literature it beame clear that power and dependency, trust and commitment, information
exchange and communication, geographical distance and codes of conduct were important aspects of the
buyersupplier relationship to take into account. In order to reach sustainableyvemsent, both the buyer

and the supplier also need to have certain capabilities. The literature study revealed that corporate culture,
know-how and expertise of sustainability, good supplier management and stakeholder management were
capabilities of the bying company that could support sustainable procuremdiite capabilities the supplier
needs to achieve sustainable procuremertcording to literaturenvere also the corporate culture and knew

how and expertise, as well as accesgxternalresources.

In order to determine which configuration of the buysupplier relationship and buyer and supplier
capabilities truly led to good sustainable procurement, a sustainable procurement maturity model was
developed based on literatur® serve as a tool to asse sustainable procurement performancehe maturity

model consisted of three parts, each representing a different aspect of the TBL of sustainability, divided over
four maturity levels (i.e. beginning, improving, succeeding and leading). After the diterstiudy, an empirical
research was conducted based on the developed theoretical framework. Based on an extensive literature
reviewan online survey instrument was created, of which most variables had proven reliability and yakdity
they have been ugkand tested in literature beforeThe empirical research yielded an effective response rate

of 28.9%, with 62 usable respondents from the Dutch F&B industry.

In order to reduce the number of variables in the analysis, a principal component factor an@@A) was
conducted using SPSS 22. The resulting aspects of the-buglier relationship that have an influence on
sustainable procurement wereonnectivityof information systemsstrictness of guidance, joint dependency,
intensity of communication rad loyalty. The identified buyer capabilities were the integration of sustainable
procurement, purchasing skills and the attitude of employees. For the supplier capabilities, access to resources
from the buying company, attitude of employees and sustaieat@lsources deployment were identified as
influencing sustainable procurement. After the PCA, the data was analysed to cluster the companies (N=62)
based on the 14 created variables. A faluster solution was found, providing configurations of bugepgier
relationships, buyer and supplier capabilities antesultingsustainable procurement performance level. The

four clusters were interpretecand termedl &Y WY NJ S NBXKR SIR 2 ¥ dzKh ILIQE | oURiyASH & Q
adza Gl Ayl oAf AXNRKQGIG yIRSIWRSNIGD A Y| 0

The analysis of the results showed a positive relationship between the buyer capabilities and sustainable
procurement performance, indicating that the higher the buyer capabilities, the higher the maturity level of
sustainable procurement. A similar relati was found for the supplier capabilities. For the busepplier
relationship aspects, loyalty, strictness of guidance, joint dependency and the intensity of communication all
also showed a positive relationship with the level of sustainable procurentémivever, for connectivity a
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negative relationship was found, indicating that connectivity is netessarilyneeded in order to achieve
sustainable procurement.

With regard to the central research question, it can be concluded that the bswygplier rdationship can
indeed facilitate sustainable procurement. A relationship in which the buyer and supplier are dependent upon
each other, with loyalty and a high intensity of communication, but especially with a high strictness of
guidance, could facilitatdigh levels of sustainable procurement. Additionally, next to a facilitating buyer
supplier relationship, the buyer and supplier also need to have the right capabilities as identified during this
research. For the buyer these were the integration of sumgthie procurement, purchasing skills and the
attitude of employees. For the supplier capabilities, access to resources from the buying company, attitude of
employees and sustainable resources deployment are needed.

A remarkable outcome of this research svéhe negative relation between connectivity and sustainable
procurement. It seems that the willingness to share information is far more important than the connectivity.
Moreover, this research showed that companies are purposefully increasing assetciiyetifrough intense
communication, providing resources to suppliers and creating strict guidance, but thereby also increasing the
sustainable procurementConcluding, this research revealednfigurations of buyesupplier relationships and

buyer and spplier capabilities related to a certain sustainable procurement level, as found in the Dutch F&B
industry.As thisresearchis the first study aimed dtentifying how buyesupplier relationships could facilitate
sustainable procurementdirections for @irther research and guidelines for praobners are provided.
Companies in the Dutch F&B industiye recommended tdnvest in both the relationship and their own
capabilities to ensure sustainable procurement
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The firstchapter of this research report provides an introduction to the reseahtdxt to thecontext of the
research areathe conceptual and the technical research designsdiseussedFinally, an overview of the
structure of the report is provided.

1.1INTRODCTION TOHE RESEARCH

TKSaS RIFHeas adzadlAylroAftAGe Aa Iy AYLRNIFYyG AaadzsS F2N
competitive performance, but simultaneously the potential to harm its reputation (Hoejmose and Afiiriey,

2012). Moreover, concerns aboutigainability are voiced by activists, academics and the general public
(Caniéls et al., 2013), thereby forcing companies to act sustainable. As companies integrate sustainability, they
should incorporate a triple bottom line (TBL) approatitereby simultaneously considering the economic,
environmental and social effects of their business activities (Elkington, 1998). Howesearchershave

tended to treat social and environmental sustainability issues separately with regard to supplier management
and aipply chain management practices (Carter and Easton, 2011). Only few papers have coradldbred

aspects ofsustainabilitysimultaneouslyand therefore, there is a lack of an integrated approach of theifBL

the scientific literature(Hollos et al., 2012; Tate et al., 2012; Hoejmose and Adfidyy, 2012; Igarashi et al.,

2013; Pimenta and Ball; 2014). Hence, this researcltavikiderall three dimensions of the triptbottom line.

alye 2F (KS YI ydzFl Ol dzN& guBourCedl ¥ Lslippliérs) to the &demhédt heanyy B0  NJ
percentof the value oforoductsfrom manufacturing companies is purchased from suppliers (Tate et al., 2012).

This shows the buying company is to a large extent dependent on its suppliéts praducts, and thus also

for its corporate sustainabilityAs a result external stakeholders such as ngavernmental organisations

6bDhao SELISOG GKS o6dz2ay3 O2YLIlyeée (G2 | aadNB &a20Altfe |
(Foersttetalunmno® ' & YNIdza&S SiG Ftd onwnndpY Libmyov adlasSy at
OKIFIAyé¢d ¢KSNBEF2NBI O02YLI yASa Ydzad OGA@Ste YIylF3aS GKS
confirm this, as they state @ 2 Y LJI syistaiddiility can be seen as a function of the suppliers it chooses, the
requirements that it provides to suppliers and the development activities it engages in with suppliers. In this

light, it can be stated that the purchasing function of a company plays #&egtcarole in achieving corporate
sustainability. Indeed, it is widely recognised that companies aiming for corporate sustainability must involve

their suppliers and implement sustainable sourcing at the purchasing function, as this is the startingfpoint o

the flow of materials into the company (e.g. Schneider and Wallenburg, 2012; ChMapat and Dontenwiill,

2012; Miemczyk et al., 2012; Tate et al., 2012; Foerstl et al., 2010).

Sustainable procurement is a field that has received growing attentiodmmihe academic community the last
decade (Walker et al., 2012; Krause et al., 2009). Nevertheless, the existing literature is diverse and researchers
have acknowledged the complexity and dynamic nature of sustainable procurement (Hoejmose and Adrien
Kirby, 2012). Some topics have received considerably more attention than others, such as internal and external
drivers for sustainable procurement, the impact on performance and barriers for the implementation of
sustainable procurement (Hoejmose and Adrkerby, 2012). Surely, most attention has been given to green
procurement issues (Carter and Easton, 2011), or in other words: the environmental aspect of sustainability.

Since theacademicfield is still in its infancy, many research gaps exist (HoejmaseAalrienKirby, 2012;
Sarkis et al., 2011). For example, scholars have highlighted the need for more researbhyietsupplier
relationships and especially into how they can foster sustainability (Grimm et al., 2014; Duffy et al., 2013;
Oruezabala an®ico, 2012)Additionally, there have been research calls for studying stakeholder management
(Miemczyk et al., 20128akeholders can pressure companies to adopt a sustainability stratedwp till now

it is unclear how nofeconomic stakeholders catmgport or hinder sustainability. Furthermore, there is a need

for more research into sustainable supplier selection (lgarashi et al., 28a8) sustainable supplier
development (Sucky and Durst, 2013; Miemczyk et al., 2012; Sarkis et al., Bt Icluon of sustainability

in these supplier management processes has the potential to improve sustainability, but the operationalization
is often challengingScholars have also addressed the need for more research into internatforas®nal
cooperation (8hneider and Wallenburg, 2012), because the purchasing function needs to coordinate with
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other business functions to account for all important stakeholders beyond suppliers to meet the corporate
sustainability requirements. Finally, more research is neeui¢al the integration of the triple bottom line
(Pimenta and Ball, 2014; Tate et al, 2012; Hollos et al., 2012), since the understanding of how companies can
integrate all three dimensions of the TBL is limited. This is due to the fact that scholargazfssnon a single

aspect of sustainabilitin their research

Theresearch gaps on several aspects of sustainable procurement also create challenges for companies. As
Genovese et al. (2013) state, managers face significant obstacles and barriers inptememtation of
sustainable supplier selection models. Schneider and Wallenburg (2012) also highlight the importance of
providing managers with success factors to consider when implementing sustainable procureheafore,

this research will focus othe first research gap diow buyersupplier relationshipgan support sugainable
procurement. Furthermore, the capabilities of both the buyer and the supplier are also addressabewns

could influence the relationship and the level of sustainaptecurementreached.The lack of empirical
research intothe area of buyersupplier relationships and how they can foster sustainability has left
researchers undecided on what is important in the bugapplier relationship to achieve sustainability (Grimm

et al.,, 2014; Duffy et al., 2013; Oruezabala and Rico, 2@he scholars state effective collaboration for
sustainability between buyers and suppliers requires strong relationships (e.g. Duffy et al., 2013; Caniéls and
Gelderman, 2007), whereas otheeglvocate the use of power to force suppliers to act sustainable (e.g.
Hoejmose et al., 2013; Awaysheh and Klassen, 2@8d@jtionally, it is unclear whicltapabilities of the buying
company and the supplier coufdrther supportthe buyersupplier relatonship and thelevel of sustainable
procurementreached Therefore, these will also be taken into account in this resegksthe implementation

of sustainable procurement remains low in practice (Schneider and Wallenburg, 2012; Genovese et alt, 2013), i
is important to gain insight into thénk between buyersupplier relationshipgand sustainable procurement.
Additionally, the ability of managers to recognise and form relationships to improve sustainability can be
considered a valuable asset that rasuh an advantage for making responsible and profitable decisions (Pagell
et al., 2010) Thus, itisimportant to gain insights in these relationships order to asseswhich configuration

of buyersupplier relationships and buyer and supplier capdbgitead to sustainable procurement, a measure

of sustainable procurement performandég needed. This research will develop a maturity model of sustainable
procurement in order to assess sustainable procurement performance.

The focus of this research isndhe Dutch food and beverages (F&B) industry. Prior research has often
considered multiple industries simultaneously, but there has been a call for industry specific applications
(Carter and Easton, 2011; Tate et al., 2012; Schneider and Wallenburg,Hlli%, et al., 2012, Sucky and
Durst, 2013).Sustainability practices vary per indusfrgue to the differences in external pressure and the
relevancy of the three sustainability aspects (Tate et al., 2012). For example, the sustainable procurement
profile of chemical companies will focus to a larger extent on environmental issues, whereas the- labour
intensive textile industry will mainly focus on social iss@&erter and Easton, 2013chneider and Wallenburg,
2012).Additionally, certain companieig an industry can act as sustainability leaders and set industry norms
(Walker et al., 2008). Competitors within the industry can thus cause that companies are increasingly engaging
in sustainable procurement to gain or maintain a competitive advant&janjpero et al., 2012; Starik and
Marcus, 2000; Rao and Holt, 200%hus, industry specific circumstancesuld influence theintegration of
sustainable procurement practices in companies aré therefore relevant to take into account when
consideringthe buyersupplier relationship.Following these arguments, this research will adopt a single
industry approach.

Food processors worldwide are under pressure to adopt sustainabfiityongstothers, this is due to the
growing population, shifting patternsf consumption and an increasing competition for water, energy and land
(Vermeulen et al.,, 2012)Indeed, food supply chains are subject to distinctive social, economic and
environmental issues, such as rural livelihoods, food security issues and laioub®ulic et al., 2014)The

F&B industry is thus well suited to investigate @moption of the TBL in sustainable procurement. Moreover,
Hollos et al. (2012) state that customers and other stakeholders are inclined to punish companies, especially
those selling branded products to the end consumer, if they fail to comply with accepted sustainability
standards. Therefore, the issue of sustainability is of great importance in the F&B industry. Since the Dutch F&B
industry has increasingly been contributit@ythe sustainability of food chains the last decade (Grekova et al.,
2014), it provides an example for F&B companies in other countries. Additionally, supply chain cooperation is
intense in the Dutch F&B industry, due to high pressure on prices and prafgins from retailers (Grekova et
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al., 2014). Therefore, the Dutch F&B industry is a suitable industry to gain more insightsomtouyer
supplier relationshipsand buyer and supplier capabilitieansupportsustainable procurement.

1.2 CONCEPTUAESEARCH DESIGN

This section addresses the research objective, the research framework, the research issue and definitions of
important concepts.

1.2.1RESEARCH OBJECTIVE

The research objective provides an overall idea of the knowledge that will be generated in this study
(Verschuren and Doorewaard, 1999). The objective of this research is to further develop the theory on
sustainable procurement by providing an understargdiof how buyersupplier relationshipscan facilitate
sustainable procurement in the Dutch F&B industry. Consistent with research calls, this research aims to gain
insights into the emerging links between sustainable procurement and supplier managemeatz#Baia and

Rico, 2012)Next to exclusive buyesupplier relationship aspectthe capabilities of the buying company and

the supplier will also be addressedas these are expected tinfluence the link between sustainable
procurement and the buyesuppler relationship.

This research isnaexploratorytheory-developing researchhecausethere are gaps in current literature on
buyersupplier relationships with gard to sustainability. Specificallthis research wilexplore how buyer-
supplier relationkips in combination with buyer and supplier capabilitiesan facilitate sustainable
procurement, which has not yet beestudied in the literature Additionally, this research focusses on the
adoptionof the triple bottom line of sustainability, therebylso adding to the current literature.

1.2.2 RESEARCH FRAMEWORK

A research framework is a schematic representation of the research objective and describes the steps that
need to be taken in order to achieve the objective (Verschuren and Doorewaard, 1999). The research
framework of this research can be foundrigurel. It serves as a tool to clarify the research process.

Literature study Empirical study Results Conclusions

Theory on
sustainable
procurement

capabilities Theoretical

Theory on buyer
supplier

relationships

Information on
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environment Dutch
F&B industry

0]

Figurel: Research framework
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Survey in Dutch
F&B industry

(In

Analysis of
relationships
betweenconcepts

()
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The research framework presentéd Figurel consists of four sections, represented by (1), (1), (Ill) and (V).
These will be explained below:

(.  The first section represents the literature study. Based on scielitédiature oncapabilities of the
buyer and supplier that are needed faustainable procurement and on buysupplier
relationships, variouspropositions regarding the impact of buyesupplier relationships on
sustairable procurement will be formedihe nsights gained from the literature study wié used
to build the theoretical framework. Additionally, information on the business environment of the
Dutch F& industry will be gathered to create an understanding of possible industry specific
influencing factors.

(In.  The empirical research comprises of data gathering via surkeysder to identifyhow buyer
supplier relationshipsanfacilitate sustainable proctement, the datathat will be gatherechasto
show contrast between nosustainableand more sustainable practices. Thereforea self
RSOSEt21LISR YIFddzNRGe Y2RSt 2F adzZadlFAylrofS LINR Odz2NB
sustainable procuremerperformance

(. The results from the empirical study will be combined and analysed in todest the proposed
propositionsand to identifyrelationsbetween the main concepts of this study.

(IV).  Thedataanalysis will finally lead to an overvies¥ the relationbetween certainbuyer-supplier
relationship configurations and levels adustainable procurementThen, it can be concluded
which configuration of buyesupplier relationships facilitates sustainable procurement.

1.2.3 RESEARCH ISSUE

This paragraph addressése research issue of this study, which consists of the central research question and
several sudj dzSa A2y ad ¢ KS OSy (Wiich coniBuiatohoNdDyersupples Eiatorships A 4 Y W
facilitates sustainable procuremerg®?

Five subresearchquestions are formulated to answer this central research question:

1. Which maturity levels of sustainable procurement can be identified?

2. Which capabilities of the buying company, related to the besugoplier relationship,influence
sustainable procurement?

3. Which capabilities of the supplier, related to the bwgempplier relationshipjnfluence sustainable
procurement?

4. Which aspects of buyesupplier relationships can influence sustainable procurement?

5. Which aspects of th®utch F&Bousiness environment ihfence the buyessupplier relationship with
regard to sustainable procurement?

The firstfour subresearch questios areneeded to create the theoretical framework of factors of buyer
supplierrelationships that could have a positiig#luence on sustainae procurementThe maturity levels are
needed as a tool to assess sustainable procurement performartoe.capabilities, such as knowledged
access to resourcesf both the buyer and the suppliare expected tanfluenceboth the relationship andhe
maturity level ofsustainable procurement. Additionally, it is important to understand how certain aspects of
buyersupplier relationships, such as trust, commitment or power, can influence sustainable procurement.
Therefore, all these aspects are addmedsn the first four subresearch questions. Thifth subresearch
guestion is also important, as aspects of the business environimetfite Dutch F&B sectpsuch as pressure
from stakeholders or competitors, can influence the sustainable procuremeategly and the relationship
between a buyer and a supplier. Afive subresearch questions together provide an answer to the central
research question. The answer of the central research question leads directly to the realisation of the research
objective which is to provide an understanding lebw buyersupplier relationshipgan facilitatesustainable
procurement in the Dutch F&B industry.
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1.2.4 DEFINITION OF ROEPTS

In order to provide a clear understanding of this research, the followorgept is defined:

Sustainable procurementthe simultaneouspursuit of economic, environmental and social development
objectives through the purchasing proceaslgpted fromWalker et al., 2012).

1.3. TECHNICAL RESEAREBIGN

The technical researctiesign covers the decisions regarding the research material and the research strategy,
thereby elaborating on what needs to be done to find sound answers to the research questions (Verschuren
and Doorewaard, 1999). First, the reseasttategywill be distissed, followed by the researchaterial

1.3.1 RESEARCH STRATEGY

A research strategy contains the decisions about the way in which the research project is carried out
(Verschuren and Doorewaard, 1999). This study will consist of a mix of two differegdircd strategies,
namely desk research and empirical research.

DESK RESEARCH

A desk research is entirely based on existing literature and/or materials gathered by others (Verschuren and
Doorewaard, 1999). In order to execute the literature study of teisearch, a desk research strategy will be
used. Since this research will use knowledge produced by others, a so called literature survey will be used to
develop the theoretical frameworlddditionally, the survey instrument will be developed using litiere.

EMPIRICAL RESEARCH

In empirical researchthe researcher gathers data him or herself and arrives at a judgement based on the
analysis of these data (Verschuren and Doorewaard, 1999). An important decision related to which empirical
research strategwill be used is the choice between depth or breadth. On the one hand, a survey could serve
as a strategy to obtain general knowledge and a wide overview. On the other hand, a case study strategy could
be used to gain profound insight into one or a few esg (Verschuren and Doorewaard, 1998).this
research, isights from the literaturestudy helpeddeterminethat it would be more valuablé opt for breath

and generalisation via surveySince the field is still in its infancy,istconsidered more valuable to find out
whether certain buyessupplier relationship configurationsan lead to certain sustainable procurement
performance ora larger scalelndeed, a survey is used when the researchers tries to gain an overall picture of
acomprehensive phenomenoiérschuren and Doorewag1999).

The empirical research will try to create contrast between bugepplier relationships that are characterised
by non-sustainableand moresustainablepractices.This will be done through assessing the maturity level of
sustainable procurement of each compariye contrastin the sample will allow the researcher tdentify
which aspect®f the buyersupplier relationship are truly important for sustainable prosment.

1.32 RESEARCH MATERIAL

This paragraph addresses the different data and knowledge sources which will be used. Furthermore, the ways
in which these data and knowledge will be gathered will be discussed. According to Verschuren and
Doorewaard (1999)there are five sources of information, namely individual people, the media, reality,
documents and literature. In this study two different information sources will be used, namely individual
people and literature.
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INDIVIDUAL PEOPLE

There are three ways in which people can act as an information source, namely as a respondent, as an
informant and as an expert. A respondent supplies data about him or herself, whereas an informant provides
data about other people, situations, objects processes he or she knows about. Finally, an expert provides
knowledge (Verschuren and Doorewaard, 1999).

This research uses people working in the Dutch F&B industry as an information source. Specifically, people
working in the procurement departmertdf their company will be used, as they will have the most knowledge

2F (GKS O2YLIyeéeQa NBfFIA2YAaKAL 6A0K GKSANI adzJJ A SNA&
general managers may be used, when they have sufficient knowledge of the topieketThe peopleused

act both as respondents and informants, because they will provide data on their own behaviour and that of
their company, their suppliers and their colleagues. In order to access this information source, polls or
guestionnaires can based, or interviews can be conducted (Verschuren and Doorewaard, 1898as been

stated in the research strategy, this research will use a survey to access the information.

LITERATURE

Literature can be used as a knowledge source or as a data sourcasdnof a data source the literature
contains objective descriptions of reality which can be combined with other data to produce new insights. This
research will use literature as a knowledge source, containing theoretical insights in which connections
between phenomena can be found (Verschuren and Doorewaard, 1999). In order to gather relevant literature,
search methods will be used by using key words in the search indexes of Scopus and ISI Web of Science.
Additionally, the snowball principle will be apd. In this method, several major publications will be chosen

from which, based on their content, new literature sources will be gathered (Verschuren and Doorewaard,
1999).

1.4 STRUCTURE OF THP®B®RT

This final section of the first chapter discussks structure of the report. In the second chapter of this report,
the sustainable procurement maturity model and thereby the first-setbearch question will be discussed. The
third chapter will address the second stsearch question, which is about thmiyer capabilities that can
influence sustainable procurement. Subsequently, the fourth chapter presents the capabilities of the supplier
that can influence sustainable procurement, thereby discussing the fourthresdmrch question. In the fifth
chapter of this report, the fourth sukresearch question is discussed, containing the aspects of the buyer
supplier relationship that could influence sustainable procurement. The sixth chapter presents the theoretical
framework and the formulated propositions. Gitar 7 contains the methodology of this study, in whithe

Dutch F&B business environmetthe fifth subresearch questionis also addressedsubsequently, the eight
chapter contains the results of ¢hempirical research. Finallyh&pter 9 presents theconclusions and
discussions of this research.
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In order to assess the impact of buysipplier relationships on sustainable procurement, an operationalization

of sustainable procurement is needed. This chapter whsuresustainable procuremenperformancebased

on maturity levels a company can cheasr work on, in order to answer thérst NS a S| NOK ljdzSaidA2yyY
YIEGdzNAGe fS@Sta 27F adzdl Ay L Birkt,Shislchapted aaNBive Sy dveriew yf 6 S A |
maturity models from literature, on which the maturity model of this researshbased. Subsequently, a
comprehensive description of the maturity levels of sustainable procurement will be provided.

2.1 MATURITY MODELS

Maturity models can provide some sort of a performance indication, as they can be used to objectively
evaluate a c¥ LJF y&d Qa adlrdS gAGK NBIINR G2 adadlAylroAtAade o
different approaches towards sustainability and sustainable procurement (Formentini and Taticchi, 2014),
maturity modelscan be used to cat@gise the different appraches.Several scholars have recently used the
maturity modeldefined by Baumgartner and Ebner (2010) (e.g. Amini and Bienstock, 2014; Miiller and Pfleger,
2014). They created a fodevel maturity grid, in which level 1 stands for a rudimental level, wheee
company might begin to consider sustainability and where (if any) only mandatory regulations are adhered to.
In the second level, the company complies with sustainabilsted regulations and even goes slightly
further. This could be because therspany aims at communicating its sustainability commitment to society, in
order to differentiate itself from the competitors and to increase its credibility. Level 3 represents a satisfying
consideration and maturity of sustainability, which is often abdke industry average. Companies are
focussed on the external presentation of sustainability to increase their credibility in society, but also aim at
positively influencing the basic conditions of corporate sustainability in society. Finally, level 4emgran
outstanding effort towards sustainability and a sophisticated maturity. These companies show a highly
developed sustainability commitment in order to become a market leader in sustainability issues (Baumgartner
and Ebner, 2010). In this highestéd, the company includes customers, suppliers and partners in sustainability
practices, is recognised as a sustainability leader in the industry and drives industry standards (Miller and
Pfleger, 2014). Similar to the four levels of Baumgartner and E(#840), Okongwu et al. (2013and the
Industrial Research Initiative (IRI, 20430 identified four levels ofustainability maturity Since these have
been defined in a similar way as the levels of Baumgartner and Ebner (204&¢msfour levels covethe
different approaches companiesan have towards sustainable procuremerithis research willadopt the
terminology ofthe four sustainability maturity levelsf the Industrial Rsearch Initiative (IRI, 2014), namely

1. Beginning level;

2. Improvinglevel

3. Succeedingevel; and

4. Leadindevel.

As this research is focussed on tagoption of the Triple Bottom Line (TBL) in sustainable procurement, all
three elements of sustainability will have to be assessed to determine the maturity level. Baumgartner and
Ebner (2010) defined a sustainability framework with these three sustainabilityctssfyased on popular
concepts and papers of sustainability. Amini and Bienstock (2014) also developed a corporate sustainability
framework with four levels of sophistication, which incorporates diverse and concrete issues of corporate
sustainability.The work of Okongwu et al. (20130 provides valuable insights into how the different aspects

of sustainability can be defined based on four levels of matuFigally, the sustainability maturity model of

the Industrial Research Initiative (IRI, 2014) patesi concrete measures of four maturity leveBased orall
theseframeworks, companies can be assessed and their maturity level can be determined.

2.2 THE MATURITY IEH\6 OF SUSTAINABROEBUREMENT

This paragraph will elaborate on the maturity levelsos$tainable procurement assedin this researchAs this
research considers the adoption of all three dimensions of sustainability, this section will address maturity
levels for each dimensioMhe economic dimension of sustainability encompasses manergeaspects of a
company that are important in order to remain in the market. Moreover, good results in the generic economic
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aspects are likely to lead to good financial and sustainability results of the company (Baumgartner and Ebner,
2010). The first sped of the economic dimension loskat how the generated economic value is shared with

the various stakeholders (Okongwu et al., 20483 what prices are paid to supplief&his aspect of economic

value distribution is adated from the maturity model fo supply chain sustainability from Okongwu et al.
(2013)and from the corporate sustainability maturity model of Van Marrewijk (208BY can be seen ifiable

1. Addtionally, the intangible assets of human capital and knowledge are summarised in the aspect of
knowledge management. Baumgartner and Ebner (2010) defined knowledge management as the activities and
approaches to keep sustainability related kredge in theorganisation. Theperationalizdion of this aspect

has been adpted from Baumgartner and Ebner (2018)d can be seen iTablel. Furthermore, the aspect of
sustainability reporting is included as an indicator of economic sustainability, as both Baumgartner and Ebner
(2010)and the Industrial Research Initiative (IR014) also incorporated this in their maturity models. The
operationalisation is based on these two maturity modé&mally, as both Baumgartner and Ebner (2010) and
Amini and Bienstock (2014) incorporated the aspect of innovation and technatbgy ecnomic aspectthis

is also taken into account. The operationalization of the effort in sustainability oriented innovation and the use
of the best available technologies are based on Amini and Bienstock (2014) and Baumgartner and Ebner (2010),
and can alste found inTablel.

The environmental dimension of sustainability is concerned with the impact of corporate activities on the
environment (Baumgartner and Ebner, 2)1Three of the environmental aspectsonsidered in this maturity

model are adopted from the sustainability maturity model of the Industrial Research Initiative (IRI, 2014).
These aspects are Life Cycle Assessment (LCA) process, material and panh seldati@nufacturing impact

These aspects have also been recognised as important by both Baumgartner and Ebner (2010) and Okongwu et
al. (2013. The operationalisation is adopted from IRI (2014) and can be fouddhie 2 Furthermore, the

aspect of supplier management is included. As sustainable procurement is about the pursuit of sustainability
through the purchasing process, supplier management for environmental objectives has to be taken into
account. For the operationiaation, aspects of both the sustainability maturity model of the Industrial Research
Initiative (IRI, 2014) and the corporate sustainability maturity model of Van Marrewijk (2005) are adopted.

Finally, the social dimension can be split up into two catieg: internal for employees and external for
relationships with suppliers (Okongwu et al., 2013; Baumgartner and Ebner, 2010). With regard to the internal
aspect, Okongwu et al. (2013) incorporated aspects such as training, health and safety, hunsaandgbiild

labour. Baumgartner and Ebner (2010) have split up the internal aspect into several aspects. Since health and
safety is important in both studies, this will be taken into account. Furthermore, employee management will be
taken into account fothe internal social aspects, as this incorporates the important aspects of diversity and
GKS O2YLIl yeQa LlRftAOe 2y KdzYFy NBaz2dz2NOS YIyl3SySyiao ¢
adapted from both Baumgartner and Ebner (2010) and Van Make(@p05) The operationalisation of
employee management has been adopted from Van Marrewijk (2005). For the external aspects, corporate
citizenship is taken into account, because this is integrated by Okongwu et al. (2013), Baumgartner and Ebner
(2010) andvan Marrewijk (2005) in their maturity models. Baumgartner and Ebner (2010) defined corporate
citizenship as being a good corporate citizen on a national and regional level through participation or creation
of sustainability related activities for the lalc community, conservation of subsidiaries in the country,
establishment of economic power of a country and an orientation on future generations without exploiting the
present. Finally, supplier management will be taken into account. This includes thet ¢stavhich the
purchasing function considers social aspects like diversity and human rights in their supplier management and
has been adapted from IRI (2014) and Carter and Jennings (2004). All social aspects can bleabéeB.in

2.3 CONCLUSION

This btapter has discusseghaturity models of sustainable procuremerih order to answer thdirst research
jdzSadA2yyY W2 KAOK Yl GdzZNAGe € S@St a 2IFtotd,dearimatariyyliedets S LINE O
of sustainable procurement have been idéied and created As each maturity level can be considered a

different level of performance, it can be argued that each maturity level thus requires a certain-suygier

relationship that supports that level of sustainable procurement. Additionalgh the buying company and

the suppliermayneed certain capabilities that suppaatmaturity level of sustainable procurement. Therefore,

the following chapters will discuss these capabilities and subsequently the features of-dupmier

relationshigs that can facilitate sustainable procurement.
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Tablel: Maturity levels of economic sustainability aspects (adapted from Amini and Bienstock (2014), IRI (2014), Okongwu et &), B¥ii8gartner and Ebner (2010) and Van Marrewijk (2005)).

Beginning

Improving

Succeeding

Leading

- Prices paid to suppliers are based on
the integral cost price.

- Company focusses on cost reduction.
- Economic value (in forms of dividends
is distributed only to shareholders.

- Prices paid to suppliers are based on
the market price/ value.

- Bonuses and rewards given to
employees.

- Prices paid to suppliers are a fair price
i.e. higher due to higher sustainability
level of supplier and/or product.

- The company spends money on the
development of supply chain partners
(especially local suppliers).

- Prices paid to suppliers are based on
the perceived value, i.e. a price
premium is paid which reflects the valu
of the sustainability of the supplier and
the product

- The company expands its scope in
spending money to all supply chain
partners and includes fair trade across
the supply chain.

- No consideration o$ustainability
issues either in a distinct sustainability
report or in the annual report.

- Most relevant sustainability issues are
respected in corporate communication
channels (internal).

- Company makes public a few internal
reporting efforts.

- Company begins to consider engaging
external reporting agencies.
-D2Ffa FyR YSI adzNB
communicated.

- Company continues previous internal
reporting and public disclosure efforts.
- Company engages external reporting
agency andhares publically
sustainability challenges and
milestones.

- No systematic approach towards
knowledge management (KM).

- Specific sustainabilitelated KM
activities (e.g. IT based KM activities
such as databases, IT infrastructure) ai
conducted in order to generate, transfe
and save sustainability related
knowledge.

- Broad approach and activities towards
sustainabity related KM, integrating
intangible assets (resource: human
capital).

- Various activities are set regarding
organizational learning.

- A systematic and comprehensive
approach and activities towards
sustainability related KM (from planning
to improvement) is implemented.

- Company focusses on organizational
learning.

- Conformity with laws and regulations
regarding technology.

- Innovation activities are not
sustainabiliy related.

- Some awareness of relationship
between innovation and sustainability.
- Bestavailable technologies are
partially used.

- Innovation activities begin to involve
multiple stakeholders and there is a
higher effort in sustainable innovation
than industry averages.

- The company invests in best available
technology.

- Signifcantly higher effort in
sustainable innovation than industry
average.

- Best available technologies are
proactively used.

- Multiple stakeholders are involved.
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Table2: Maturity levels of environmental sustainability aspectadapted from IRI (2014) and Van Marrewijk (2005)).

Beginning

Improving

Succeeding

- The company understands LCA
concepts, but has not conducted any
LCAs.

- The company has investigated releva
environmental aspects for the products
that are being considered for LCAs.

- The company has conducted LCAs of
some productgusing industry averagec
data).

- The company has considered LCA
results as a part of new product
development (NPD) processes, produc
line rationalisation and purchasing
decisions.

- Use of industry standard product
category rules for LCA.

- Improved accuracy of LCA by using r
supply chain data.

- LCA covers cradle grave analysis.

- Product lines are rationalised on basi:
of LCA / New projects are prioritized
based on LCA data.

- Company meets regulatory
compliance of environmental aspects il
purchasing materials.

- All materials and parts are assessed 1
ensure regulatory compliance.

- The company begins to consider the
sustainability of materials.

- Materials with hazardous properties
for the environment are identifiedr
conjunction with supply chain).

- Company is considering materials ani
parts with reduced environmental
impact in design process.

- Alternatives assessment performed o
hazardous materials and parts for the
environment.

- Environmentally friendly mateals are
only used in the design when readily
available.

- Engineering team proactively identifie
more sustainable materials; engineerin
and procurement specifications require
use of materials with reduced
environmental impact.

- Reduced environmental impact and
sustainability of materials and parts is i
mandatory design criteria in NPD
processes.

- LCA results anesed to identify
materials with overall reduced
environmental impact.

- Materials and parts are selected to
reduce environmental impact of
manufacturing and other downstream
life cycle stages.

- New products are made with

- Company meets regulatory
comgiance of the environmental
impact of manufacturing.

- The impact of product design on
manufacturing choices and the resultin
environmental impact is understood
and considered in order to meet
regulatory compliance.

- Company is beginning tessess
environmental impact of manufacturing
and taking steps to reduce waste/
energy consumption.

- Company begins to investigate more
sustainable manufacturing practices.

- Product designers begin to design ne
products to reduce manufacturing
impact.

- Reduced environmental impact of
manufacturing is a mandatory design
criteria in NPD processes.

- Company has implemented newer,
more sustainable manufacturing
practices.

- LCA results are used to assess overa
environmental impact of
manufacturing.

- Product design is optimized to reduce
the environmental impact of
manufacturing, using manufacturing

- Supplier policies do not necessarily
incorporate environmental aspects.

- Company focusses on economies of
scale.

- Qupplier assessment includes a revie
2F | &ddzlILX ASNBRQ &
environmental policies.

- Auditing and benchmarks are
implemented in order to understand
and manage the impact of the supplier
on the corporate sustainability goals.

- Supply chain is managing activities
that drive improvement to the
Coporate CSR goals.

- Supplier selection is based upon a
AddzLILX ASNEQ Sy dAiNER
sustainability policies and efforts.

- Company shares green technology al
helps supplier meet company needs.
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Leading

- LCA results are required as part of NI
process.

- LCA results are used in purchasing
decisions.

- LCA covers cradle to cradle analysis.
- LCAs are registered and approved by
third party (product category rules for
your industry).

- Contributions to LCA inventory
databases for your industry.

- Contributeto product category rules
for your industry.

- Company uses LCA data as a control
variable to feedback and to improve
process/product for future offerings.

environmentally friendly and
sustainable materials.

- Company works closely with supply
chain to improve the sustainability of
materials and parts and develop
alternatives when needed.

- Where evempossible material choices
are environmentally friendly and
sustainable.

- Material andpart selection is based or
LCA results to minimize environmental
impact and maximize sustainability

- Company is an industry leader in
proactive R&D efforts (directly or in
conjunction with supply chain) to
develop sustainable materials with
minimum envionmental impact.

- Company is leader in development of
new sustainable materials and will
collaborate with competitors to bring
better material options to market.

methods/ technologies with lower
impact.

- Company is active in working with
equipment manufacturers to develop
more sustainable proases.

- Company is an industry leader in
innovation in design for manufacturing
to reduce life cycle environmental
impact.

- Company works with suppliers to
reduce environmental impact of their
manufacturing.

- The impact of suppliers to the
corporate sutainability goals are well
understood and improvement activities
are implemented.

- The company engages in supplier
development activities to improve their
environmental/sustainability
performance.

- Suppliers are aligning with global
initiatives or compats, NGOs, etc.

- Company shares green technology
with suppliers and participates with
suppliers in calevelopment activities
to create sustainable improvements.
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Table3: Maturity levels of social sustainability aspectadapted from IRI (2014), Baumgartner and Ebner (2010), Van Marrewijk (2005) and Carter and Jennings (2004)).

Beginning

Improving

Succeeding

Leading

- Health and safety isespected to the
extent of legal obligation.

- Health and safety are not actively
focused on.

- Inventory of common problems and
systematic response.

- Measures towards health and safety
are set when specific dangerous
situations or accidents occur.

- Deployment of measures is more of
reactive character rather than
systematically planned.

- Costbenefit analysis of possible
improvements.

- Health and safety is systematically
planned and deployed in most areas of
the company.

- Activities are set to avoid health and
safety risks in long term.

- Management system on sty and
health is in place, including soeio
psychological dimensions.

- Health and safety approach supports
organizational goals towards
sustainability.

- It is systematically planned and
deployed throughout the company.
Activities are setd avoid health and
safety risks in longerm and are
consequently improved.

- Pro-active policy, linked with people
management (HRM) and custom made
arrangements for individual employees

- Homogenised labour force.

- Employee management comes down
to an administrative Personnel &
Organisatiordepartment.

- Diversity oty receives attention when
it increases results.

- Human resource department is mainl
concerned with optimization and
satisfaction of employees.

- Policies for emancipation of women,
coloured and disabled persons.

- Employee management can be seen
human potential management,
concerned with competence
development.

- Women and minorities in managemer
positions (on condition that thy qualify
for the position).

- Employee management is about
human capital management, aligning
individual and collective interests.

- Supplier policies do not necessarily
incorporate social aspects.

- Company focusses on economies of
scale.

- Supplier assessment includes a revie
2F I &AdzZLLX ASNEQ &
human rights and health andfety
policies.

- Supplier selection is based upon a
adzLILX ASNBQ a20Al
policies and efforts.

- The purchasing function visits supplie
to ensure that they are not using
sweatshops or child labour.

- The purchasing function considers
buying from minotiy/women-owned
business enterprise suppliers.

- The purchasing function buys from
minority/women-owned business
enterprise suppliers.

- The purchasing function had@rmal
minority/women-owned business
enterprise supplier purchase program.
- The purchasing function asks suppliel
G2 LIFe | wYtAgay3
O2dzy i NE Q& 2NJ NBIA:

- Corporate citizenship is not focused on
in the organization.
- Company occasionally gives to charity.

- Certain corporate citizenship projects
are initiated or supported (mostly in
monetary terms).

- CC projects are supported provided the
are high visibility projects and will boost
GKS O02YLIl yeQa adzi
- The link betveen CC projects and the
corporate business is rarely given.

- Corporate citizenship is systematically
planned and conducted (monetary and
nonmonetary commitment).

- The link between CC projects and the
corporate business is mostly given.

- The company supports neighbdwod
development projects.

- The company helps develop local
suppliers.

- Corporate citizenship is systematically
planned and conducted (ometary and
nonmonetary commitment) and focused
on longterm commitment.

- Most employees are integrated into the
process.

-¢KS O2YLJ ye
approach with society.

- The company helps develop suppliers
throughout the whole supply chain.

KlFa |
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In order to ensure corporate sustainability, companies must actively manage their supply base. As Krause et al.
(2009: p.18) statdy &l O2YLI ye& Aa y2 VY2NB alddéed litisyvid@yirégogiised y A (0 &
GKFG | O2YLI yeQa adadlrAyloAftAde |faz2z RSLBWsgz&andz2y GKS
Dontenwill, 2012; Schneider and Wallenburg, 2012; Tate et al., 2012; Foerstl et al., 2010). Therefore, it can be

stated that the purchasing function of a company plays a crucial role in achieving corporate sustainability. This
chapter will study the capabilities ¢fie buying companyhat influenceits sustainake procurementand the

buyersupplier relationship. Thebwy, this chapter will answer theecondNB & S| NOK jdzSadiA2yyY W2 KA
of the buying company, related to the buysupplier relationshipinfluenced dzA G Ayl 6t S LINB OdzZNB Y Sy

This chapter willfirst address the different processes efipplier management When a company aims for
sustainability, different procurement processes can be used to achieve sustainability. These processes and the
needed capabilities for each of these processes will be discuSsdxbequentlythe corporate culture will b
discussed, as this can support but also form a barrier for sustainable procurement. Additionally, stakeholder
management will be addressed, because it is very important that a company understands the role and
influence of stakeholders on the relationstdpd sustainable procurement. Finally, this chapter will go into the
know-how and expertisehat is needed to implement sustainability.

3.1 SUPPLIER MANAGEMENT

Sustainable procurement can be defined as the pursuit of economic, environmental and soekkpdeent
objectives through the purchasing process. The purchasing process can be split up into three key processes,
namely supplier selection, supplidevelopmentand supplierevaluation(Reuter et al., 2010)n order toreach
sustainability objectives companies must actively manage their supply base. Therefore, the purchasing
function of a company plays a crucial role in achieving corporate sustainafgityompanies want to invest in
sustainability, they need to decidew to adapt theirsupplier ranagementn order toreach sustainability.

Manufacturing companies are increasingly sourcing from a global supply base, thereby exposing themselves to
risks that require active management (Reuter et al., 2010). As Foerstl et al. (2010: p.119) stptectiasing
RSLI NIGYSyld Aa aiKS F2NBYy2aiG AYGSNFIOS (G2 Iy AyONBIFaaAy
role in the mitigation of sustainability risks. Indeed, it is widely recognised that the purchasing function plays a
crucial role inensuring corporate sustainability and mitigating sustainability risks (e.g. Ageron et al., 2012;
Foerstl et al., 2010; Carter and Rogers, 2008; Seuring and Muller, P@8jo the impact suppliers can have

on the sustainability performance of a compafigeron et al., 2012supplier managemens acrucial issue

for companes aiming to maintain a strategically competitive position (Govindan et al., 208i8ce the
incorporation of sustainability criteria in the purchasing process is stated to incozasplexity (Handfield et

al., 2002), goodupplier managementhus seemsan important capabilityneededfor the buying company.

With regard to sustainable procurement, Hollos et al. (2012) statapanies have two options to increase the
sustainability ottheir suppliers, namely (1) to only select and accept suppliers that meet certain sustainability
criteria, or (2) to cooperate with existing or new suppliers to achievedibgredlevels of sustainability. The

first option is mainly related to the key ptarement process of supplier selection, whereas the second option

is related to the process of supplier development. The other key procurement process of supplier evaluation is
also important, because it is essential to evaluate suppliers to ensure tedwrmpance positively affects the
sustainability of the buying company (Handfield, 2000). Next, all three key processegplir management

will be discussed. Additionallgttention will be paid to the incorporation of sustainability criteria, as it is
important to identify which capabilities a company needs in order to manage each sustainable procurement
process.Related to this, risk management wile discussed, as sustainable procurement demands the
incorporation of sustainability risks in purchagidecisions.

SUSTAINABLE SUPPISERECTION

In general, the supplier selection process comprises several tasks (De Boer et al., 2001). The process starts with
identifyingthe needsof the buying companywhich are then translated in measurement criter@a potential
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suppliers. Subsequently, a selection of all available suppliers is made that meet the criteria, followed by the
final choice for a supplier from this group of qualified suppliers (Igarashi et al., 2013). According to Govindan et
al. (2013), tlis supplier selection process can be applied to a large variety of suppliers, ranging from raw
material acquisition to enaf-life service providers.

Although many multicriteria decision making approachesuch as data envelopment analysis and integtate
analytic hierarchy procesbave been developed for the supplier selection procesdy minor attention has

been paid to incorporating sustainability criteria in these models (Bai and Sarkis, 2010). Traditionally, suppliers
were selected merely on thealsis of economic criteria. The studies of Ho et al. (2010) and Liao and Kao (2011)
show that quality, price and delivery performance were the most popular criteria considered by decision
makers for supplier selection. However, both environmental and sacisiainability criteria should also be
applied to the supplier selection proceissaddition to the conventional criterimm order to achieve corporate
sustainability. As the incorporation of sustainability criteria increases the complexity of the punghmecess
(Handfieldet al., 2002), companies start to work more intensively with fewer suppliers by reducing and
restructuring the supply base (Wagner and Johnson, 200d).example, not akuppliersmight be able to
upgrade to the new sustainability requirements andll have to be replaced. Additionally, companies could
also reduce the supply base through changing the product by cutting component numbers (Wagner and
Johnson, 2004), thereby increasing thestainability of the product if negustainable components are left out.
However, in order to effedtely change the supply basdorna more sustainable supply base, a company must
first have good supplier management practices in placeinakiding sustanability criteria will increase the
complexity of the process (Handfield et al., 2002).

Wagner and Johnson (2004) note that the bargaining power of buying companies decreases as they reduce
their supply optiondbecause of sustainability objectiveas aresult, companies expose themselves to higher
supply risks (Krause et al., 2009; Beske and Seuring, ZBd@@ciallyfor critical items, the buying company

should strengthen therelationship with its supplierso circumvent therisks associated withhe highe
dependence on fewer suppliers. Since several scholars acknowledge that companies with higher levels of
sustainability experience competitive advantages (e.g. Hollos et al, 2012; Carter and Rogers, 2008), it can be
concluded that incorporating sustability criteria in the supplier selection process can be worth the increased
complexity and riskin terms of capabilities, the buying company has to be able to deal with the increased
complexity of incorporating sustainability criteria in the supplietestion processand thusneeds to have

good supplier management and knowledgfesustainability.

SUSTAINABLE SUPPIDERELOPMENT

{ dzLJLJX A SNJ RS@St 2LIYSyid OFy 6S RSFTAYSR L a alye |OGAGAGER
performance,a dzLJLJ A SNJ O LI 6 Af AGASaT 2 NJ 02 {akdor longt&m dupply YSSG
ySSR&a¢ o0YNIdAS SiG ItdX uwnnnY LPon0d 2 KSayfdnbtméeng LI y& ¥
strategic goals and future needi& can engage in gplier development programs to help suppliers develop

their capabilities and improve their performance (Blome et al., 2014; Modi and Mabert, 2007; Krause et al.,
2000). Several scholars have highlighted the potential of supplier development as a corepatiiantage

(Miemczyk et al., 2012; Reuter et al., 2010), because it is a set of capabilities that are complex, socially created,
path-dependent andunique (Blome et al., 2014). Moreover, the process of sustainable supplier development is
considered esserdl for a company that aims to be sustainable. Merely relying on sustainable supplier
selection alone, resulting in the exclusion of those suppliers that do not meet the sustainability standards, is
y2i O2y&aARSNBR &adzalGl Ayl oftebetd.p2010)2 YLI yeQa aidl1SK2t RSNA&

f
y

It is possible to identify three main aspects of supplier development (Sucky and Durst, 2013; Wagner, 2006).

First, supplier development can be distinguished by the role of the buying company (Sucky and Durst, 2013).

Here, a distinctioris madebased orthe resources the buying company commits to a specific supplier (Wagner,

2006). The literature has categorised the supplier development activities based on the role of the buying
company in several ways, but has remained inconcluSiliecategorisation oMonczka et al. (1993, as stated

in Wagner, 2006)between indirect and direct supplier development activities, seems most accepted in the

literature (Sucky and Durst, 2018)ere, direct supplier development involves a direct investnadrihe buying

O2YLIl yeQa NBaz2dz2NOSa Ay (GKS &dzllLX ASNY ¢KAa O2dzZ R Ay«
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personnel to the supplier (Krause et al., 2000). Indirect supplier development uses the external market to
improve supplier performancand can includethe use of multiple suppliers to develop competitive pressure,
the use of certifications, in-depth evduations and feedbackor inducing suppliers to improve their
performance based on a desire for increased business with the buying confifamge et al., 2000; Wagner,
2006) A study of Wagner and Johnson (2004) showed that buying companies often favour direct supplier
development, because of the higher expected increase of supplier performance.

The second main aspect of supplier developmisntelated to the motivation of the buying company (Sucky

and Durst, 2013; Wagner, 2006). According to Krause et al. (1998), supplier development activities can be
reactive or strategic. Reactive development activities are initiated as a response tficspadi often urgent
problems at the supplier, whereas strategic activities have a planned, forlwakihg and systematic approach
(Sucky and Durst, 2013; Krause et al., 1998). This strategic form has also been termed proactive supplier
development (Sucksind Durst, 2013). Finally, the third main aspect concerns the suppliers to be developed, or
the nature of the suppliers (Sucky and Durst, 2013; Wagner, 2006). Here, a distinction can be made between
the development of a new supply source or the developimaincurrent suppliers. In case of the development

of a new supplier, supplier development is stated to take a narrow perspective (Hahn et al.,, 1990). This
creation of a new supply source has also been called reverse marketing (Leenders and Blenkhgtn (1988
according to Wagner, 2006). In case of the development of existing suppliers, companies are stated to take a
broad perspective (Hahn et al., 1990).

Whenever a buying company wants to invest in sustainable supplier development activities, it need&to h
certain capabilities. Wagner and Johnson (2004) and Krause and Ellram (1997) identified several success factors
of supplier development, such as the relationship climate and dyrsrkitowledge transfer and supplier
motivation. Other scholars have alddentified the buyersupplier relationship as an important facilitator for

the longterm development of supplier capabilities (e.g. Simpson and Power, 28@acfield et al., 2000).
According to Wagner and Johnson (2004), the bisygaplier relationship &s to be characterised by trust and
cooperation and a constant, open and informal communication and information flow. The buying company
thus has to be able to guarantee such a flow of information. Additionally, the buying company has to motivate
the suppier to stay actively involved in the development program, through financial incentives and the promise
of increased business (Wagner and Johnson, 2004). Moreover, the buying company should increase the
supplier's capability to act on its own, whilst ensigrithat the effect of the development program will last after

the buying company stops actively supporting the supplier (Wagner and Johnson, Pi0@dgg. capabilities are

all related to the capability of good supplier managemeviareover, these scholarg(g. Simpson and Power,
2005;Wagner and Johnson, 2004andfield et al., 2000confirmthat buyer capabilities and the buysupplier
relationship together determine sustainabilitfhe final capability needed is more specific for sustainability, as

the buying company needs to have knowledge relevant sustainability practices in order to transfer ttas
suppliersin development programs (Blome et al., 20Bucky and Durst, 2013

SUSTAINABLE SUPPIHERLUATION

Supplier evaluation provides informagio 2y GKSGKSNJ (KS adzlJL) ASNDRa |+ Oddz €
expectations of the buying company (Handfield, 2000). Based on the evaluation, the buying company can
determine whether the suppliers are capable of meeting current and future business needsn@Rr and

Benton, 2004) and whether the performance of suppliers positively affectstitaegic goalof the buying

company. Moreover, sustainable supplier evaluation enables companies to improve their sustainability
performance by identifying improveemt opportunities which could reduce negative environmental and/or
A20AFf AYLI OGA 2F GKSANI adzllLX ASNR& | OGAGAGASA 0O0D2OJAY
process, a comprehensive sustainability evaluation of suppliers callsnfancaeased number of criteria,

thereby increasing the complexity of the procéBsi and Sarkis, 2010)herefore, also for sustainable supplier

evaluation the company needs to have relevant knowledge of sustainability pracitésgood supplier
managemat practices in place

Although evaluation is an essential process to ensure the performance of suppliers positively affects the

sustainability of the company (Handfield, 200Byahinski and Benton (2004) showed that supplier evaluation
alone is unlikelyto result in performance improvement, unless it is supported by some sort of supplier
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development programEspecially for sustainable procurement, merely evaluating supplier will not result in a
better sustainability performance of the suppliers. As mené&d before, Hollos et al. (2012) identified two
options companies have to increase the sustainability of their suppliers, namely (1) only selecting and accepting
suppliers that meet certain sustainability criteria, or (2) cooperating with existing orsugpliers to achieve

the desired levels of sustainabilitiyn their study on supplier management, Reuter et al. (2010) also identified
that companies often view supplier management as existing of two processes: supplier selection and supplier
development.They found aspects of the evaluation process, such asiteraudits, to be incorporated in the
supplier selection process. In line with these results, Vachon and Klassen (2008) and Hollos et al. (2012) also
stated that sustainable procurement exists of awprocesses, namely supplier selection and supplier
development.As other researchers have also tended to include the process of evaluation into the procurement
processes of selection and development (e.g. Bai and Sarkis, 2010; Modi and Mabert, 200¢;eKralus

2000), this research will only consider sustainable supplier selection and sustainable supplier development as
keysupplier managementrocessesowards achieving corporate sustainability

RISK MANAGEMENT

Several scholars have identified sustainability risks as a motivation for companies to engage in sustainable
procurement activities (e.g. Meehan and Bryde, 2011; Seuring and Miiller, 2008; Cousins et al., 2004).
Examples of such risks are scarcity of ndtueaources, hazards in the natural environment and worker and
public safety (Cousins et al., 2004; Shrivastava, 1998yder to effectively manage the supply risks associated

with sustainability issues, risk management has to be incorporated in theupgment processes (Ageron et

al., 2012; Koplin et al., 2007). Especially the risk of reputational harm drives companies to establish codes of
conducts for suppliers (Reuter et al., 2010) and to integrate risk management in the supplier selection and
evalwation process (Micheli et al., 2009). Proactive engagement in sustainable practices can even lower the risk
of the introduction of new and costly regulations (Porter and van der Linde, 1995). Furthermore, collaborating
with suppliers as a form of suppli®@ S @3St 2 LIYSy i A& SELISOGSR G2 AYLNROS |
provide an efficient risk management tool (Ageron et al., 2012). Additionally, incorporating risk management in
sustainable procurement via the adoption of standards, supplier base reduatidrincreased cooperation can

reduce the complexity and uncertainty related to supply (Beske and Seuring, 2014). However, acting upon the
risks of sustainability issues can also results in more risks. As mentioned previously, Krause et al. (2009) and
Besle and Seuring (2014) mention more risks may be incurred as a company reduces the number of suppliers it
considers because of sustainability objectives. Therefore, it is important that companies pay considerable
attention to risk management, in order to em® their competitive position (Ageron et al., 2012; Foerstl et al.,
2010). By systematically addressing sustainability issues, companies can become aware of and manage new
risks (Shrivastava, 1995). The incorporation of sustainability risks in the proentgrocesses is thus an
important capability needed for sustainable procurement.

3.2 CORPORATE CULTURE

In identifying the capabilities of the buying company that support sustainable procurement, the literature on

drivers and barriers of sustainable prtwement provides valuable insights. One of the key drivers of
sustainable procurement is top management support (Giunipero et al., 2012). Top managers are not only
NBalLlyaroftsS FT2NJ 6KS O2YLIl yeQa I OiGA DA ésoBganyl(Gafer andi NI (S 38
Jennings, 2002). Schneider and Wallenburg (2012) confirm this, as they found top management can positively
AYyTFtdzSyOS &dzalGlF Ayl ofS LINROdIINBYSYy(d GKNRdzZAK Ay (dNRRdzOAY:
compelingrolem&St | yR SyF2NOAYy3a O2NLI2NI GS OdzZf GdzNB Yy R @I f dz8
The corporate culture of a company can thus be seen as an imparégabilitythat can support sustainable

procurement.

In this research, corporate culture emopasses aspects related to how the company woilkee corporate
culture isthus influenced by more than just top management. Employees can also influence the corporate
culture andtherebyli KS O2 YLJ y & Q& & dzirakufityléve (Hdejmasian Ol goi2;
Park and Stoel, 2005 arter and Jennings, 2002). Their personal commitment, beliefs and initiatives can
positively influence the corporate culture, which in turn can support sustainable procurement (Walker et al.,
2008). Additionally,tte corporate history of a company, such as a tradition of working on sustainability issues,
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is likely to support sustainable procurement (Andersen and Skjaeten, 2009). According to Andersen and
SkjoettLarsen (2009), having a historical track of peengaged in sustainability issues, choosing ethically
sound suppliers and having lotgrm relationships with suppliers supports sustainable procurement.

Nevertheless, it must be noted that the corporate culture can also have a negative effect omablai
procurement. One of the key barriers of sustainable procurement that appears frequently in the literature is
related to the costs of sustainability. A corporate focus on costs can be seen as part of the corporate culture
and can negatively influencgustainable procurement (Hoejmose and Adri€inby, 2012). Companies can be
reluctant to invest in sustainabilitglue to the uncertainty of the benefits that might be gained (Hoejmose and
AdrienKirby, 2012), obecause they believe it will add costs amok immediately deliver benefits (Giunipero

et al., 2012 As Curkovic and Sroufe (2007) showed, since many of the benefits of sustainable procurement are
intangible, companies tend to not evaluate these in their cost assessment. As a result, compao&gepe
sustainable procurement as being relatively costly compared to the perceived benefits. If such a corporate
focus on costs is integrated in the corporate culture, this influences the ethical behaviour of the purchasing
managers (e.g. Cambféderro et al., 2008; Zhu et al.,, 2007) and thereby also influences sustainable
procurement. Next to a corporate focus on costs, other aspects of the corporate culture can also hinder
sustainable procurement. Cooper et al. (2000) identified several aspects of therate culture that acted as
barriers for sustainable procurement. Amongst others, 4ieieel managers who are only concerned with their
own personal gain instead of sustainability and a lack of support and enthusiasm for sustaimabditgst
employeeswvere identified as aspects of the corporate culture that hinder sustainable procurement.

CROS&EUNCTIONAL COOPERA|

One other important aspect of the corporate culture that could be identifiean the literature on drivers of

sustainable procuremenis crossfunctional cooperation.According to Fawcett and Magnan (2002: p. 344),

internal crosst dzy Ol A2yt O22LISNI GA2y A& aiGKS ONMHZE 27F &dzLILX @
implementation of any strategy, a corporate sustainability strategy dioly sustainable procurement should

be internally aligned (Schneider and Wallenburg, 2012). This alignment of functional and corporate strategies
requires that managers need to understand both the business strategy and the objectives of the purchasing
depatment. For the purchasing manager to have a clear understanding of the business strategy, he/she must

be either involved in the business strategic management process or informed about the business strategy by a
member of the top management team (Gonzakenito, 2007). This crodgnctional cooperation thus requires

time and effort from both top managers as well as purchasing managers, but it is considered to be of vital
importance for business success (Gonz#lemito, 2007). Indeed, Boks (2006) has aldentified cross

functional cooperation as a key success factor for the integration of sustainability considerations. In fact, a lack

of consensus and clarity from top management on the corporate sustainability strategy is even considered as a
barrier for sustainable procurement (Giunipero et al., 2012). This lack of clear communication of the
sustainability strategy has also been identified by Cooper et al. (2000) and Seuring and Muller (2008) as a
challenge for sustainable procurement. Thus, when impletimg a corporate sustainability strategy and
subsequently sustainable procurement, the different functions within a company have to be aligned. This
FEAIYYSYyd 2F GKS LINRBOdMzNBYSyd adNriS3e gAGK | O2YLI Y
PUNODKF aAy3Q 6/ FNNJFYR tSINEB2YZ Mphpdo ®

&SR 2y GKSANI f AGSNI Gdz2NB NBGAS6> { OKYSARSNI FyR 2| ff
of sustainable sourcing driven by corporate management requires, and consequently results in, an intensified
crossfunctional cooperation and interfa | €t A3y YSy i 2F GKS LIJz2NOKF&Ay-3 RSLI N
Benito (2007), such a crefisnctional cooperation and internal alignment would result in the participation of
purchasing managers in the strategic planning process and strong knowledge sifdtegic objectives on the
part of purchasing professionals. Moreover, other corporate functions could increase the amount of
stakeholders the procurement department considers in their strategic objectives and they could influence what
and how procuremnt is buying (Schneider and Wallenburg, 2012). Krause et al. (2009) confirm this, as they
A0F0S adzlld ASNER FFNB aSt SOGSR FYyR NBGFAYSR 2N StAYAY!l
from across the company. Another form of crdaactional cogeration could be that purchasing managers are
included in the process of new product development (Petala et al., 2010). This way, based on their knowledge
of the existing sustainable supply market, they could influence the components and the layoutoofuep
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It can be concluded that corporate culture is an importaapabilityof the buying company that can either
hinder or support sustainable procurement. For example, if top management promotes sustainability in the
corporate culture, this can supposustainable procurement, but when top magement focusses on costs,
this is also transmitted to the employees and inhibits sustainable procuremadditionally, a corporate
culture in which crosfunctional cooperation is normal, results in better akgl functional and corporate
strategies, which in turn supports sustainable procurement.

3.3 STAKEHOLDER MANAGHEWE

From the literature on drivers and barriers of sustainable procurement, also stakeholder management could be
identified as an important cability needed for the buying compangtakeholder pressure can be seen as a

key driver of sustainable procurement (Hoejmose and Adiehy, 2012), because stakeholdemuld harm

the reputation of a company. Indeed, based on their literature reviewn&icler and Wallenburg (2012: p.243)

a0l 4GSy aSEdGlIyd tAGSNY GdzNB &adGNBaasSa (GKS ISy SN AY L
AYLX SYSyGAy3 adzaldlAylroftS az2dz2NOAy3IEéd ¢l GS SiG £ d 6HAMEH
theory was the most frequently used theoretidehsto study sustainable procurement. Stakeholders can be
RSFTAYSR a abyeée 3ANRBdzZJ 2NJ AYRAGARdAzrt ¢K2 OFy FFFSO0
202S00ABSa¢ 6 CNBSY!I yrtheorypaddressesL.idw thecdiffaring {néekls] o stakdhdtddrs

influence organizational outcomes (Tate et al., 2012). With regard to sustainable procurement and the
corporate sustainability strategy of a company, many stakeholders can be identified. Acdortdiemczyk et

al. (2012), these stakeholders can include consumers, governments, NGOs, shareholders, activists, competitors,
suppliers and even individual managers. However, the two main stakeholder pressures for engaging in
sustainable procurement practs are government legislation and societal pressure (Hoejmose and Adrien

Kirby, 2012; Worthington et al., 2008). Walker et al. (2008) and Bowen et al. (2001) identified that government
regulation and legislation is a major driver for environmental effogts companies have to adjust their internal

processes to comply with legislation. The other key stakeholder pressure comes from society. According to
Walker et al. (2008), the societal pressure includes the increased public awareness of sustainalehty iss
consumer demand for sustainable products and the influence of NGOs. Giunipero et al. (2012) found that
customers, local communities and NGOs encourage companies to consider sustainability impacts in their
decision making. Since consumers eventuallly duy products that meet their demand, they indeed have a

large influence on the success of a company (Roberts, 2003).

Miemczyk et al. (2012) stated that individual companies may experience difficulties with implementing
sustainable procurement if they do not understand the role and influence of stakeholders. Indeed, several
scholars have identified stakeholder managemeasta key success factor of sustainable procurement (e.g.
CrespinMazet and Dontenwill, 2012; Schneider and Wallenburg, 2012; Van Tulder et al., 2009). Of all relevant
stakeholders, especially NGOs have gained an increased importance in literature (Gtezpinand
Dontenwill, 2012). Several scholars have noted an evolution from the coercive influence of NGOs on companies
towards more partnerships and cooperation (e.g. Credparet and Dontenwill, 2012; Perédeman and
Sandilands, 2008). NGOs can helRt8 @St 2 LJ I O2YLJ ye Qa NBa2dzNN&dande LINE O}
Dontenwill, 2012), or help to identify sustainable suppliers (Miemczyk et al., 2012). Including stakeholder
management in sustainable procurement can thus be beneficial for a companit, also induces changes for

the procurement processes (Pagell et al. 2010). Since the achievement of sustainability involves managing
multiple stakeholders simultaneously, all with different ambitions and objectives (Miemczyk et al., 2012),
including sakeholder management increases the complexity of the procurement processes. Ckéepéh and
Dontenwill (2012) stated the purchaser's function might increasingly involve identifying and engaging
stakeholders, which requires time to build trust, to leaorinteract and to increase commitment. Furthermore,
according to Pagell et al. (2010), purchasers have to determine relevant stakeholder weights and prioritise
them accordingly. Although stakeholder management adds complexity to the procurement protess, i
importance has widely been recognised (e.g. Ageron et al., 2012; Gidsget and Dontenwill, 2012;
Schneider and Wallenburg, 2012; Tate et al., 2012; Van Tulder et al., H3p@kially since companies may
experience difficulties with implementing stainable procurement if they do not understand the role and
influence of stakeholders (Miemczyk et al. 2012), tapability of the buying company to properly assess
stakeholder weights, prioritise them accordingly and engage stakeholders in the pughasioess is an
essential capabilitpeeded
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3.4 KNOWHOW AND EXPERTISE

As has already been stated in section 3.1 on supplier management, the buying company needs to have
knowledge on relevant sustainability practices in ordemplement sustainable curement and transfer this

to its suppliergBlome et al., 2014; Sucky and Durst, 201r8)eed, the buying company needs kntnaw and
expertise in the area of sustainability, as Beske et al. (2014) found buying companies often have to provide the
necesary knowledge to their suppliers to make sustainable production possMiereover, the buying
company needs to have knelmow and expertise in the area of sustainability in order to properly assess the
knowledge possessed by its suppliers (Beske et28ll4). This is important for both sustainable supplier
selection and sustainable supplier development, as the buying company needs to understand the situation at
the supplierhA y 2 NRSNJ G2 | Ol dzLl2y AdG® LYRSSRX Y{ing2ampaR@S 27F |
better understand the sustainability impact of their practices (Simpson and Power, 20@&fionally, this
knowledge allows the buying company to select only those suppliers that either meet the criteria or are
expectedto be developablen order to meet the sustainability demands (Reuter et al., 20I8g knowhow

and expertise of the buying company are thus important capabilities needed for realising sustainability.

Andersen and Skjoettarsen (2009) found knowledge enhancing mechagigrbe of great importance in the
SYOSRRAY3I 2F adzaldlAylroAtAGe Ay Fy 2NAFYAAlIGA2Y D ¢KS
enhance and maintain the knowledge of the actors involved in working with CSR in supply chains and thereby
increase theWld I 0 Af AGASa | yR &1q-Ldrsbri 200900.8¢)R &deEtS yicrehsy feirfown2 2 S G
knowledge, buying companies could cooperate with others, for example NGOs (Reuter et al., 2010). Gold et al.
(2010) see this access to knowledge as a majoeritive to build partnerships and cooperate with other

parties. Although increasing their knowledge through cooperation may be res@orcgiming for the buying

company, it is often considered very valuable (Carter and Rogers, 2008). After all, rékevatdge of

sustainability allows the buying company to initiate quick and proper fellpwactions in case of supplier
misconduct (Reuter et a2010) and is needed in order to implement sustainable procurement.

3.5 CONCLUSION

This chapter has discusseedveral capabilities of a buying company which could affect its sustainability and the
buyersupplier relationship, in order to answer tisecondNB & S NOK jdzSaidiA2yyY W2 KAOK Ol |
company, related to the buyesupplier relationshipinfluenced dz& G Ay 6t S LINR OdzNBYSYy i KQod

The first capability that was discussed was that of supplier management. As the complexity of supplier
management will only increase when sustainability issues are incorporated, it is essential that the company has
good supplier management capabilities on beforehand. There seem to be two main options for a buying
company to increase its sustainability, namely sustainable supplier selection or sustainable supplier
development. In terms of capabilities, the buying compaag to be able to deal with the increased complexity

of incorporating sustainability criteria in the supplier selection process, as well as the increased supply risk due
to the reduced supply base and the reduced bargaining power. For sustainable sugéopminent, the

buying company has to be able to motivate the supplier, to transfer knowledge and to guarantee a constant,
open and informal communication and information flow. Here, the besiguplier relationship has been
identified as an important fadiator for the longterm development of supplier capabilitieBurthermore, by
incorporating sustainability risk management in supplier management, companies can become aware of and
manage new risks. Additionally, the integration of risk management inupemeent can result in proactive
Sy3ar3asSySyid Ay adzadlAyloAtAde LINFOGAOSar GKSNBo& A YLIN
the introduction of new and costly regulations.

The second capability identified was the corporate culture. ddrporate culture encompasses aspects related

to how the company works and can thereby also have a large influence on the level of sustainable procurement
that can be reached. For example, if top management promotes sustainability in the corporate dhitsicgn
facilitate sustainable procurement, but when top management focusses on costs, this is also transmitted to the
employees and inhibits sustainable procurement. Additionally, a corporate culture in whichfenzsi®nal
cooperation is normal wiltesult in better aligned functional and corporate strategies, which in turn also
facilitates sustainable procurement.
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The third capability which was discussed was stakeholder manageihédrds been argued that companies
may experience difficulties in imgrhenting sustainable procurement if they do not understand the role and
influence of stakeholders (e.g. Crespitazet and Dontenwikk, 2012; Miemczyk et al., 2012). The capability of
the buying company to properly assess stakeholder weights, prioritise thepordingly and engage
stakeholders in the purchasing process is thus an essential capability for sustainable procuknsdlyt, the
fourth capability was the knodow and expertise of sustainability that is needéd.order to implement
sustainabilityand set sustainability criteria, but also to help suppliers, the company needs to have sufficient
knowledge of sustainability.

It must be noted thatsome capabilitiesmay have a larger influence on thevel of sustainable procurement

that can be reachethan onthe buyersupplier relationshiptself. Yet, they are still of great importancén the

quest for more collaborative relationships to support sustainable procurement, Plane and Green (2012)
showed that challenges lie in terms of access to appabgly skilled employees, or in other words, the
capabilities of the companySo, whereas sustainable procurement requires a supporting bsiygplier
relationship on the one hand, on the other hand the buyer also needs to have these capabilities to achieve
certain level of sustainability.
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As has been mentionegrevioushz | O2 YLJ y&Qa adzadltAylroAtAdae faz2 RSLISy
(e.g. CrespiMazet and Dontenwill, 2012; Schneider and Wallenburg, 2012; Tate et al., 2012; Foerstl et al.,
2010).Therefore, it is important to examine the capabilities bé tsupplier, as they can have an impact on the
sustainability performancdndeed sustainable procurement takes two parties to ensure sustainability (Gadde

and Snehota, 2000}t is important to consider the interests and resources of both the buyer aedstipplier,

as they together determine the sustainability. The previous chapter has already discussed important
capabilities of the buying company which coulfluencesustainable procurement. This chapter will study the

capabilities of the supplier, theby answering thehird NS & S| NOK ljdzSadA2yyY W2 KAOK OI LJ
related to the buyersupplier relationshipinfluencea dza G F Ay 6t S LINR OdzNBYSy (i KQ

In their survey among suppliers, Caniéls et al. (2013) fahatl35 percentof the respondens indicated to

have difficulties with complying to sustainability requiremefiom buying companiesThis chater will first
address theaccess taesources, as thibas been indicated to be one tdfe mainreasons why suppliers have
difficulties with conplying to sustainability requirementg.g. Grekova et al., 2014; Caniéls et al., 2013; Lee and
Klassen, 2008 Subsequently, this chapter will address the kAwow and expertise of the supplier and finally

the influence of the corporate culturen sustaimbility. Compared to thepreviously discussedapabilities of

the buying company, some different capabilities will be addressed for the supplier.is due to the fact that

in the Dutch F&B industry, food processors are increasingly pressured to indhedssustainability, whilst
simultaneously guaranteeing affordable prices for consumers (Grekova et al., 28ibde the buying
companies are thus challenged to act upon sustainability, the initiative for more sustainability is also assumed
to come fromthem. Indeed, Lee (2008) also stated that the recognition of the importance of sustainability by
suppliers comes from supply chain pressure, instead of the societal pressure that challenges the buying
company. As a result, this research investigdteger-supplier relationships and sustainable procurement from

the perspective of the buying company. This implies that other capabilities than those previously discussed for
the buying company are more relevant to stuiiy the supplier For example, athe sustainability initiative is

likely to come from thebuying companiesthey are expected to have access to the resources needed.
However, suppliers often lack the resources needed (Lee, 2008) and therefore, the access to resources is an
important capabity needed for the suppliers, but less relevant for the buying company.

4.1 ACCESS TRESOURCES

LYLINRGAY3TI I O2YLI yeQa &adzaidl Ayl oAt Keiedare HiBaysdimitdfoss toA y @S a i
the investments a company can make. Moreovegrginvestment competes with other opportunities (Gadde

and Snehota, 2000pincelee and Klassen (2008) stated that supplier companies often have limited resources
available to invest in sustainability, this lack of financial resources may pose sidrifiedlenges for ensuring
sustainability.In their study on participation of suppliers in greening supply chains, Caniéls et al. (2013) found
that & dzLJLJ A S NA QuithGsAswaindtbikity ofitéridwas indeed dependent on the availability of human,
technial and financial resources. Grekova et al. (2014) have also recognised a lack of resources and the
availability of a sustainability budget as potential constraints for sustainability. Additionally, suppliers that serve
multiple buyers are unlikely to makauyer specific investments in specific sustainability activities, unless they
have a longerm relationship with the buyer and guaranteed future business opportunities (Caniéls et al.,
2013). Indeed, Klassen and Vachon (2003) also reported the importarfica olose and collaborative
relationship for the supplier to invest resources in sustainability.

In their study, Lee and Klassen (2008) found external resotiocbs a solution dr the lack of financial and

technical resources available. THeynd more direct involvement and support from the buying company could
LINEBARS Iy STFSOGAOS YSIya (2 GNIyaFSNI NBaz2daNOSa |y
resources.However, as Gadde and Snehota (2000) mentioned, in some situatienpdtential relationship

benefits can beexceededby the needed investment of resources. In this case, the buying company is most
tA1Ste y2id gAfttAy3a (2 LINPOARS adzLILI2 NI G2 O2YLISyaldsS 7
the buying company)lee and Klassen (2008) found supporting organisations outside the supply chain to be a

critical resource that suppliers could access and utilise for improvement of their sustainability. This includes for
example NGOs or governments which delisapport and help to develop more cesffective sustainability

Page |21



solutions (Lee and Klassen, 200Bjom their study, it could be concluded that although the availability of
financial and technical resources is necessary to ensure sustainabilitpctesso external resources was
more important in the development of capabilities that ensure sustainability (Lee and Klassen, 2008).

Dubois and Pedersen (2002) also recognise mhgoirtance of external resourcesnd see opportunitiesfor

accessing resourcési 0 KS & dzZLJLJX ASNEQ 20KSNJ NBfFGA2yaKALA® ¢KS& |
one buying company, the resources that can be accessed are a function of all thesbppéer relationships a

supplier has (Dubois and Pedersen, 2002).clafy, as sustainability investments directed towards a single

buying company will also benefibeir other customers, Dubois and Pedersen (2002) argue the supplier can

also gain resources from these customdrs.sum, it can be concluded thatesourcesare essential forthe

sustainability of thesupplier, but that a lack of resources could be overcome when the sugmieaccess to

external resources.

4.2 KNOWHOW AND EXPERTISE

Similar to the capabilities needed for the buying company, the supplier also needs the relevanhé&woand

expertise to be able to reach a certain sustainability levet. Y A $f & SG | ® 6 H /ANeog¥ Lidmn n
group of suppliers might lack tesktal knowhow to comply with sustainability requirements, let alone that

theyl NB | 6tS (2 | OiGA JSfLee afd/KiaksanS2008Y alserécdgnised dufiphersibfie®8ck ¢ ®

the know-how and expertise needed to deal with sustainability issuéor example, they struggle with

integrating new sustainability insights into business processash as product developmerdandwith the use

of analytic tools such as lifecycle assessmeniThe lack of relevant knowledge thus seems to inhibit
sustairability. Indeed, Caniéls et al. (2013) found that relevant knowledge and -kiwowwere positively
NEfFGSR (G2 adzldlX ASNRQ LI NI A OA Libwian@ ekperkisg of dhdzsuppliek afd 6 A £ A 0
thus important capabilities needed for resilig sustainability.

As stated in section 3,4knowledge enhancing mechanisms are considered of great importance in the
embedding of sustainability in an organisation (Andersen and SKieeien, 2009). Andersen and Skjeett
Larsen (20094istinguished bewveen internal and external knowledge enhancement. Internal knowledge
enhancement can be achieved through employee training courses and sharing of experiences, which can for
example increase the knowledge of employees, the awareness of the importancestafnsiility and the
consequences for nenompliance. External knowledge enhancement can be achieved through frequent
communication and dialogue with the buyer and visits from and to buyers, thereby creating a common
understanding of how sustainability shid be dealt with.This external knowledge enhancemdrds also been
recognised by other scholars as important for ensuring sustainability (e.g. Caniéls et al., 2013; Lee and Klassen,
2008 Simpson and Power, 2005; Krause et al., 2000).

According to Leerad Klassen (2008), when suppliers receive support from the buying conipaolying

information sharing, training and consultancy, they obtain explicit knowledge and skills related to
ddzadlFAyloAtAGe@d ¢KAA Syl of SR Ihdeed dzhisiodes shbwd thitdeded A y I 0 A
organisational learning and communication are crucial in enhancing awareness of the benefits of sustainable
activities and in increasing the compliance capabilities of suppliers (Caniéls et al., I2@a8)be conclued

that relevant knowhow and expertise are capabilities a supplier needs to ensure sustainability. Previous
research has provided several ways in which this knowledge can be increased. However, it must be noted that

most require the active involvement ¢iie buying company. It thus seems that whenever a supplier does not

have the required knowow, a buying company is forced to either use some form of sustainable supplier
development or to select a more capable supplier.

4.3 CORPORATE CULTURE

As has been recognised in the previous chapter, the corporate culture of a company can be seen as an
important capability that can either support or hinder sustainability. Similar to the buying company, a
adzLILX ASNBRQ &dzall Ayl daikd onidop mandgenterit ufdor® whether ¢ hatlBhereRsSd IS v
corporate history of working with sustainability issues and the attitude of employ&esulture sensitive to
sustainability issues in combination with a positive attitude of employees will suppstaisability (Caniéls et
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al., 2013) Additionally, Spekman and Carraway (2006) highlight the importantteeafillingness to learn from
others. In the same light, Caniéls et al. (2013) argue the willingness of suppliers to participate in sustainability
initiatives of the buying company should also be taken into account. Although suppliers may lack the resources
to invest in sustainability, they might still be very willing to participate in sustainability initiatives (Caniéls et al.,
2013). This willingnesgo learn and participate is related to a buysupplier relationship where learning is
valued and information is shared openly, thereby creating a sense of harmony and potentially increasing the
capabilities of both parties (Spekman and Carraway, 2086x willingness to learn and participate has been
argued to be a preondition for collaboration and engagement (Spekman and Carraway, 2006), this is very
important in light of sustainability.

However, Gadde and Snehota (2000) showed that sustainabiliiptives of the buying company are not
always feasible, as suppliers may lack the mativation and interest for engaging in the initi@twasls et al.
(2013) confirm this, as they stathat in contrast to manufacturing companies, which sometimeschto fulfil
governmental sustainability requirementsmaller supplier companies are often not forced by legislation to
include sustainability issues in their practices. This could indicate a difference in motivation between the buying
company and the sygier. Moreover, Simpson et al. (2007) found that when buying companies invested in
their relationship with suppliers to increase sustainability, this actually resulted in less sustainability. Due to the
high commitment from the buying company, the supgidelt there was a decreased chance of penalties for
non-compliance.Of course, this would probably only be the case when the supplier lacks motivation and
interest to engage in sustainability issues, but it has to be taken into accéligi. involvementfrom the

buying company camlso increasesupplier motivation(Simpson and Power, 200Rao, 2002; Geffen and
Rothenberg, 2000). Geffen and Rothenberg (2000) found that when the buying company did not get involved in
0KS adzlJLJX A SNR Q I|highériegel af kuStéton and &l of the idtegriation of sustainability.
Similarly, Simpson and Power (2005) statpint approach between the buying company and the supplier to
sustainability goals may be an effective way to ensure sustainabilitgh & joint approach and active
involvement from the buying company can increase the motivation and willingness of a company to engage in
sustainability, thereby creating a corporate culture that can support sustainability. Ovecalh be concluded

that the willingness of the supplier to engage in sustainability can support sustainable procurement, but that
the lack of motivation or interest can also hinder sustainable procureniBmis, similar to theapabilityof the

buying company, the corporate ¢ute is also an importantapabilityof the supplier that has to be taken into
account.

4.4 CONCLUSION

This chapter has discussed several capabilities of the supplier that could influence its sustainability and the
buyersupplier relationship, in order to answer third subNB a8 S NOK ljdzSadA2yyY W2 KA OK
supplier, related to the buyesupph SNJ NBf | GA2YyaKALE Ay Tt dzBs/DKainabldza (1 Ay |
procurement takes two parties to ensure sustainability, it is importaralsm studythe & dzLJLJcapabiltks. Q

The first capability that was identified was the access to resouiiferent from the initiative taking buying
company, the supplier is often the party that has to comfgysustainabilityrequirements As investing in
sustainability requiresesources and suppliers often lack the internal resourcethe access tgextemal)
resourcess an important capability needed for suppliers. Scholars have identified potential external resources
for suppliers, ranging from the buying company to NGOs or other customers of the supplier. Next to the access
of resources, also knoWwow and expertise are important capabilities needed in order to be sustainable. Similar
to the buying company, the supplier also needs relevant khow in order to improve its sustainability. A lack

of knowhow muld be resolved by internal actions like empée training courses, dmy external knowledge
enhancement through communication and supplier development activities from the buying comipiaajly,

the corporate culture has also been identified as an important capability needed for the supplierr Sirttila
0dz2Ay3d O2YLIyes | &adzlX ASNERQ adzadrlrAylroAfAde Aa fA1Sfte
not there is a corporate history of working with sustainability issues and the attitude of employees.
Furthermore, the willingness to lea and participate in sustainability initiatives is also a crucial aspect of the
corporate culture. In total, three capabilities were found to be especially important for the supplierse
capabilities have an influence on the level of sustainable peent that can be reached, but also on the
buyersupplier relationship. Therefore, they are very relevant to take into account when looking at how buyer
supplier relationships can facilitate sustainable procurement.
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As mor sustainability performance of supplieislargelyreflected orto the buying company (Schneider and

Wallenburg, 201p it has the potential toK | N (G KS o6dz22Ay3 O2YLI ye&Qa NBLIzil
Therefore, companies have to manage their suppliearefullyand build good supplier relationship#s

Simpson and Reer (2005:.LJ® cc 0 Of FAYY d{dzldLJ @ NBfF A2y aKALA YIl& LI
GKS adzadlFAylFroAfAde 2 Findaed Sdvertdl schRiR taddiidentifitgt RipoitehdeIdih OS a ¢ ©
supplier relationships for sustainabilifg.g. Beske et al., 201Buffy et al., 2013Schneider and Wallenburg,

2012; Sharfman et al., 20Q9Holt, 2004. Gualandris et al. (2014) even argue that good btsigiplier
relationshipsdo not only facilitate the implementation of sustainability, but also make it more effective.

Therefore, this chapter will study the concept of bugaipplier relationshipsn order to answer thefourth

research question¥2 KA OK I a LISupplicINI2{FI (0Ad2RYSaNK A LJA Ol y Ay Ff dzSy OS adza

First, this chapter will shortly discuss the purchasing portfolio model of Kraljic (1983), as this is often used to
explain the buyessupplier relationship (Pagell et al., 2010; Caniéls and Gelder20&7, Wagner and Johnson,

HannnT DSEtRSNXNIY YR #ly 288tS83 wnnovd bSEG (2 YNIftaA
that explain the buyesupplier relationship based on the type of product purchased (e.g. Bensaou, 1999;
Gelderman and VaiWeele, 2000). Although these models have tried to differentiate themselves from the

portfolio model of Kraljic, several scholars state the fundamental assumption of all portfolio models seems to

be the differences in power and dependency between buyers auppliers (e.g. Caniéls and Gelderman, 2007,

Dubois & Pedersen, 2002).

As power and dependen@re thus consideregery important concepts in the buyeupplier relationshige.g.
Caniéls and Gelderman, 2007; Dubois & Pedersen, 2002; Gelderman awéke¥ln 2000; Kraljic, 1983hese

will bethe first aspects of the buyesupplier relationship that ardiscussedNext, this chapter will address the
aspects of trust and commitment, as these are not only central concepts in the Bupetfier relationsip
(Wagner, 2011), but also considered especially important when companies are looking for improved
sustainability performance (e.g. Canner and Harnireyd, 2007; Pedersen and Andersen, 2006).
Subsequently, this chapter will address the aspects of inftionaexchange and communication, as these are
considered both basic requirements for any bugepplier relationship (Fawcett et al., 2011) as well as
especially important for sustainable procurement (e.g. Beske and Seuring, 2014; Hoejmose aneKikblyien
2012; Paulraj et al., 2008Next, geographical distance in buysupplier relationshipswill be discussed,
becausdt has been argued this canfluenceall other aspect®f the buyersupplier relationshigHoejmose et

al., 2013)Finally, codes of conatt will be discussed, as they are a popular and relatively easy way to make the
supply chain more sustainable (Beske and Seuring, 2014; Hoejmose and-Kidmgn2012; Wu and Pagell,
2011). Since theyescribethe value orientation of the purchasing cowrupy and its expectations from their
suppliers (Hoejmose and Adriéirby , 2012; Amaeshi et al., 2008), they could have an important influence on
the buyersupplier relationship.

podmM Yw! [ WLSING PORTF®LI® MODEL

In general, but also in sustainabfgocurement, not all purchases and buysrpplier relationships can be

handled in the same way (Gelderman and Van Weele, 2003). In fact, companies are found to benefit from
engaging in a variety of relationships with different suppliers (Caniéls and r@elde 2007). In order to

effectively apply procurement strategies and manage relationships, a classification of the types of purchases is
needed. A widely accepted approach to understanding bsygplier relationships and procurement

strategies is Kraligd o mdy o0 LJzNOKI daAy3d LER2NIF2fA2 Y2RSt ot 3S¢t¢
Wagner and Johnson, 2004; Gelderman and Van Weele, 2003). According to Kraljic (1983), when the
purchasing department allocates its limited resources in line with bitfgdio model, purchasing performance

will increase.

Kraljic's portfolio model classifies supply items on the basis of profit impact and supply risk (Gelderman and

Van Weele, 2003). The profit impact of an item has been defined in terms of volume purchased, percentage of
total purchase costs or impact on ghact quality or business growth. Supply risk is related to the availability of
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an item, the number of suppliers, competitive demand, storage risks and substitution possibilities (Kraljic,
1983). Based on these classifications, four categories of purcli@sesl exist, as can be seenTiable4.

Table4: Kraljic purchasing portfolio model (adapted from Kraljic, 1983, p.111)

Leverage items Strategic items

Exploitation of purchasing power Diversify, balance, or exploit
Noncritical items Bottleneck items

Efficient processing Volumeassurance

According to Kraljic (1983), each category requires a distinctive approach, whose complexity should be in
proportion to the strategic implications. This means that decisions on strategic items may for example require a

large range of analyticethniques, whereas for decisions on raitical items a simple market analysis can
4dzZFFAOS® /IFyAsta yYyR DStRSN¥YIY o6nHnnto aidlidsS GKIFIG GKS
strategic items. Strategic items are of considerable valuthéobuying company, because of their high impact

on profit and high related risk. Kraljic (1983) termed them scarce and/or high valued materials, which should be
purchased from one supplier (Pagell et al., 2010). In order to reduce the high supplymgiantes should aim

for close partnership relationships with its suppliers, thereby creating mutual trust and commitment and
reducing the supply risk (Pagell et al., 2010; Caniéls and Gelderman, 2007; Kempeners and Van Weele, 1997).

Bottleneck items alsdiave a high supply risk, but this is mainly related to the dominant power position
suppliers have for these products (Kraljic, 1983). Caniéls and Gelderman (2007) stated that buyers and
suppliers are not highly involved in the relationship in this categdtyis is due to the fact that the buying
company is mainly concerned with contingency planning and volume assurance, if necessary even at additional
costs (Caniéls and Gelderman, 2007). Indeed, relationships are not used here to safeguard againstithe supp
risk. Pagell et al. (2010) also confirm risk reduction for bottleneck items is mainly achieved through keeping
safety stocks from alternative sources, instead of maintaining close relationships.

Whereas bottleneck items are characterised by supplier power, leverage items are buyer dominated
(Kempeners and Van Weele, 1997). The supply risk is minimal, but these items do represent a large share of the
SYR LINPRdzOG Q& O2ai ¢oN@nd Sre chatddlerise®l byQte largepamountdf sipfliérS tNat

can deliver them. Since suppliers and products are thus substitutable, there is no need feerfongupply
contracts (Caniéls and Gelderman, 2007). In fact, buyers usually even exploitptirehasing power
(Gelderman and Van Weele, 2003), because small percentages of cost savings can have a large impact on
profit. The final category of nearitical items is also characterised by the existence of many alternative
suppliers (Kraljic, 1983\ oreover, noncritical items only have a small value per unit and the handling of these
items happens on a routine basis (Caniéls and Gelderman, 2007). For this category too, relationships are
normally not very close and the buying company often uses sirophtracts for doing business (Kempeners

and Van Weele, 1997).

According to the model of Kraljid983), it thus seems that it investing in close relationship is only really
needed for strategic itemddowever, in light of the increasing importance of sustainability, it is important to
41 AF YR K2¢ &adzadGrlAylroAtAdGe FFSOGa GKS OFGSI2NRAL (
or demand patterns can alter the category an item lmgle to (Kraljic, 1983). As a consequence of the
sustainability issues companies face these days, changes of strategies and tactics may be needed. The risk of an
effect on one or more elements of the triple bottom line has to be taken into account. Forpeaan item

can graduate from nowritical to strategic due to increasing scarcity of natural resources. A recent study by
Pagell et al. (2010) showed that a number of leading companies in sustainable supply chain management were
not making purchasing desions based on the traditional model of Kraljic anymore. Instead, they treated
suppliers of leverage items as if they were strategic suppliers, developing types ofdupgtier relationships
associated with strategic items (Pagell et al., 2010). Moexifipally, the buying companies paid premium

prices, offered londerm contracts and provided access to supplier development resources. Most companies

did so out of a concern for suppbase continuity. According to Pagell et al. (2010), supply basencitytis

aimed at ensuring that all suppliers do not only stay in business, but also that they thrive, reinvest, innovate
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and grow. For these companies, supply base continuity was seen as an important aspect in ensuring sustainable
supply chain managemenBased on the findings of Pagell et al. (2010), it can be seen that companies who are
concerned about sustainability invest more dfoser buyersupplier relationship, in contrast to what the
traditional model of Kraljic (1983) recommends. line with the results of the study of Pagell et al. (2010),
Krause et al. (2009) also highlight the need for closer relationships for sustainability.

Although the portfolio model of Kraljic (1983) can be an effective model to categorise purchasedaitdms
explain bwyer-supplier relationshipsit seems it does not represent real world praci@ymore these days.

With the increasing importance of sustainability, Pagell et al. (2010) showed companies no longer make
decisions based on the traditional model of Kraljie§3) CrespinMazet and Dontenwill (2012) also state that
traditional supplier portfolio models often prove difficult to apply in the pursuit of sustainability, as they are
not suitable to incorporate the uncertainties related to sustainability and unédlaccount for confidentiality
issues related to the sharing of sensitive sustainability related information. Since the portfolio model of Kraljic
(1983) does not seem to account for the incorporation of sustainability in companies very well, this hesearc
will not try to measure the categorisations made in this model. Instead, important characterising aspects of the
buyersupplier relationship will be further examined to understand how busy@pplier relationships should be
designed to facilitate sustaibide procurement.

5.2 POWERAND DEPENDENCY

Emerson(1962 defined power as the ability of an actor to influence another to aca manner that they

would not have otherwiseHe viewed power as an issue of dependgrayhe statedd 1 KS L2 6 SNJ 2 F | 2
Sldzl f G222 FYyR o0l &SR dzLJ2 y(Emersdk,396% 33)I8ofdRdthy O Emessdn (1962)dzL12 y !
companies should create conditions in which dependency on others is reduced, whilst increasing the
dependency of others orthe company.Hoejmose et al. (2013) divided poweependency along two

dimensions: (1) power imbalance or asymmetric interdependence; and (2) joint interdepend&itbepower

imbalance, the more powerful actor is able to influence the other, whereas ittt interdependence the

actors are depenent upon each other (Hoejmose et al., 201Both dimensions are important when

considering sustainabilityndeed, ecent studies have suggested that power and dependency are very relevant

aspects to consider whmeimplementing sustainability (e.g. Touboulic et al., 2014; Hoejmose et al., 2013,
Andersen and Skjoettarsen, 2009 edersen and Andersen, 2006)

POWERASYMMETRY

With power asymmetry, one party has power advantages over the other. In the {supglier relationship,

both the buyer and the supplier can have the upper handcase the supplier has power advantages over the
buyer, the buying company is dependent on the suppllar.this situation of supplier power, the buying
O2YLIl ye Q& | o Msdstaidability (piacticBsy/aF theNdDiplier is very limited (Awaysheh and Klassen,
2010). When the buying company is completely dependent upon the supplier, the use of sanctions or the
threat of leaving as ways to enforce sustainability become irrelevante{Bed and Andersen, 2006).

On the contrary, elative buyer power can create considerable benefits for the buying comparthe case of

buyer power,the buying company can impose a range of sustainability requirements on their suppliers
(Hoejmose etl., 2013). These suppliers will often adhere to the requirements, as failure to comply or respond

G2 GKS o0dz2Ay3 02 Ypbdsihfyexaddethed fvomydding Buginzés RPerry and Towers, 2009).

Moreover, it has even been argued that buyer powan tvave a multiplier effect (Hoejmose et al., 2013), in a

way that the influence of buyers on suppliers can force-suppliers to actsustainable too(Preuss, 2001).

According toAndersen and Skjoettarsen (2009) and Pedersen and Andersen (200&yer power is a

requirement for supplier compliance to sustainability criteriadeed, other scholars have also argued that
NBflFGADBS 0dz2SNJ LI2SSN) SyKIFyOSa GKS O2YLIyeQa loAfAde
Awaysheh and Klassen, 2Q18owever, there is also a considerable amount of scholars that has suggested the
opposite (e.g. Caniéls and Gelderman, 2007; Maloni and Benton, Xa0far et al., 1995Heide, 1994)

According to Kumar et al. (1995) and Heide (1994), power asymmetryreare ¢ess stable and less trusting
relationships.Moreover, Anderson and Weitz (1988.312a Gl ¢S GKF G aAYol f I yOSR OKI y:
OKI NI OGSNRT SR o0& f8aa O22LI8NIGA2y FyR 3INBFEGSNI O2yFf 7
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relationship in the long term coultde threatened by the exploitation ofbuyer power(Anderson and Weits,
1989; Kumar et al., 1995 hese argumentgagainst the benefits of buyer powaan also be related to the
results of the study of Pagell et al. (201@hich was peviously mentioned in section.k Here, powerful
buyers were not exploiting their power the way they should according toptintfolio model of Kraljic (1983),

but developed buyesupplier relationships associated with strategic itenThe buyng companies paid
premium prices, offered lonterm contracts and provided access to supplier development resources in order
to ensure sustainable supply chain management (Pagell et al., 20h®).shows that asymmetric power
relationships do not autométally involve misuse of power (Caniéls and Gelderman, 2007). Similar to the
results of Pagell et al. (2010Krause et al. (2009) alsdentified the needfor closer relationships to ensure
sustainability. Krause et al. (2009) and Pagell et al. (201@) @lsp argue that power asymmetry does not
foster sustainabilitylnstead, these scholaseem to advocate for more equal relationshipsorder tosupport
sustainable procurement

JOINT DEPENDENCY

In jointly dependent relationships, the buyer and suppliely on each other (Hoejmose et al., 2013). Whereas

powerful companies often resist entering in lotegm collaborative relationships due to the loss of power and

increase of dependency (Touboulic et al., 2014), joint dependence is likstyntolate the use of longerm

contracts (Kumar et al., 1995\ ccording to Hoejmose et al. (2013) and Boyd et al. (2007) joint dependency

shows many similarities with the conditions under which sustainability is likely to be successfully implemented.

For example, joit dependency is stated to foster partnerships (Mentzer et al., 2006)aborative and

integrated relationships (Spekman et al., 1998) and greater levels of joint action, trust and commitment (Lund
Thomsen and Nadvi, 201®urthermore, joint dependencig likely to result ira mutual understanding of the

importance of sustainabty. As Hoejmose et al. (201BJ®dHy n0 Af f dzad NI 6SY AT G(KS 0 dz
are boycotted or subjected to stakeholder scrutiny, this will have an immediate andicigifmpact on the

addzLJLX ASNDa FOGAGAGASE (226 Ly 20KSNJ g2NRAX o0l R adzad
parties in the case of joint dependencin sum, joint dependency can be seen as a stimulating factor for
sustainability asit stimulates both the buyer and the supplier nautually increase their sustainability.

5.3 TRUSTAND COMMITMENT

Next to theconceptsof power and dependency, commitment and trust are also central concepts in the-buyer
supplier relationship (Wagner, 2011Gommitment and trust are especially important when companies are
looking for improved sustainability performance, as this will emge the established relationships and
potentially result inthe forming ofnew relationships (Canner and Hanmdoyd, 2007)Trust has been defined

in a number of ways, but all definitions seem to involve a willingness to be vulnerable, which is babked on
positive expectations of another's actions or intentions (Spekman and Carraway, RR@fjnanet al. (1993:
LJby H0O RSFAYSR GNHzaG Fa ablb gAftAy3adySaa G2 NBtfise 2y |y
commonly understood that for trust texist, there must also be risk, because if the outcome is predictable or
there is no uncertainty, there is no need for trust (e.g. Canner and Hahtogd, 2007; Spekman and
Carraway, 2006; Kwon and Suh, 2005; Morgan and Hunt, 1994). As there is alweginadependency and a
risk of opportunisic behaviourin any buyersupplier relationship (Spekman and Carraway, 2006), trust is an
important concept also in light of sustainable procurement

Trust is developed over the course of the bugapplier relationship and could lead to increased levels of
commitment Wagner 2011;Powers and Reagan, 2007; Ryssel et al., 2004; Morgan and Hunt, 1994).
Commitment has beendfined by Morgan and Hunt (1998JdH o0 | & a&aly SEOKIy3IS LI NIy
ongoingrelationship with another is so important as to warrant maximum efforts at maintaining it; that is, the
O2YYAGGUSR LI NIeé o0StAS@®Sa GKS NBfFiA2yaKALI Aa g2NIK
According to Kwon and Suh (2005), this enduriognmitment is a basic requirement for successful supply

chain initiatives.Indeed, several scholars have identified the need loth trust and commitment for

sustainability initiatives (e.g. Beske and Seuring, 2014; Gold et al., 2010; Canner and -Hayanez007

Emberson and Storey, 2006; Simpson and Power, 2005).
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Trust can be considered the outcome of letlegm close interaction between a buyer and a supplier (Gold et
al., 2010), and is determined by the experience of repeated encounters and thesadisfwith the outcomes
(Canner and Hanmdrloyd, 2007)In turn, trust is stated to facilitatecooperation,interaction, commitment

and a common visiorfor the future (Gold et al.,, 2010; Canner and Harvbleryd, 2007; Spekman and
Carraway, 2006). This &specially important in efforts to increase the sustainability of a compardeed,
Sharfman et al. (2009) showed that companies that value trust and commitment are more likely to engage in
sustainable practicesnstead of power, which serves as a magism for achieving compliance, trust provides

a basis for achieving collaboration (Simpson and Power, 2005). Trust and commitment thus seem to enable a
collaborative approachowards sustainability, which is viewed as key to achieving sustainabilityrperfce

by some scholars (e.g. Beske and Seuring, 2014; Sarkis et al;, @axtdr and Jennings, 2002Such a
collaborative approachtowards sustainabilityrequires the exchange of information and knowledge and a
certain willingness to take risks (KwondaBuh, 2005). As open communication nurtures the expectation that a
partner is supportive (Ploetner and Ehret, 2006), this supports both trust and collaboration. In fact, with time
and trust both the quantity and the quality of the shared information amdwledge will grow (Miemczyk et

al.,, 2012, because the partners are not afraid to share all information (Kwon and Suh, 2005). Additionally,
when trust and commitment are present in a relationship, employees involved in supplier development
activities willbe more open to knowledge sharing with the supplier (Wagner, 2011).

Trust and commitment are thus key for a collaborative approach towards sustainability, because they
encourage buyers and suppliers to work at their relationship through furtoeperation, they decrease the

risk of opportunistic behaviour and they permit longer term and higher risk options (Emberson and Storey,
2006; Morgan and Hunt, 1994). Finally, trust and commitment can also decrease resources needed for
monitoring suppliers as the buyer can use experiences from past transactions with suppliers to target the
monitoring of suppliers (Pedersen and Andersen, 2006). In other words, it will be a waste of resources to fully
monitor suppliers which the buying company trusts andtthave been proactive in the implementation of
sustainability in the pastAdditionally, a lower level of monitoring can increase the level of tamst the level

of sustainability because high levels of monitoring can signal distrust on the part ofthv@toring party and

could even result in noncompliance by suppliers (Murry and Heide, 1998).

5.4 INFORMATION EXCHANAND COMMUNICATION

Communication difficulties are a major cause of collaboration failures (Peng et al., 2012), as they could cause
confiicts and misunderstandings between buyers and suppliers (Paulraj et al., 2008). bask gequirement

for a buyersupplier relationship and actually any form of collaboration is information exchange (Fawcett et al.,
2011). Information sharing is seerm an enabler of collaborative relationships and the key to sucttmsdfield

et al., 2006;Simpson and Power, 2005; Holt, 2004), and is often also required for passing sustainability
requirements to suppliers (Beske and Seuring, 20hdleed, as aspectsf sustainability criteria can be difficult

to check at suppliers, Krause et al. (2009) call for more transparency and higher levels of communication
between buyers and suppliers to ensure sustainabiBgth scholars who advocate for trust and collabaat

and those who advocate fdhe use of power agree that sustainabilityquires information sharing (Simpson

and Power, 2005)Although information technology provides opportunities for enhancedhmunication and
collaboration (Makkonen and Vuori, 201d0d managers often see information sharing as a technology issue,
this is a misperceptiomaccording to Fawcett et al. (2007). As stated by Fawcett et al. (2007), the information
sharing capability of a company exists of two dimensions, namely the cowiteetnd the willingness to share
information. Connectivity creates the capability to share information. This is often realised through the use of
information technology, as this enabledrae flow of information among companies (Spekman and Carraway,
2006). However, as Fawcett et @ v nnt 0 adkr SR | O2YLIl yeQa gAtftAy3aySa
determines the extent of information sharing that takes place. Since many individuals are reluctant to share
information that they perceive may place theiompanies at a competitive disadvantage (Fawcett et al., 2007),
effective and efficient communication is then impossible. Kim et al. (2010) also found that a cooperative
relationship is difficult to reach when a company is concerned that a partner magriopyistically use the
acquired information.

Higher levels of connectivity and information exchange have several benefits. For example, information
technology connections facilitate quick information sharibgt also allow for the monitoring of customer
behaviour and rapid responses to changes (Fawcett et al., 2011). When these information technologies are
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combined with a willingness to share information, the amount, quality and timeliness of information that is
shared will increase, trust can be estahkd and collaboration will be promoted (Fawcett et al., 2007).
According to Paulraj et al. (2008pllaborating companies that exchange relevant information in a timely and
accurate manner and share critical and sensitive information are more successiutollaborating companies

that do not display this kind of communication. However, as stated previously, the willingness to share
information is also a critical aspect of information exche, becauséaving an enabling technology does not
ensure that he right information is shared across companies (Spekman and Carraway, 2&@6gtt et al.
(2011) state the willingness to share information is influenced by the corporate culture of the company. Not
only does this influence information sharing acrossnpanies, it also influences the sharing of information
between internal functions (Fawcett et al.,, 2007). Thus, a company should promote bothfummosenal
cooperation as well as interganisational teams to increase the willingness to share informatnd
subsequently the amount of information shared (Wagner and Buko, 2005). It must be noted that each company
can have a different willingness to share information. Thus, both companies in the-fuyglier relationship
should have a high degree of withness to ensure communication (Fawcett et al., 20Bdithermore, Fawcett

et al. (2007) found that willingness to share required trusting relationships, which was best achieved by
having faceo-face contacevery once in a while instead of relying solely on information technologies.

In light of sustainable procurement, proactive information sharing and communication are especially
important. However, it must be noted that especially with sustainability, albtcompanies may be willing to

share all information, as this may be sensitive informatida.stated previously, information shariigyoften

required for passing sustainability requirements to suppliers (Beske and Seuring,Bi#iet al., 2007 and

can also be used for promoting sustainability compliance amongst suppfieegnjose and AdrieKirby, 2012;

tSy3d Si It®dX HAMHOD a2NB2@SNE tldzZ N2 SiG ftd onnnyyY
fostering and maintaining valsenharcing inter2 NBA I yAT F GA 2y} € NEfFiA2YAaKALIAE @
communication as a relational competency, which fosters Hotrgranizational learning and is crucial for
competitive success. Indeed, companies can learn from each other by sharing itéorraad knowledge

(Powell et al., 1996). For example, sustainable supplier development involves the transfer of knowledge and
requires a constant, open and informal communication and information flow (Wagner and Johnson, 2004;
Krause and Ellram, 1997).@munication and information exchange can thus improve the ability of a company

to coordinate valueadding activities such as increasing the sustainability of a suppliers (Fawcett et al., 2011).
Additionally, it can create a better understanding of compsues such as sustainability (Paulraj et al., 2008).

Finally, open and collaborative communication positively influences trust, thereby creating stronger
relationships (Fawcett et al., 2011; Paulraj et al., 2008; Powell et al., 1996).

5.5 GEOGRAPHICALSDANCE

The previously discussed aspects of the btgrgrplier relationship can be influenced byhe geographical
distance between a buyer and supplier (Hoejmose et al., 20E8) example,ti has been argued that
geographical distance influences the buye®@ | 6 Af AGe (2 Ay Tt dzSyOSEga8 LINI O
Hultman, 2011; Wisner and Tan, 2000). Therefore, geographical distance could pose challenges for
sustainability practices in the supply chain. Indefehaysheh and Klassen (20X)ggest that geographical
distance is negatively related to the sustainability practices of the suppliers, as control and information flows
from the buyerdecrease as geographical distance increases between the buyer and suppligrermore,

they arguethat with increased geographical distanamuntry and organisationatultural differences could
become an issufAgeron et al., 2012). Since sustainability issues are highly contextual and culturally dependent
(Hoejmose and AdrieKirby, 2012), their intgretation differs throughout the world. Moreover, each region in

the world faces their ownegulations andsustainability challenges due to different environmental and social
circumstances (Giunipero et al., 20X2ruezabala and Rico, 2Q1Especially fomultinational companies, this
creates difficulties for sustainable procuremeiithese potential differences in expectations, regulations and

the understanding of sustainability can negatively influence the bsyeplier relationship if buyers and
suppliers do not understand each other (Awaysheh and Klassen, 2010).

Additionally,Hoejmose et al. (2013) argue that as the distance between buyers and suppliers increases, the
importance of power asymmetries or joint dependency will decreadthough power ad dependency are
important aspects of the buyesupplier relationship in light of sustainability, they do not guarantee sustainable
behaviour of the supplierd-or example,n the case of buyer power, buyers can try to force suppliers to act
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sustainable lp threatening to terminate the relationship (Hoejmose et al., 2013). However, geographical
RA&GIYyOS YI{Sa AG RAFFAOMzZ G F2NJ 0dz28SNE (2 OKSO{ 4&dz
opportunistic behaviour when they have a power advantaBekkan and Buvik (2003) evemgue that

opportunistic behaviour of suppliers and difficulties in checking supplier behaviour are likely to multiply as the
geographical distance increasdaurthermore, it has been argued that geographical distance compfictite

development of collaborative buyesupplier relationshipgHomburg et al., 2002). This could be for example

due to difficulties in communication, incomplete flows of information or difficulties in establishing trust
(Awaysheh and Klassen, 2018pejmose et al., 2013; Homburg et al., 20025 these factors have been

suggested to be important for the incorporation of sustainability (e.g. Carter and Jennings, 2002), geographical
distance can be seen as havingemativeeffect on sustainable procuremén

However, geographical distance does not have to be a problem for sustainable procuremefia £91)

showed joint dependency is a strong predictor of successful ebmsder alliancesAs mentioned previously,

joint dependency creates a mutual commitment to the relationship. As a result, it is also related to trust and

mutual action (Lunefhomsen and Nadvi, 2010), something which can overcome the problems associated with
geographical gtance. For example, joint dependernayd trustcould lead to enhanced communication or the

decrease o da dzLJLJ A SNDa GSYLIWiFdA2y G2 0SKI @S ClesedrémtohisdinsA & G A O |
where pint dependencyand trust are presentthus seem increasingly important especially when the

geographical distance between a buyer and supplier increases.

5.6 CODES OF CONDUCT

The finalimportant aspeciof buyersupplier relationshipsvith regard to sustainable procurement is the use of
codes of condat. Codes of conduct are used to ensure suppliers behave according to the corporate
sustainability strategy (Wu and Pagell, 2011). According to the literature review of Hoejmose andkidnen
(2012), codes of conduct are by far the most common way gflédmenting, ensuring and extending
sustainability practices. Indeed, Beske and Seuring (2014) also found codes of conduct to be used very often in
their literature review. According to them (Beske and Seuring, 2014), codes of conduct are a relativelgyeasy

to make the supply chain more sustainable, because they state in clear terms the value orientation of the
purchasing company and its expectations from the suppliers (Hoejmose and Adirsn, 2012; Amaeshi et

al., 2008). Beyond written rules, code$ conduct can also provide guidance to employees, enhance a
O2YLJ y&dQa NBLWzilGA2yE SyO2dz2Ny 3S |yR adzLlL2 NI SGKAOLK €
standards across the organisation (Hoejmose and Aefielny, 2012; Preuss, 2009). Therefore, s@uleolars

view them as a source of competitive advantage (e.g. Preuss, 2009; Pedersen and Andersen, 2006). Moreover,
Beske and Seuring (2014) have also identified codes of conduct as a relatively simple way to solve sustainability
risk-related issues, becae they provide guidelines on how to deal with sustainability issues.

Codes of conduct can be initiated by the buying company alone, in collaboration with other companies or even
with stakeholders such as NGOs (Amaeshi et al.,, 2008). For example, NG@® ¢avolved in the
establishment of a code of conduct for their knowledge and input for the content of the codes, but also for
building consensus and legitimacy with a wider set of stakeholders (Preuss, 2009). According to Amaeshi et al.
(2008), codes afonduct are usually included as an agreement at the point of engagement with new suppliers,
or mapped out in consultation with current suppliers. Although agreements can be made between buyers and
suppliers, a code of conduct usually has a voluntary maftfoejmose and AdrieKirby, 2012; Preuss, 2009;
Amaeshi et al., 2008). This is seen as a major downside and as one of the key reasons why codes of conduct can
fail (Hoejmose and AdrieKirby, 2012; Preuss, 2009; Pedersen and Andersen, 2006). Accordregie¢csen

and Andersen (2006), the main problem with implementing codes of conduct iomopliance. They argue

this is due to a lack of commitment from both buyers and suppliers, wtoditd findits origin in the dispersed
geographical and cultural leleeof a supply chain (Pedersen and Andersen, 2006). Preuss (2009) also recognises
the issue of norcompliance and relates it to the point that many codes do not have enforcement mechanisms

or penalties. This lack of efficient monitoring systems is alsn ase key reason why codes of conduct can fail
(Pedersen and Andersen, 2006), because companies do not systematically monitor their written requirements
(Hoejmose and AdrieKirby , 2012). Contrary, Boyd et al. (2007) stated high levels of monitoringeate a

feeling of distrust for the supplier, which can result in opportunistic behaviour by the supplier, including non
compliance and noiproductive or even harmful activities. It thus seems there is not one clear level of
monitoring activities that raglts in compliance by suppliers.
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Several scholars have studied how codes of conduct can be implemented successfully and effectively (e.g. Van
Tulder et al., 2009; Pedersen and Andersen, 2006). Pedersen and Andersen (2006) belieompl@nce
issues care resolved by appropriate incentives and penalties. Van Tulder et al. (2009) also acknowledge the
role of rewards for compdince and penalties for failure womply. Furthermore, it is argued that the likelihood

of compliance by a supplier can be incred$lerough trust and goal congruence between buyers and suppliers,
reputation effects, direct sanctions and thigdrty interventions from for example NGOs (Pedersen and
Andersen, 2006). Especialhe previously discussdalyer-supplier relationshigspecsin this chapterof trust,
communication and collaboration are deemed to be very effective to ensure compliance (Hoejmose and
AdrienKirby, 2012; Preuss, 2009; Kwon and Suh, 2a0hJs, it can be concluded that the implementation of a
code of conduct dog not only influence the relationship between the buyer and supplier, it also seems to
require a supporting buyesupplier relationship itself (Hoejmose and Adri€imby, 2012; Lim and Phillips,
2008).

5.7 CONCLUSION

This chapter has discussed several aspects of a muglier relationship which coulohfluence sustainable
procurement in order to answer théourth NS & S NOK 1j dzSa (i A 2 y Y -supplidt feldiknsHipa LIS O G &
can influence sustainable procureméh ® . F ASR 2y (GKS AYLRNIFYyOS 2F L3R gSNJ
model of Kraljic (1983), these aspects were discussed first. Indeed, several scholarecatgtisedthe

importance of considering power and dependency when studying sustainability. eAfhhesome scholars
advocated the use of power to force suppliers to act sustainable, others stated the use of power could threaten

the continuity and productivity of a relationship. They advocated for more equal relationships in order to
support sustainablgprocurement. In the same light, joint dependency was seen as a stimulating factor for
sustainability. It has been stated to foster partnerships, integrated and collaborative relationships and greater
levels of joint action, trust and commitment, all of igsh have also been addressed as conditions under which
sustainability is likely to be successfully implemented.

Two other central concepts in the buysupplier relationship literature are trust and commitment. Both trust

and commitment have also beestated to be important for realising an improved sustainability performance.

Trust and commitment seem to enable a collaborative approach towards sustainability, decrease the risk of
opportunistic behaviour and decrease the need for monitoring suppliefgerd/power serves as a mechanism

for achieving compliance, trust and commitment provide a basis for collaboration. Although many scholars
advocate the use of collaborative relationships to ensure sustainability, Simpson et al. (2007) found
contradictory results. They state higher relationship investments by the buying company result in less
sustainability RdzS (2 adzLJLJX A SNBQ LISNOSLII A2y -confpliafice i§ HeSreased.1 St A K 2
This illustrates that even though trust and commitment seenportant enables of sustainability, they do
deservespecialattention.

Another important aspect of the buyesupplier relationship that could influence sustainable procurement is
communication. Information exchange is seen as a basic requirementjobayersupplier relationship and

can even be seen as the key to successful collaboration. An important notion found is that communication and
information exchange not only depend on the capability and technology to share information, but are
especially dpendent on the willingness of a company to share informatidhe willingness to share
information could be influenced by the corporate culture and the degree and existence offorms®nal
cooperation and inteiorganisational teams. The importance ioformation exchange and communication in

light of sustainable procurement has been recognised, as it improves the ability of a company to coordinate
valueadding activities such asdreasing the sustainability afuppliers,creatinga better understanding of
complex issues such as sustainabifidgteringinter-organisational learning and positively influémgtrust.

Furthermore it has been recognised that all these aspects of the bayeplier relationship can beegatively
influenced by the geographical distance between a buyer and supplers, geographical distance could pose
challenges for sustainable procurement. However, some scholars stated joint dependency, trust and mutual
action and commitment to the relationship aldl overcome the issues related to geographical distance.
Nevertheless, as it influences sustainable procurement, it is an important aspect of the-duppmier
relationship and should be taken into accoumihe final aspect of a buysupplier relationsip that is taken

into account is the presence of a code of conduct. Codes of conduct provide clear guidelines for suppliers on
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encourage and support kical behaviour of employees and they maintain coherent standards across the
organisation. Codes of conduct have been argued to be a relatively easy way to solve sustainability issues,
because of the guidelines they providecan be concluded that codeg conduct influence the buyesupplier
relationship and are thereforeelevant to take into account.

All the previously discussed aspects of bugepplier relationships have their own influence on sustainable
procurement. It can be concluded that the joety of scholars seems to advocate for a close relationship,
characterised by commitment, trust and cooperation. Codes of conduct have been argued to be a relatively
easy way to ensure sustainability ankere are also reasons to believe in the use ofwvpo to ensure
sustainable procurementAs scholars have showed that in order to ensure compliaats a supporting
buyersupplier relationship is neededt, seems closer relationships are indeed favourable and facilitative of
sustainable procurement.
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In this chapter, the theoretical framework is presented. The theoretical framework is a schematic
representation of the previously discussed concepts from literature. First, the maturity levels of sustainable
procurementwill be briefly discussed, followed by the capabilities of the buyer and the supplier. Finally, the
features of the buyessupplier relationship that can facilitate sustainable procurement will be addressed. In the

end, the theoretical framework is presemend the research propositions are formulated.

6.1 MATURITY LEVEDBE SUSTAINABLE PREEMENT

This research studies how buysupplier relationshipsand buyer and supplier capabilitiesan facilitate
sustainable procurement. Therefore, it is importantitientify sustainable procuremenperformancein terms
of certain maturity levelsThis way it can be assessghat kind of relationshi@nd capabilities areeeded for
a certain sustainable procuremeiperformance In Ghapter 2, four sustainability matuyi levels have been
chosen to assess sustainable procurement performance:

1. Beginning level,

2. Improvinglevel;

3. Succeedingevel; and

4. Leadindevel.

6.2 CAPABILITIES DIHE BUYER AND THEPBUIER

As the capabilities of both the buyer and the supplier influence the way the companies work and what they are
capable of, these are important to take into account when looking at how bsypplier relationships can
facilitate sustainable procurement. IGhapter 3, first the capabilities of the buying company were discussed.
The first capability that was identified was supplier management. Due to the impact suppliers can have on the
sustainability performance of a company (Ageron et al., 2012), supplieagesment is a crucial issue for a
company aiming to maintain a strategically competitive position (Govindan et al., 2BUB¥over, the
incorporation of sustainability criteria increases the complexity of the purchasing praedssupplier
management(Hardfield et al., 2002) It thus seemsessential for a buying company to have good supplier
management in place before starting to incorporate sustainability. Next to supplier management, the
corporate culture of the company was identified as an importantatsiity. In this research, corporate culture
encompasses aspects related to how the company works. If there is a corporate focus on costs, the corporate
culture could hinder sustainable procurement, but if top management support, a corporate history kihgor

on sustainability issues and dedicated employees are present, the corporate culture can support sustainable
procurement (Caniéls et al., 2013). Additionally, if the corporate culture supports-tnessonal cooperation,

the functional and corporatestrategies are better aligned, which is of vital importance for business success
(GonzaleBenito, 2007; Boks, 2006). Furthermore, stakeholder management was identified as an important
capability for the buying company. Companies may experience diffisultigh implementing sustainable
procurement if they do not understand the role and influence of stakeholders (Crd4qpiet and Dontenwill,

2012; Miemczyk et al., 2012; Schneider and Wallenburg, 2012). Therefore, properly assessing stakeholder
weights, proritising them accordingly and engaging stakeholders in the purchasing process can be considered
an important capability needed for sustainable procurement. The final capability needed is related to the
know-how and expertise of the buying company. The ihgycompany needs to have knowledge on relevant
sustainability practices in order to implement sustainable procurement and transfer this to its suppliers (Blome
et al., 2014; Sucky and Durst, 2013).

2 A0K NBaLlSOuG (2 GKS & daphdfieicHidd s bddn idendfied Siniilar ©AhE buliigd 2 (1 K ¢
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there is a corporate history of working with sustainability issues and the attitudempfioyees. Additionally,

the willingness to learn and to participate in sustainability initiatives from the buying company is an important

aspect of the corporate culture (Caniéls et al., 2013; Spekman and Carraway, 2006), since a lack of motivation

and irterest could hinder sustainable procurement (Gadde and Snehota, 2000). Another capability of the
supplier which is also similar to the buying company is khow and expertise. Relevant knowledge and
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expertise were found to be positively related to supplie Q LI NI AOA LI GA2Yy Ay &adzadl Ayl
al., 2013) and are thus capabilities a supplier needs. Finally, as Grekova et al. (2014) and Caniéls et al. (2013)
recognised a lack of resources and the availability of a sustainability budgeotestial constraints for
sustainability, the capability of a supplier to access resources is very important. From literature it became clear
suppliers often have limited resources available themselves (Lee and Klassen, 2008). Therefore, the access to
external resources from their buyers, NGOs or governments could be crucial in achieving sustainability.

It could be concluded from the literaturthat the identified capabilities of both the supplier and the buyer
influence the maturity level of sustainabpeocurement that can be reached. Therefore, both the capabilities of
the buyer and the supplier are schematically represented in the theoretical framework as impacting the
maturity level of sustainable procurement (see FigureF2ythermore from literature it also became clear that

the capabilities also impact the buysupplier relationshipwhich can be seen in the theoretical framework in
Figure 2.

6.3 FEATURES OF BBBJPPLIER RELATIONPSHI

Next tothe previously identified capabilities of the beryand the supplierthe buyersupplier relationship also
influencesthe maturity level of sustairtzle procurement that is reachedndeed, several scholars identified the
importance of buyeisupplier relationships for sustainability (e.g. Beske et all42@ualandris et al., 2014;

Duffy et al., 2013; Schneider and Wallenburg, 20A2)they remain undecided on what is important in the
relationship to actually facilitate sustainable procurement (Grimm et al., 2014; Oruezabala and Rico, 2012),
this reseach has identified several important features bietbuyersupplier relationshigrom literature. Since

the aspects of power and dependency have been recognised to be very important in both the portfolio model
of Kraljic (1983) and in light of sustainalyilie.g. Hoejmose et al., 2013; Andersen and Skjoastsen, 2009),

these are included as important features of the bugepplier relationship. Furthermore, trust and
commitment are also central concepts in the bugeipplier relationship (Wagner, 20110k literature, it

could be found that trust and commitment are crucial for a collaborative approach towards sustainability
(Beske and Seuring, 2014; Sarkis et al., 2011; Carter and Jennings, 2002). Additionally, as Fawcett et al. (2011)
stated a basic ragirement for buyersupplier relationships is information exchange, this is also taken into
account as important feature of the relationship. Also, some scholars argue that the-bugyglier relationship

can be influenced by the geographical distance betwea buyer and supplier (Hoejmose et al., 2013;
Awaysheh and Klassen, 2010). Since sustainability issues are highly contextual and culturally dependent
(Hoejmose and AdrieKirby, 2012), the geographical distance will also be taken into account in te@rcas

The final feature of a buyesupplier relationship that will be taken into account is the presence of a code of
conduct. Several scholars acknowledge the importance and popularity of codes of conduct (e.g. Beske and
Seuring, 2014; Hoejmose and Adri€irby, 2012; Wu and Pagell, 2011). They state in clear terms the value
orientation of the purchasing company and its expectations from their suppliers (Hoejmose and-Kulbign

2012; Amaeshi et al., 2008) and could therefore have an influence onuyer-bupplier relationship and the
maturity level of sustainable procurement that is reached.

Several scholars argue buysupplier relationships present a key way for businesses to influence the
sustainability of their products and services (e.g. Guaianet al., 2014; Simpson and Power, 2005). Therefore,
from literature it can be concluded that the buysupplier relationship can facilitate sustainable procurement.

In the theoretical framework (see Figure 2) the bugapplier relationship therefore a& as a mediating
variable, having an influence on the relationship between the capabilities of the buyer and supplier and the
maturity level of sustainable procurement that can be reached.
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6.4 THEORETICAL FRAMEWOR

A schematic representation of all the aspects described above is provided in the theoretical framework in
FHgure 2

- Power & dependency

- Trust& commitment

- Information exchange &
communication

- Geographical distance

- Code of conduct

- Corporate culture
- Knowhow & expertise
- Supplier management

- Stakeholder
management
- Beginning
- Improving
- Succeeding
- Leading

- Corporate culture
- Knowhow & expertise
- Accesstoresources

Figure2: Theoretical framework

6.5 RESEARCH PRORGENS

From the theoretical framework, it follows thahé buyersupplier relationship is expected to mediate the

effect of buyer and supplier capabilities on the maturity level of sustainableysement that is reached. Thus,

it is expected that the buyesupplier relationship can facilitate the reaching of high maturity levels of

sustainable procurement, as it ensures that buyer and supplier capabilities indeed have a positive effect on the

maturity level of sustainable procurement. This research will try to test this proposition and additionally try to

gain insights into how the buyeupplier relationship should be arranged in order to facilitate sustainable

procurement. The following proposin hasbeen formulated:

P1: The buyer and supplier capabilities are expected to affect the maturity level of sustainable
procurement that is reached, through its effect on busapplier relationships.

BUYER CAPABILITIES

From literature, it became cledhat the higher the capabilities of the buyer aréhe higher the maturity level

of sustainable procurement that is reache@®ne of these capabilities is the corporate culturehich is
expected to be able to either support or hinder sustainable procur@me&herefore, the following proposition
has been formulated:

P2a:  Asustainability oriented corporate cultusipports higher maturity levels of sustainable procurement

Furthermore, it is expected that without the proper kndww and expertise on sustability, a buying

company will be unable to reach high maturity levels of sustainable procurement. Not only will the buying
company be unable to integrate sustainability in its own company, it is expected it will also be unable to
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transfer sustainabilityrequirements to the supplier. Thus, the following research proposition has been
formulated:
P2b:  Know-how and expertise of sustainabiligupport higher maturity levels of sustainable procurement.

As the incorporation of sustainability increases the complexity of the purchasing process, it is expected good
supplier management is essential to have in place before starting to incorporate sustainability. Therefore, the
following proposition has been fomulated:

Px: Good supplier managementipports higher maturity levels of sustainable procurement.

Finally, stakeholder management is expected to be an important capability needed for the buying company.
Without stakeholder management, companies may oatlerstand the role and influence of stakeholders on
their company. Thus, the following research proposition has been formulated:

P2d: Stakeholder managemesupports higher maturity levels of sustainable procurement.

SUPPLIER CAPABILSTIE

From literatue, it could be concluded that thaigher the capabilities of the supplier are, the higher the

maturity level of sustainable procurement that is reachédA G K NB & LISOG G2 GKS &dzLILJ A€
capabilities are similar to those of the buying compawithout a good corporate culture and the willingness

to engage in sustainability, suppliers aisoexpected not to contribute to the reaching of high maturity levels

of sustainable procurement. Therefore, teameproposition has been formulatedsfor the buying comparty

P3a: Asustainablity oriented corporate cultursupports higher maturity levels of sustainable procurement.

Additionally, relevant knowledge and expertise are also capabilities of the supplier that are expected to
contribute to the participation in sustainability initiatives. Therefore, the same proposition has been
formulated as with the buying company:

P3b:  Know-how and expertise of sustainabiligupport higher maturity levels of sustainable procurement.

Finally, a lack ofresources and the availability of a sustainability budge¢ expected to be potential
constraints for the supplier to engage in sustainability. Thus, the following proposition has been formulated:
P3c:  Access to resourcesipports higher maturity leveld sustainable procurement.

BUYERSUPPLIER RELATIONSHI

From literature, it is expected that the buysupplier relationship can support sustainable procureméitr

each of the aspects of the buysupplier relationship, propositions have been formulatédthough a power
advantage for the buyer and a dependent supplier could result in the supplier adhering to the sustainability
requirements of the buyer, hence supporting sustainable procurement, this is not expected to lead to the
highest maturity leveldnstead, it is expected that a form of joint dependency will result in more collaboration
and mutual understanding, supporting sustainable procurement. Thus, the following proposition has been
formulated:

P4a: Jint dependencgupports higher maturity l@ls of sustainable procurement.

Additionally, trust and commitment are central concepts in relationships. They are expected to be crucial for
reaching higher maturity levels of sustainable procurement. Therefore, the following proposition has been
formulated:

P4k Trust and commitment in the relatishipsupport higher maturity levels of sustainable procurement.

Frequent information exchange and communication is also expected to support sustainable procurement, as
these concepts ar@almost basicrequirements for any buyesupplier relationship. Therefore, the following
proposition has been formulated:

P4c: Information exchange and communicatisnpport higher maturity levels of sustainable procurement.
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Additionally, it is expected that geographi distance could have an influence on the maturity level of

sustainable procurement that can be reached. As sustainability issues are highly contextual and culturally

dependent, the following research proposition has been formulated:

P4d: A smallgeograpical distance beteen the buyer and the supplisupports higher maturity levels of
sustainable procurement.

Finally, the presence of a code of conduct is expected to have an influence on sustainable procurement. Since
GKSe& Of SI NX & & pattstions &8 valde? ofiedtayol, Ghe fol®wing proposition has been
formulated:

P4e: Thepresence of @ode of conducsupports higher maturity levels of sustainable procurement.
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This chapter will elaborate on the empiricalearch design of this studyheconnectionsbetween buyer and
supplier capabilities, the buyesupplier relationship and the level of sustainable procurenmemetexploredvia
conductinga survey.This chapter will first describe theesearch setting, €. the Dutch food and beverages
industry. Subsequentlythe sample will be described, along with the method of data gathering. Firladly,
operationalization of the variables will lmitlined.

7.1 DUTCH FOOD ANB\EERAGES INDUSTRY

As has already been mentioned before, the focus of this research is on the Dutch food and beverages (F&B)
industry. Prior research in the field of sustainable procurement often considered multiple industries
simultaneously. Howeversustainability practice vary per industry and industry specific circumstances
influence the integration of sustainable procurement practices in companies (Hoejmose and -Kulbgn

2012; Tate et al., 2012%chneider and Wallenburg (2012) and Wagner and Johnson (2004) cthifirmas they

stated all companies of a particular industry will face similar circumstafigesindustryspecific regulations,

rivalry amongt established companies angkertinent NGO focus on select sustainability topics. Moreoser,
single industry apmrach makes the results more precise and meaningful, especially since different industries
might need to arrange their buyeupplier relationships differently in order to achieve a certain level of
sustainable procurement (Caniéls et al., 2013). Finajlyfpbussing on a single industry, this research tries to
answer calls in the literature for industry specific applications (e.g. Sucky and Durst, 2013; Hollos et al., 2012;
Tate et al., 2012; Schneider and Wallenburg, 2012; Carter and Easton, 2011).

The bod and beverages industiy under increasing pressure to adopt sustainability. This is not only due to the
nature of the products as animaglant based, but also due to the complex, labour intensive nature of food
supply chains (Maloni and Brown, 200&jurthermore, the growing population, shifting patterns of
consumption and an increasing competition for water, energy and land also play an important part (Vermeulen
et al., 2012). Specific examples of environmental issues in the F&B industityeadepldion of arable land

waste disposal and farming techniqueSocial issues include for example seasonal migration of workers and
pesticide pisoning (Pullman et al., 200990me authors even include food safety as a social concern (e.g.
Maloni and Brown, 206). From these examples, it can be concluded that the F&B industry is thus well suited to
investigate theadoptionof the Triple Bottom Line (TBL) in sustainable procurement.

The Dutch F&B industry isappropriateindustry to gain more insights into how buysupplier relationships

can facilitate sustainable procuremerfthe F&B industris one of the largest industries in the Netherlands in
terms of production and turnover (CBS, 201B)it also one of the most pllting industries Grekova et al.,
2014). Through all sorts of initiatives, mostly initiated by NGOs #ector has been increasingly reducing its
impact on sustainabilitf{Erich 2012). Examples include Fair Trade, the MSC label for fish products or the
production of organic productdzrom an economic point of view, Dutch consumers pay a relatively low price
for their food products Erich 2012). The focus on low prices and the continuous stream of new products that
is introduced to the market creates daghly competitive environment for the food and beverages industry
(Vermeulen et al., 200Fischer et al., 2009urthermore,Hollos et al. (2012) stated that customers and other
stakeholders are inclined to punish companies, especially those sellingdargonoducts to the end consumer,

that fail to comply with accepted sustainability standards. Due to the high pressure on prices and profit margins
from retailers in the Netherlands (Grekova et al., 2014), cooperation within the chain seems necesbag,
enhanced coordination between actors in the chain and the quality of their relationship are increasingly
recognised as potential soursef competitiveness (Schiemann, 200&xcording to Grekova et al. (2014) and
Erich(2012), the Dutch F&B industgan be increasingly characterised by intense supply chain cooperation.
Therefore, it is a suitable industry to gain more insights into how bayeplier relationships can facilitate
sustainable procurement.
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7.2 SAMPLE

The sampling framevas compiled from the address base of Dutch F&B companies from the Dutch Chamber of
CommerceA sampleof 325 Dutch F&B companies with at least 50 employees was seleafegt. deletion of
production locations and other double locations from the addrease) 214 unique companies remained that
together made up the sampling fram€onsistent with the definition admall and mediunsized enterprises of

the European CommissiaieC, 2014), this research leaves out the small and rsizeml companies by only
including companies with at least 50 employe8snall and micraized companies were outside the scope of
this research, as it was expected that the rather advanced practice of sustainable procurement would occur
less in small and micrsized companiesindeed, Grekova et al. (2014) showed that environmental
sustainabilitypracticesand capabilitiesvere less implementednd developed in small companies.

Each respondent in the sample was selected based on theiregponsibilities which had to beorocurement

or an equivalent functiorin which there was regular contact with suppliets. an effort to increase the
response ratethe research protocol started with an introductory telephone contact in which the respondents
were asked for their cooperation andreail addresses. Subsequently, amail with a personalised link to the
online survey was sentn order to enhance the gponse rate, respondents were offered a summary of the
results.When respondents had not completed the survey after seven days, a reminteil avith a deadline

for completing the survey was sent to encourage participatisiter the data collection perit of three weeks

75 responses were received from the sample size of 214, resulting in a response rate of 35%. After excluding 13
responses that were deemed unusable due to incompleteness, the effective response rate 94$623214).

The characteristicef the sample are provided ifable5, showing the number of employees, the function of
the respondents and the industry sectof the companywithin the food and leverages sector.

Table5: Profile of respondents

Number of employees

50-100 11 18%
100-500 36 58%
501-1000 4 6%

> 1000 11 18%
Total 62 100%
Function respondents

Presidents/ vice presidents 4 6%
Directors 10 16%
Purchasing manager 22 35%
Buyer 22 35%
Other 4 6%
Total 62 100%
Industry sector

Dairy 4 6%
Meat 8 13%
Fish and seafood 3 5%
Fruit and vegetables 6 10%
Bakery 16 26%
Beverages 6 10%
Other 19 31%
Total 62 100%
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7.3 OPERATIONALISATION THE VARIABLES

In this section, the operationalisation and construction of the research variables will be prodidexxtensive
literature review was conducted to derive thariablesthat measure the theoretical constructall theitems
were measured using-oint Likert scales andan be found in AppendixIh total, four general concepts were
assessed in the survey, namely the buyer capabilities, the supplier capabilities, theshppéer relationship
and the maturity level okustainable procurement. Next, the operationalisation of the variables of each of
these concepts will be discussedllowed by a description of the content validity of the constructs.

The concept buyer capabilities is operationalisederms of(a) the corporate culture, (b) the level of knew

how and expertise, (c) stakeholder management and (d) supplier management. This operationalisation
followed from thetheoretical framework. Corporate culture was measured using a three item construct from
Cousins eal. (2006) that measured top management support, another three item construct from Cousins et al.
(2006) to measure crodsinctional cooperation and finallyjwo items on the attitude of employees were
adopted from Park and Stoel (2003 measure theelvel of knowhow and expertise, two items from Cousins

et al. (2006) were used to assess the level of skills of purchasing employees on sustainability and two items
were developed based on literature to assess the sustainability knowledge managementeFmnicept of
stakeholder management, a three item construct was developed based on Cidapigt and Dontenwill
(2012). Finally, supplier management was measured usfivg iem scale based on Yu et al. (2014).

As with the concept of buyer capabilitiehe concept supplier capabilities also covers the items from the
theoretical framework, namely (a) corporate culture, (b) kalb@w and expertise and (c) access to resources.

The corporate culture also included items on top management support, adopted @ousins et al. (2006),

and the attitude of employees (Park and Stoel, 2005). Furthermore, it comprised of a three item construct
FR2LIISR FTNRY [SS 6uHnnyos GKIFG YSEE&adzNBR GKS gAfftAy3ayS
The knowhow and expertise was measured via a three item construct that was developed based on literature

(Lee, 2008; Rao, 200Zinally, the access to resources was also measured using a three item construct that

was developed from literature €ie, 2008; Rao, 2002).

The third concept measured is the buygrpplier relationship. In line with the theoretical framework, the
concept is operationalised in terms of (a) power and dependency, (b) trust and commitment, (c) information
exchange and communication, (d) geogragaih distance and (e) code of conduct. Power and dependency was
measured using a three item construct to assess the power of the supplier and a three item construct to assess
the power of the buying company. Both these constructs have been adopted frojmblee et al. (2012). The
concept trust and commitment was measured using a three item construct on the degree of commitment
present, which was adopted from Carter and Jennings (2002), and a three item construct on trust, which was
adopted from Hoejmose edl. (2012).The information exchange and communication variable was measured
via a four item construct that was adopted from Paulraj et al. (2008) to measure theoirganisational
communication and a three item construct adopted from Fawcett et al. {2@d information technology.or
measure he geographical distance three item construct was developed. Finally, in order to measure the
concept of code of conduct, a four and two item scale of Awaysheh and Klassen (20&Qjsed to measure

the existerce of a code of conduct and the monitoring and evaluation activities present respectively.

The maturity level of sustainable procurement was operationalised basedemiaturity model developed in
Chapter 2. For every aspect of the economic, environmeatad social sustainability maturity model, a two
item construct was developed. Always, one item related to the organisational integration of that particular
aspectand the other item measured theontent integration of thatsustainabilityaspect.Indirectly, the items
measuring the maturity level of sustainable procurement were adapted ffonini and Bienstock (2014), IRI
(2014), Okongwu et al. (2013), Baumgartner and E2@t0), Van Marrewijk (200%nd Carter and Jennings
(2004). To concludeopf all the before mentioned constructiat together formed the surveycontent validity
was assured by the fact théte constructavere based on an extensive literature review and the fact that most
variables had proven reliability and validity, as thegd been tested and used in the literature before.
Moreover, the survey was evaluated by two academic experts and tested bguwbasing professionals from
the Dutch F&B industrywho were asked to comment on the content and clarity of the survey. Asualty
several minor changes were made to the survey.
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In order to reduce the number of variables in the analysigriacipal componentactor analysis (PCA) was
conductedusing SPSS 22. Since the survey has been created based on theomnchpalpcomponent factor

analysis was driven by the earlier identified concepts of buyer capabilities, supplier capabilities and buyer
supplier relationships. In conducting the PCAs, the book of Field (2009) was used as a guide. After the PCA, a
cluster analysis was performed to identify groups of companies with similar characteristics. Next, all three PCAs
that were performed will be discussed. Subsequently, a description will be given of how the concept of
maturity levels of sustainable procurement waisided into factors followed by a section on reformulating the
propositions according to the concepts derived from the PGAsally, an overview of the cluster analysis is
provided.

8.1 PRINCIPAL COMPONENNALYSISWBER CAPABILITIES

A PCA with obliminotation was conducted on the 20 items of the concept buyer capabilities. In line with Field

(2009), oblimin rotation was used to allow for correlated factors, since theory has suggested that the factors

might correlate. After the first analysis, three rits were dropped from further analysis as they were cross

loadingon multiple items with a single loading of 0.40 or higher amifi@rence between weights of less than

0.1 (Costello and Osborne, 2005). Additionally, after further analysis, one othemitsndropped as that

NBadzZ SR Ay I aA3IYyAFAOIYd AYyONBIF&AS 2F / NRByol OKQa h o
The KaiseMeyerh f { Ay YSI adaNE OSNAFASR GKS al YLXAy3 I RSI|dz2 O
of sphericity)(2 (120) = 679.466, p < 0.001 showed that the correlations between items were sufficiently large

for conducting a PCA. Next, the eigenvalues for each component were obtained. Three components had
SA3Sy ol fdzSa 20SNI YI AaSNDa %oNkd \arice gomiingd. Therefose Rthre§ E LIt | A
components were retained in the final analydis. Table 6 thefactor loadings after rotation are presented

(factor loadings over 0.4 appear in bold). The items that load on the same components suggest thateamp

1 represents the integration of sustainable procurement, component 2 the purchasing skills and component 3

GKS FTddAGdzZRS 2F SyYLX 28SSad ¢KS AYydSNylrt O2yaradSyoe :
¢CKS / NRyol OK he alDwel aodve ha eommiendadStiNéshadd 0.70 outlined by Nunnally

(1978).

Table6: Summary of principal component analysis for buyer capabilities (N = 62)

Integration of Purchasing Attitude of

sustainable skills employees
procurement
Iltem
Sustainability is considered a vital part of our corporate .947 -.014 -.085
strategy.
My company stimulates working together with suppliers .903 .023 -.152
for sustainability.
My company cooperates with suppliers for achieving .866 .058 -.105
sustinability objectives together.
Top management supports our efforts to improve .783 -.120 187
sustainability.
Design specifications with sustainability requirements ar .739 212 -.138
provided to suppliers.
Top management valugairchasing views on sustainable .725 -.027 151
procurement.
Social sustainability risks are integrated in purchasing .724 .060 .213
decisions.
Environmental sustainability risks are integrated in .653 .071 .185
purchasing decisions.
Purchasing activeligentifies relevant stakeholders. .053 .882 -.239
Stakeholder input is integrated in purchasing processes. .187 .815 -.322
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My company ensures training needs of employees are  -.220 .754 .386
identified and acted upon.

My company stimulates working inassfunctional teams. .010 124 .156
Purchasing has the skills to interpret changes in the .069 .693 -.032
supplier market.

Purchasing participates in product and process design. .137 .603 237
ae O02fftSI3dzSaQ o6dzaAySaa R .369 .089 .689
responsible.

My colleagues are highly ethical and socially responsible .370 122 617
Initial eigenvalues 7.59 2.24 1.22
% of variance explained 47.44 13.99 7.59
h 0.93 0.86 0.79

8.2 PRINCIPAL COMPONENALYSISUPPLIER CAPABILITIES

A PCA with oblimin rotation was conducted on the 13 items of the concept supplier capabilities. Similar to the

PCA for the buyer capabilities, oblimin rotation was used to allow for correlated factors. After the first analysis,

two items were dropped fronthe analysis as they were creemding on multiple itemsvith a single loading of

0.40 or higher and a difference between weights of less than 0.1 (Costello and Osborne,T2@08)jopped

items can be found in the survey in Appendix |I. The KMO measuifgest the sampling adequacy (KMO
Andynov® . | NIt SGUEE= 267 348(ip <D.BO1 indidgkt&dNFat@drrélations between items were
sufficiently large for PCA. The eigenvalues for each component showed that three components had eigenvalue
2OSNI YIAaSNDRna ONARGSNA2Y 2F M [yR SELXIFAYSR cT1dpmr:r 27
were retained in the final analysik Table 7 thdactor loadings after rotation are presented (factor loadings

over 0.4 appear in bold). Theems that load on the same components suggest that component 1 represents

the supplier attitude, component 2 the access to resources from the buying company and component 3 the
supplier sustainable resources deployment. The internal consistency of tHesswas assessed using

/I Neyol OKQa h O2STFAOASyGad ¢KS h O2STFFAOASyida F2N i
NE&2dz2NOSa FNRY (GKS o6dz2Ay3a O Aovwedlingts ofadceptabiliydfy07r@outhin6dNE 6 St ¢
by Nunnally (1978¢ KS h O2STFFAOASy (da F2NJ) &dzLILX ASNI AYGSNYyIf NBA:Z

Table7: Summary of principal component analysis for supplier capabilities (N = 62)

Supplier Access to Supplier

attitude resources  sustainable
from buying  resources

Item company deployment
¢CKS adzldX ASNARQ (2L YIyl3ISYSs 879 -.028 -.034
sustainability.
The suppliers expect benefits from the sustainability initiative: .865 .210 -.070
¢ KS &dzLJLIX A S NB QhigBlydtbical @nd Ddallydo S 767 -.042 -113
responsible.
The suppliers are willing to participate in our sustainability .705 .027 .232
initiatives.
¢CKS adzlJL) ASNBRQ G2L) YFIyl3SyYS .698 -.096 234
The suppliers are awaia our sustainability initiatives. 426 .261 317
ag@ O02YLIl yeé LINRPOGARSAE OGN} AYyAY .047 .896 -.019
My company arranges funds to help suppliers increase their .020 .886 .013
sustainability.
Suppliers engage in intdéirm sustanability knowledge transfer. -.100 .236 .825
Suppliers have the internal resources to invest in our .035 -125 .764
sustainability requirements.
Suppliers have the knowledge and expertise required to act .291 -.209 .600
upon sustainability.
Initial eigenvalues 4.67 1.74 1.06
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% of variance explained 42.44 15.85 9.61
h 0.87 0.80 0.67

8.3 PRINCIPAL COMPONEMNALYSISWBYERSUPPLIER RELATIONPSHI

Similar to the two previous concepts, a PCA with oblimin rotation was conducted on the 28 items of the
concept buyersupplier relationship. After the first analysis, nine variables were deleted from further analysis
because they had low loadings of lesart0.40, or were crodeading on multiple items witla single loading

of 0.40 or higher ana difference between weights of less than 0.1. Additionally, two variables were dropped

Fa GKFdG NBadzZ G6SR Ay | &aA3yATFA Ol nysican by foudBin theSsurge§ in / NB Yy 0 |
Appendix |. The KMO measure verified the sampling adequacyf(MDT o p 0 0 ® . | NIif ST Qa G Sa
(136) = 535.358, p 0.001 indicated that correlations between items were sufficiently large for PCA. The
SAISy @ tdzSa F2NJ SIOK O2YLRYySyd akK2¢gSR GKFd FAGS 02 YLE
1 and explained 73.19% of the variance combined. Therefore,ddmponents were retained in the final

analysisln Table 8 thdactor loadings after rotation are presented (factor loadings over 0.4 appear in bold).

The items that load on the same components suggest that component 1 represents loyalty in a relpfionshi
component 2 the strictness of guidance in a relationship, component 3 joint dependency, component 4 the
intensity of communication and component 5 the connectivity. Again, the internal consistency of the scales was
FaaS44SR dzaAy3d / NEPOICEEQY "O28FFADACH S W0.70 dutlinedS OSSRSR
Nunnally (1978).

Table8: Summary of principal component analysis for buyesspplier relationships (N = 62)

Loyalty  Strictness Joint Intensity Connee
of depen of comm: tivity
guidance dency unication

Iltem
Promises made by suppliers are reliable. 913 .061 .046 -.063 .066
If problems arise. the suppliers are honest 871 -.104 -.012 -.157 -.225
about the problems.
Suppliers have been frank in dealing with .756 -.037 .026 .182 -.006
us.
We are committed to the relationship with .645 .046 .051 .287 .022
these suppliers.
Suppliers are monitored to ensure -.100 .918 .007 .072 .056
adherence to our code of conduct.
Supplier relationships are ended if supplie 119 .836 .037 .062 .068
do not adhere to our code of conduct.
We have specific audit procedures to .028 .790 -.115 .029 =224
ensure that suppliers adhere to our code ¢
conduct.
Purchasing has sustainable sourcing -.086 .625 .071 -.070 -.133
training programs.
We account for a large proportion of these  -.028 .019 .881 -.028 -.034
suppliers' total sales.
The suppliers would find it difficult to -.038 -181 .812 224 -.242
replace us.
We do not have a good alternative to thes .048 211 731 -.283 171
suppliers.
We are important to these suppliers. .384 .002 .584 .208 -.024
We have frequent facéo-face -.143 .037 -.010 .879 -.072
communication.
We inform each other about things that 277 .006 .067 715 101
may affect the other.
Suppliers argrovided with any 374 .203 -.066 .623 -.022

information that might help them.
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Current information systems satisfy suppl .206 132 -.058 -133 -811
chain communication requirements.

Information systems are integrated -.084 151 .205 .187 -.740
throughout the supply chain.

Initial eigenvalues 5.34 2.79 1.97 1.29 1.06
% of variance explained 31.40 16.40 11.60 7.57 6.23
h 0.86 0.83 0.80 0.78 0.71

8.4 MATURITY LEVEE SUSTAINABLE PROEMENT

Unlike the other concepts, no principal component analy&s run on the 24 items of the concept maturity

level of sustainable procurement. The economic, social and environmental aspects of the maturity levels were
carefully created and based on literature, in order to assess either the economic, social omsrerital
sustainability. Since a PCA could relate the 24 items to different dimensions of sustainability than intended in

this research (i.e. economic, social and environmental), it was chosen not to perform a PCA. Instead, based on
the strong conceptual ntevations of the maturity model, the items belonging to the economic, social and
environmental aspects respectively were added to create three factors. These factors each comprise eight
items and represent the economic, social and environmental sustaityahibturity level of the purchasing

RSLI NGYSYydod ¢KS AYydaSNYI ¢ OzyaAraiSyoe 2F (GKS aoltSa
O2STFFTAOASy(Ga T2N (KS SO02y2YAO aLS0ia ohl noyt0s a2
were dl well above the threshold of 0.7@utlined by Nunnally (1978).

Later in this research, during the analysis of the results, the three sustainability maturity level factors are
combined into a single factor named sustainable procurement performancee Siaturity levels camprovide

some sort of a performance indicatidMuller and Pfleger, 2014), they are used in this research to evaluate a
O2YLIl yeQa adzZadlAylrofS LINRPOIINBYSy(d LISNF2NXIYyOSo |1 246 t¢
created willbe discussed in section 8.7

8.5 REFORMULATINGETAROPOSITIONS

The previous s#ions have dealt with the PCAs. As most of the concepts from the theoretical framework have

been combined or given other, more suitable, names during the PCAs, this sedtietaborate on the newly

formulated concepts and how they relate to the earlier defined propositiéist, the concepts related to the

buyer capabilities will be discussed, followed by the supplier capabilities and the-suyglier relationship

conceps. The first concept of buyer capabilities that has changed is the concept of corporate culture. This did

not emerge from the PCA, but it resembles the newly formulated concept of attitude of employees.

Additionally, the concepts of stakeholder managemantl knowhow and expertise of sustainability are more

or less combined into the new concept of purchasing skllgally, supplier management can be related to the

newly developed concept of integration of sustainable procurem@&ht results from the PChave provided

new insights into the relevant concepts. Therefore, the propositions are reformulated in such a way that the

concepts are redefined, but that the meaning and logic behind the propositions stays the same. The

reformulated propositions regaidg the buyer capabilities are:

P2a: A positive attitude of employees towards sustainabiltypports higher maturity levels of sustainable
procurement.

P2b:  Good purchasing skiksipport higher maturity levels of sustainable procurement.

PZ. The integration of sustainable procuremensupports higher maturity levels of sustainable
procurement.

With regard to the concepts related to supplier capabilities, the earlier defined concepts also do not match
identically with the concepts from the PCA, but they do resemble the same. Similar to the buyer capabilities,
the supplier corporate culture has be redefined as supplier attitudelThe second proposition deals with
knowhow and expertise which is similar to the newly formed concept of supplier sustainable resources
deployment.Finally, theearlier definedconcept access to resources strongly reséalihe concept access to
resources from the buying companwhich was derivedrom the PCAAgain, the propositions have been
reformulated, keeping their initial meaning:
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P3a: A positive attitude of the supplier towards sustainabifitypports higher matity levels of sustainable

procurement.

P3b: High sustainable resources deployment at the suppligrport higher maturity levels of sustainable
procurement.

P3c: Access to resourceBom the buying company supports higher maturity levels of sustainable
procurement.

Finally, the concepts related to the buysupplier relationship have also changé&dst of all, it has to be noted

that the proposition on the geographical distance (previously P4d) is skipped. The questions on geographical

distance were deleted during the PCA, as can be seen in Appendix |. Therefore, it is impossible to state anything

regarding this proposition. The concept joint dependency was actually also identified during the PCA. The

concept of trust and commitment has been reformulated as loyalty, whereas the previous concept of code of

conduct is now termed strictness of guittze. The final concept was information exchange and

communication. During the PCA, two different concepts were identified, each relating to one aspect. As a

result, two new concepts were created: the intensity of communication and connectivity. Agailargonihe

buyer and supplier capabilities, the propositions have been reformulated, keeping their initial meaning:

P4a: Joint dependencsupports higher maturity levels of sustainable procurement.

P4k Loyaltyin the relatiomshipsuppors higher maturitylevels of sustainable procurement.

P4c:  The intensity oEommunicatiorsuppors higher maturity levels of sustainable procurement.

P4d: A good connectivithetween the buyer and the supplisnpports higher maturity levels of sustainable
procurement.

P4e:  Strict guidance in the relationshppports higher maturity levels of sustainable procurement.

8.6 CLUSTER ANALYSIS

After creating the factors, the data was analysed to cluster the companies (N=62) based on the 14 created
factors. Cluster analysis isstatistical technique in which cases are analysed to obtain grouping duster

them. Unlike general linear models, cluster analysis does not have very strong assumptions that have to be met
in order to properly interpret the results (Meyers et al., 2)1According to Meyers et al. (2012), cluster
analysis igften used as an exploratory approach. Since the field of study in this research is new, an exploratory
research approach suithe present research objective bes¥loreover, due to the small samgpkize cluster
analysis is an appropriate choice (Meyers et al., 2012).

The cluster analysis will structure the cases based on the buyer capabilities, supplier capabilities, the buyer
supplier relationship and the maturity levels of sustainable procur@méhis way, an overview will be created

of typologies of companies, based on these four concepts. In conducting the cluster analysis, a hierarchical
F33t2YSNI GAQPS (SOKyAldzS 6AGK 2+ NRQa YSiK2R |yR (KS
Agglomeraive hierarchical clustering begins witill cases being treated as a cluster in itself. In several steps,

similar clusters are merged based on the criterion of the method chosen (Field, 2000). In the end, all cases are
combined in one, useless, cluster. As mentioned previously, the clusterdakady ¢l a O2y RdzOG SR dza
method. The Ward method is a hierarchical clustering method thiats to join cases into clusters, such that

the variance within a cluster is minimised (Field, 2000). In conducting the cluster analysis all values were
standadised toZscores, because the values of the variables created via the PCAs were on different scales than

the values of the variables that were created via addirey the sustainability maturity variables)

Table9 provides the agglomeration coefficients as given in the agglomeration schedule (see Appendix II). By
rewriting the coefficients as in TabReit is easier to see the changes in the coefficients as the number of
clusters increases. The number of clusterdrequently determined based on where the distance coefficients
make a larger change (Burns and Bu20)9). In this case, from 48.73 there are relatively large changes.
Based on this criterion, a fowtuster solution was selected as most appropridteleed, the same solution can

be found when looking at the dendrogram (see Appendix II). Therefore, the next step involved a second
hierarchical agglomerative cluster analysis, in which a-éuster solution was requested. Next, a eway
ANOVA was catucted to determine if the classifying variables are significantly different between the clusters
(Burns and Burns, 2009). From the ANOVA table (see Appendix Il) it can be seen that all between groups means
are significant (p < 0.05Jhis means that thathere are significant differences between the groups as a whole.
According to Burns and Burns (2009), with a significant ANOVA and three or more clusters, postikeg
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testis also necessary to determine where teactdifferencesbetween the clusterdie. The output of this test
can also be found in Appendix II.

Table9: Reformed agglomeration schedule

Qusters Agglomeration last step Coefficients this step Change

2 854.00 63125 22275
3 63125 57012 6113
4 57012 52139 48.73
5 52139 48002 4137
6 48002 44855 3148
7 44855 41869 2986
8 41869 39305 2565

The Tukey posthoc test (Appendix Il) shows that supplier attitude is significantly different between cluster 1
and 2 1 and 3and 1 and 4Access to resources from buying compangignificantly different between cluster

2 and 3 and 3 and &upplier sustainable resources deployment reliably differentiates betvieertlustersl

and 2, 1 and 3, 1 and 4 and 3 anditegration of sustainablprocurement is significantly different betweel
clusters, except 1 and and 2 and 4Purchasing skills reliably differentiates between clusteend 2, 1 and 3

and 1 and 4Attitude of employees is significantly different between cluster 2 and 33add 4 .Loyalty isonly
significantlydifferent between cluster 1 and 2, whereas strictness of guidance reliably differentiates between
clusters 1 and 2, 2 and 3 and 2 andldint dependency is significantly different between cluster 2 and 3 and 3
and 4.The intensity of communication reliably differentiates between clusterand 2, 1 and 3 and 1 and 4
Connectivity is significantly different between cluster 1 and 2 and 2 and 3. Finally, the economic maturity
reliably differentiates between all four cliess, except clusters 1 and 3 and 3 and 4 and é¢hgironmental
maturity and social maturitpoth reliably differentiate betweerall four clusters, except cluster 1 and 3.

8.7 CLUSTER INTERPREONTI

The interpretation stage involves assigning each offthe identified clusters a name or label that accurately
describes the nature of that cluster (Cousins et al., 2006). Tabkhdws the final foucluster solution. In

order to interpret the clusters better, other questions from the survey were comparigid thve cluster groups

via comparing means and crosstab analysiSPSSThese questions included three questions on company
performance, four questions on the integration of sustainable procuremanguestion on the number of
employees,a question on hw respondents assessed their sustainability and a question on whether the
company has special product lines that are focused on a high level of sustainability. An overview of the
guestions can be found in the survey, which is included in Appendix |. Saksrare summarised iAppendix

Il and show no surprising outcomes. The highest scoring cluster on sustainable procurement performance also
acknowledges the highest cost reductions, largest growth in market share and higher profits to its sustainability
activities. The second highest scoring clusters sees the second best improvements on these aspects, the third
clusterthe third best improvementsand the worst scoring clusténdicates that they did not experience any
improvements on these performance ildtors as a result of their sustainability activities. The same
distribution holds for the cluster scorings on the integration of the three sustainability aspects and their own
assessment of their sustainability. The results furthermore showed that imigiigest scoring cluster in terms

of sustainable procurement performance almost all companies (11 vs. 2) had a special product line focussed on
high sustainability levels. For the second best cluster, this was more equally divided (9 vs. 14), whenrgas the t
lowest scoring clusters had significantly more companies without these special sustainability focussed product
lines (2 vs. 18 and 1 vs. 5). Finally, the results showed that the number of employees cannot explain the cluster
distribution.

Based on thefour-cluster solution, Table 21 descriles each cluster based on the central concepts of this
research. e table provides an overview of supplier capabilities, buyer capabilities thedouyersupplier
relationshipthat were found per cluster. Additionallygigure 3provides an overiew of the sectors within the
food and keverages (F&B) industry and how they are spread amongst the different clusters.
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Tablel0: Final clustersnean and standard deviation

Mean (SD) Cluster 1
(N=20)
Supplier attitude -0.92 (0.87)
Access to resources from buyin¢ - 0.32 (1.02
company
Supplier sustainable resources -0.83 (0.82)
deployment
Integration on sustainable -0.88 (0.64)
procurement
Purchasing skills -0.90 (1.08)
Attitude of employees -0.06 (0.94)
Loyalty -0.55 (1.21)
Strictness of guidance -0.39 (0.95)
Joint dependency -0.21 (0.86)
Intensity of communication -0.77 (0.91)
Connectivity 0.34 (1.14)
Economic sustainability 26.05(7.62)
Environmental sustainability 21.50 (4.51)
Social sustainability 25.95 (6.30)

Cluster 2
(N=13)
0.61 (0.71)
0.44(0.99)
0.62(0.83)
1.00(0.32)
0.73(0.44)
0.41(0.86)
0.59(0.79)
1.07(0.67)
0.30(1.01)
0.56(0.44)
-0.81(0.72)
44.46(4.22)

40.85(6.94)

42.39(5.11)

Cluster 3
(N=6)
0.16(1.12)
-0.93(0.37)
1.02(0.73)
-1.09(1.03)
0.91(0.30)
-1.06(0.79)
0.14(0.80)
-0.88(1.01)
-1.09(0.67)
0.34(0.38)
0.96(0.56)
27.67(5.24)

14.17(3.19)

23.00(6.75)

Cluster 4
(N=23) F
0.41(0.63) F=13.990
P <0.05
0.27(0.89) F=4.400
P <0.05
0.14(0.68) F = 15.540
P <0.05
0.48(0.52) F =39.490
P <0.05
0.13(0.59) 17.169
P <0.05
0.09(1.02) F=3.446
P <0.05
0.10(0.73) F=4.228
P <0.05
-0.04(0.70) F=11.390
P <0.05
0.30(0.98) F=4.345
P <0.05
0.26(1.05) F=8.105
P <0.05
-0.08(0.73) F=7.250
P <0.05
34.74(5.95) F=25.20
P <0.05
29.70(7.30) F=37.4
P <0.05
36.26(6.16) F =27.10
P <0.05

As has been mentioned before, the three sustainability maturity level factors are combined into a single factor
named sustainable procurement performance. Since maturity levelspoavide some sort of a performance

indication (Muller and Pfleger, 2014)KtS &
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procurement performance. As this research focusses onatieption of the Triple Bottom Line, all three
sustainability aspects are equally important. Therefore, the scores on each of thesse factors could be
combined to form a measure of sustainable procurement performance. This was done by taking the average of
the scores on the three aspects for each cluster. In the analysis of the results (Section 8.8) this average is used
in the grapls to represent the sustainable procurement performance. Table 11 shows the mean and standard
deviation per cluster. Except for the third cluster, it can be seen that the three sustainability aspects are quite
equally adopted Additionally, Table 11 shows$adt the environmental sustainability aspect of sustainable
procurement is implemented to a lesser extent than the economic and social sustainability aspects, for all
clusters.The correlation matrix (Appendix Il) further shows that all three sustainab#ipects are significantly

highly correlated with each other.

Table1l1l: Mean and standard deviation of sustainable procurement performance

Economicsustainability 26,05
Environmental sustainability 21,50
Social sustainability 25,95
Mean 24,50
SD 2,60

44,46
40,85
42,38
42,56
1,81

27,67
14,17
23,00
21,61
6,86

34,74
29,70
36,26
33,57
3,44
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Table12: Description of the clusters

Supplier capabilities

Buyer capabilities

Buyersupplier relationship

Performance

Cluster 1 (N=20)

- Suppliers are characterised b
a very negative attitude
towards sustainability.

- Suppliers do not have internal
resources or access to
resources from the buying
company to invest in
sustainability.

- Buyers are characterised by
very low purchasing skills and :
low integration of sustainable
procurement.

-9YLX 28554 R2y!
anything against sustainability,
but they are not enthusiastic
about it.

- The relationship is
characterised by a very low
intensity of communication and
the absence of loyalty.

- There is no joint dependency
and also no strictness of
guidance.

- Remarkablyconnectivity is
quite alright.

- The buying compaasdid not
experience cost reductions,
increase in market share or
higher profitsas a result of their
sustainability activities.

Cluster 2 (N=13)

- The suppliers are
characterised by a very positive
attitude towards sustainability.
- Suppliers have good access ti
resources from the buying
company, but also have
sufficient resources daheir

own to invest in sustainability.

- Buyers are characterised by a
very high levebf integration of
sustainable procurement in the
company and a positive attitude
of the employees towards
sustainability.

- Buyers have very good
purchasing skills.

- The relationship is
characterised by the very high
degree of strictness of
guidance, combined with a ven
low degree of connectivity.

- Both the intensity of
communication and the loyalty
towards eactother is high, but
they are only to some degree
dependent on each other.

- The buying companies
experienced quite a lot of cost
reductions and Bo a good
increase in market share and
higher profits due taheir
sustainability activities.

Cluster 3 (N=6)

- The suppliers are
characterised by a very high
degree of sustainable resource
to deploy, whilst simultaneously
no degree of access to
resources from the buying
company at all.

- The suppliers are willing to
investin sustainability.

- The buyers are characterised
by no integration of sustainable
procurement whatsoever and
very negative attitude towards
sustainability.

- The buyers do have very high
purchasing skills.

- The relationship is
characterised by a very high
degree of connectivity and
quite a lot of communication.

- The relationship is also
characterised by a small degre:
of loyalty,but no strictness of
guidance or joint dependency &
all.

- The buying companies did not
create any cost reductions,
larger market shares or higher
profits as a result of their
sustainability activities at all.

Cluster 4 (N=23)

- The suppliers are
characterised by their positive
attitude towards sustainability.
- Suppliers have limited access
to resources from the buying
company and they only have
limited resources available
themselves.

- The buyers are characterised
by a good integration of
sustainable procurement, but
only average purchasing skills.
- The employees are not again:
sustairable procurement, but
are only very slightly positive
about it.

- The relationship is
characterised by a small degre:
of loyalty and joint dependency
- Connectivity is limited, but
there is a reasonable intensity
of communication and there is
some degree of sittness of
guidance.

- The huying companies
experienced quite some cost
reductions created a larger
market share and also saw the
profit increase a bit due ttheir
sustainability activities.
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Figure3: Cluster members per séar in the Dutch F&B industry

From Figure 3 it becomes clear that no real pattern can be found in the distribution of sectors within the Dutch
F&B industry over the clusters. It can be seen that all four dairy companies are in the two highest scoring
clusters in terms of sustainability performancEurthermore, most bakeries (13 out of 16) are placed in the
middle two clusters in terms of sustainability performance. However, the mesnlt that can be found in
Figure 3 is that sustainability performanceesonot seem to be constrained to sgbctors within the Dutch

F&B industry, as the stdectors are very distributed over the clusters.

As mentioned previously, part of the interpretation staiggolves assigning the clusters a name or label that

accurately describes the nature of that cluster (Cousins et al., 2006). The rationale for each of these names will

be givennextt KS FANR G O tnduiel rBIMibnahg of ¢KSfaf SOmtsiz GoBpahidsBriaNBVm S

of the sampled population. The practices in this cluster strongly resemhiearket type of relationship,

meaning that thebuyer and the supplier are not committed to each other or the relationstfip information

exchange is ratively low and there is little coordination needed (Gereffi et al., 200H.A & (& Lhgtl2 T I NI Q¢
market relationshipas described by Gereffi et al. (2005) comparable to what is found in cluster 1. The

companies do not invest in each othezommuniation is brought to a minimum and there is no loyalty

towards each other. Moreover, sustainability is reogoalfor these companies, which means the complexity

will be low and prices are the most important, as is also the case for market relationshipffi(€&eal., 2005).

The second cluster is termedbustainability leader ®his cluster represents 13 companies or 21% of the
sampled population. This cluster scores significantly better than the other clusters on the maturity level of
sustainableprocurement.Moreover, the cluster scoresy far the highest on strictness of guidance, indicating
that there is a strict code of conduct and that there are strict rules to follow. This resembles a strong leadership
with tight control to ensure sustainaliif. Since both theébuyer and the supplier want to be sustainable and
there isa high degree of loyaltgnda high intensity of communicatiothe highest sustainable performance is
reached in this clusterSurprisingly, the connectivity of cluster 2 is by far the lowest compared to the other
clusters.
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¢KS GKANR Of deesidddNdusiamabilit/SPNiyciRer reépresents 6 companies or 9.7% of the
sample. TR a 233 RS R & dza G | A yiledisAatbiyéstigplierQdlatiznshif MIwMNGE the supplier is
capable and willing to invest in sustainability, but where the buying company is absolutely against
sustainability. This cluster scores lowest on the maturity level of sustainable procuremachedt but
remarkably, the cluster scores by far the highest on connectiVitg very lowjoint dependencyand the very

low strictness of guidance also indicate that the buying company is reluctant to engage in sustainability,
therebyresemblingthe one-sidedness of the sustainability performance that is reached.

CAylftes Of dicinsSldsivensuskaiaabilityido $ KA HR Od dza § SNJ O2 YLINA &ASa 27F H
sample. The cluster scores second highest for the maturity level of sustajmalglerement. Although both the

buyer and the supplier care for sustainability, the supplier does not have the needed resources and the buying
company does not do as much as it colldr example, the integration of sustainable procurement is good, but

could be a lot higher, and the seurces they provide to their suppliecsuld also be highefherefore, this

cluster is termedinconclusivesustainabilitg ¥ ' a 020K LI NIAS&A R2 @g2N)] 2y adzadl
that the highestsustainability peiormance is reached.

8.8 ANALYSIS OF THE RESJ

Next, theredefined propositions(section 85) will be analysedusingthe clusters found duringhe cluster
analysis which contain certain configurations of buyer and supplier capabilities andbthersupplier
relationship First, the propositions on buyer capabilities and supplier capabilities will be analysed.
Subsequently, the propositions on the buyarpplier relationship will be discussed.
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Figure4: The effect obuyer capabilities on sustainable procurement performance

Figure 4 shows the concepts of the buyer capabilities that were identified during the PCA and the effect on
sustainable procurement performanceThe xaxis of the graph represents sustainable pnacuent
performance, which is, as mentioned before in Section 8.4, a combined measure of the scores on the three
sustainability aspects. On theaxis the scale of the sustainability capabilities of the buyer are presenteidh

was derived from the valuesf the concepts that were created during the PCGHI points in the graph
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represent a certain buyer capability of one cluster. Thus, the scores on buyer capabilities for all four clusters

are included in the graph and ordered according to their sustasmgbbcurement performance. The values

were obtained via the cluster analysiinally, a linear regression line was added using Microsoft EAltel.

three conceptdepicted in the graptshow a positive relationship between the capability and the sustainable

procurement performance, signifying that the higher each capability, the higher the maturity level of

sustainable procurement that is reachethe previously defined propositiomgere:

P2a: A positive attitude of employees towards sustainab#itypports higher maturity levels of sustainable
procurement.

P2b:  Good purchasing skiksipport higher maturity levels of sustainable procurement.

PZ: The integration of sustainable procurente supports higher maturity levels of sustainable
procurement.

From Figure 4 it can be seen that every higher sustainable procurement performance is related to a higher
attitude of employees, indicating that the employees have a more positive attitudeardsvsustainability.
Proposition P2a can therefore tmipported The concepts of purchasing skills also shows a positive linear
relationship with sustainable pracement performance. Thereforgroposition P2b camlsobe supported It
should be noted thabnly having high purchasing skills will not lead to higher maturity levels of sustainable
procurement, as can be seen in Figure 4. Finddly integration of sustainable procurement shows a very steep
positive linear relationship with the maturity levef sustainable procurement that is reachesince the two
lowest scoring clusters on the integration of sustainable procurement also perform significantly worse on the
maturity level of sustainable procurement than the two cluster with a high integratibrsustainable
procurement, it seems the integration of sustainable procuremsmpportshigh maturity levelsTherefore,
proposition P2c can also lseipported
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Figure5: The effect ofsuppliercapabilities on sustainable procurement performance

Figure 5 shows the concepts related to the supplier capabilities that were identified during the PCA, and how
they relate to sustainable procurement performanéeain, the xaxis represents the sustaibke procurement
performance and the Jaxis the scale of capabilities present at the supplier. The vdaresach capability of

each clusterwere obtained from the cluster analysiggain, a linear regression line was added to aid
interpretation. As with tie buyer capabilities, the three concepts of supplier capabilities also show a positive
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relationship with the sustainable procurement performance. This means that the higher these capabilities are,
the higher the performance of sustainable procurement wbi#. The following propositions have been
formulated earlier:

P3a: A positive attitude of the supplier towards sustainabiitypports higher maturity levels of sustainable

procurement.

P3b: High sustainable resources deployment at the suppligrport hidner maturity levels of sustainable
procurement.

P3c: Access to resourceBom the buying company supports higher maturity levels of sustainable
procurement.

With regard to the supplier attitude, it can be stated thatcept for the onesided sustainability cluster (cluster

3), it can be seen from Figure 5 that the higher the sustainable procurement performance, the higher the
supplier attitude. This reflects that increasing sustainability performance is related tocesagingly positive
attitude of the supplier towards sustainability. Indeed, the positive linear relationship in Figure 5 confirms this.
Therefore, proposition P3a can kapported The second proposition deals wislhupplier sustainable resources
deploymen. Again, except for the sustainable resources deployment of the-sided sustainability cluster
(cluster 3), it can be seen from Figure 5 that the higher the sustainable resources deployment, the higher the
sustainable procurement performanc&ince thelinear relationship between supplier sustainable resources
deployment and sustainable procurement performance is indeed positive, proposition P3b can also be
supported Finally, Figure 5shows that the two lowest scoring clusters on sustainable procurement
performance have a negative access to resources from the buying company, whereas a positive access to
resources from the buying company is related to a significantly better performance of sustainable
procurement. Proposition P3c is therefore agported.
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Figure6: The effect of the different buyesupplier relationship aspects on sustainable procurement performance

Figure 6 shows the relationship between the different bugapplier relationship aspects that were identified
during the PCA and the sustainable procurement performankgain, on the saxis the sustainable
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procurement performance scale can be found. Thaxis shows the scale of the buysupplier relationship

aspects, whichwas derived from the values of the cmepts that were created during the PCA. Again, the

scores on all aspects for each cluster have been ordered according to sustainable procurement performance.

Additionally, a linear regression line has also been adda¢krall, it can be seen that all buysupplier

relationship aspects have a positive linear relationship with sustainable procurement performance, except for

the aspect of connectivityThe previously defined propositions were:

P4a:  Joint dependencsupports higher maturity levels sfistainable procurement.

P4h Loyaltyin the relatiomshipsupports higher maturity levels of sustainable procurement.

P4c:  The intensity of communicaticgupports higher maturity levels of sustainable procurement.

P4d: A good connectivity between the buyend the suppliesupports higher maturity levels of sustainable
procurement.

P4e:  Strict guidance in the relationshgupports higher maturity levels of sustainable procurement.

As can be seein Figure 6, the two lowest scoring clusters on sustainable procurement performance have a
negative joint dependency, whereas the two highest scoring clusters have a positivdgpandency. Thus, it

can be statedhat without joint dependency, high sustable procurement performance not likely tobe
reached Proposition P4a is thereforeupported The concept of loyaltghowsa positive linear relationship

with the sustainable procurement performande Figure 6and therefore, proposition P4b suppoted. The

next proposition includes the intensity of communicatiovhich showsa positive linear relationship in Figure 6
with the sustainable procurement performanc&herefore, proposition P4c can Iseipported However, for
connectivity a negative linearelationship can be seen in Figure 6. This indicates that the higher the
connectivity, the lower the sustainable procurement performance, or in other words, this means that
connectivity does not support sustainable procurementus,proposition P4ds rejected Finallyfrom Hgure

6 it becomes clear there is a very steep positive linear relationship with sustainable procurement performance
for strictness of guidance. Thus, proposition P4e casupported

Finally, propositionP1: The buyer and supplk capabilities are expected to affect the maturity level of
sustainable procurement that is reached, through its effattuyersupplier relationshipfas to be checked.
From the theoretical framework, it follogd that the buyersupplier relationshipvas expected to mediate the
effect of buyer and supplier capabilities on the maturity level of sustainable prowmethat is reached. Thus,

it was expected that the buyesupplier relationship auld facilitate the reaching of high maturity levels of
sustanable procurement, as ivould ensurethat buyer and supplier capabilities indeed have a positive effect
on the maturity level of sustainable procuremeAithoughthe effects between buyer and supplier capabilities
and the buyersupplier relationshipn austainable procurementvere not directly measured in the empirical
research, some suggestions can be made based on the reStdis. the correlation matrix in Appendix I, the
correlation between both buyer and supplier capabilities and the bisygaplierrelationship can be seen. As
there are bothsignificantpositive and negative correlations, this confirms thatrihés a relationship between
buyersupplier relationship and buyer and supplier capabilitidduyersupplier relationshipsanthus probably
indeed mediate the effect of buyer and supplier capabilities on sustainable procurenfFoposition P1 is
therefore supported

To further validate the resultsf propositions P2Z; P4 a correlation matrix is included in AppendixThe
correlation matrix shows whether the positive (or negative) relationshipetween the concepts and
sustainalte procurement performance holfibr the entire sample. The correlations all confirm the above found
results. To summarise the results of the analysis of th@gsaions, Table 3 provides an overview.
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Tablel3: Summary of the results of the propositions

P1: The buyer and supplier capabilities are expected to affect the maturity level of sustair Supported
procurement that $ reached, through its effect on buysupplier relationships

P2a:A positive attitude of employees towards sustainability supports higher maturity level: Supported
sustainable procurement.

P2k Good purchasing skills support higher matuléyels of sustainable procurement. Supported
P2c:The integration of sustainable procurement supports higher maturity levels of sustain Supported
procurement.

P3a:A positive attitude of the supplier towards sustainability supports higher matweitgls of Supported
sustainable procurement.

P3b:High sustainable resources deployment at the supplier support higher maturity levels Supported
sustainable procurement.

P3c:Access to resources from the buying company supports higher maturity tH#vels Supported
sustainable procurement.

P4a:Joint dependency supports higher maturity levels of sustainable procurement. Supported
P4b:Loyalty in the relationship supports higher maturity levels of sustainable procurement Supported
P4c:The intensity ®communication supports higher maturity levels of sustainable Supported
procurement.

P4d:A good connectivity between the buyer and the supplier supports higher maturity leve Rejected
of sustainable procurement.

P4e Strict guidance in theelationship supports higher maturity levels of sustainable Supported
procurement.
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In this final chapter the analysed resultstbfs NS & S| NOK ' N5 YIRS 02y @ffuieh 3S® ¢ K.
develop the theory on sustable procurement by providing an understanding of how basy@plier

relationships can facilitate sustainable procurement in the Dutch F&B industrg. 2 YSSG G KS NB &SI NIO
the research questions have been investigated in the previous chapietke first paragraph of this chapter

these research questions will be answered and an overall conclusion will be drawn. The second paragraph
contains a discussion on the research, including some theoretical reflections and interesting findings of this

study. Additionally, reflectioson the relevancy, validity and reliability of this research previded The final

paragraph of this chapter will provide recommendations for future research and practitioners.

9.1 CONCLUSION

The conclusion consists of imsections. In the first section an answer to the sabearch questions will be

given based on the results of the literature study and the survey. The second section will provide an answer to
the central research question, thereby providing an overallchagsion on how buyesupplier relationships can
facilitate sustainable procurement in the Dutch F&B industry.

9.1.1 CONCLUSION SHEBSEARCH QUESTIONS

The subreseach questions all deal with a specific part of the research in order to acquirkrba/ledge
necessary to meet the research objective. To answer the central research question, firessalch questions
were formulated and answered:

1. Which maturity levels of sustainable procurement can be identified?
Based on literature, a maturity model for sustainable procurement was developed in order to measure the
impact of buyersupplier relationships and buyer and supplier capabilities on sustainable procurement. Chapter
2 has discussed several maturity modéilattwere found in literature, upon which the current maturity model
was based. In total, four sustainable procurement maturity levels have been identified and created. The first
t S@PSt o6l & t1FL0SttSR W. SIAYyyYyAy3I  SG&ihek to(ifdRy) MBdands a Sy G a
NB3dzZ  GA2yad ¢KS aSO2yR WLYLINRO@GAYy3 S@StQ aidlyRa T2N
NEBIljdZANBYSyGa yR adFkNI LdzidgAy3a az2vySsS STFF2NI Ayid2 adzaid
and represents a consideration and maturity of sustainability that is often above industry average.
Sustainability becomes more and more integrated in the company and in the relationship with the suppliers.
CAylLffes GKS F2dz2NIK W[ S lirg éfigrBtonkar8s@staifabiltySahd\aBsapSisficated | y 2 d:
maturity. These companies are highly committed to sustainability and have completely integrated
sustainability, both content wise and in the organisation.

In the maturity model, the four levels of maity have been defined based on different aspects of
sustainability. For each of the three sustainability aspects (economic, social and environmental) generally
accepted important aspects were taken from literature to include in the maturity model. Theoeto
dimension of the sustainable procurement maturity model includes the aspects economic value distribution,
sustainability reporting, knowledge management and innovation and technology. The environmental
dimension of the maturity model comprises thepasts Life Cycle Assessment process, material and part
purchasing, manufacturing impact and supplier management. For the social dimension of the maturity model
two categories were created: internal for employees and external for the relationship with istgppThe
internal social aspect includes health and safety and employee management, whereas the external social
aspect includes supplier management and corporate citizenship. For each of these sustainable procurement
aspects, four different maturity levelwere created based on literature and existing maturity models. The final
maturity mocel can be found in Chapter 2ables 13.
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2. Which capabilities of the buying company, related to the bisygplier relationship, influence
sustainable procurement?

From the literature study it became clear that a buying company needs to have certain capabilities in order to
have a higher maturity level of sustainable procurement. The first capability that was identified as important
was supplier managemenfs the comfexity of supplier management will increase when sustainability issues
are incorporated, iseems essential for the buying company to hgeed supplier management capabilities on
beforehand.Additionally, the corporate culture of the buying company, whitlvers aspects related to how
the company works, was also identified as important. According to the literature, the corporate culture could
either hinder or support sustainable procurement. The third capability needed was stakeholder management.
From liteature it was expected that companies could experiertifficulties in implementing sustainable
procurement if they do not understand the role and influence of stakeholdéhre final identified capability
was the knowhow and expertise of sustainabilitthat is needed.Without the necessary knowledge and
expertise the buying company is expected not to be able to reach high sustainable procurement maturity
levels.

The results of the survey confirmed the findings from literature. From the analysis oéshbg it became clear

that the integration of sustainable procurement is an important capability needed. The integration of
sustainable procurement involves the integration of sustainability criteria in the purchasing process,
sustainable supplier develogent activities and top management support. Additionally, the analysis of the
results showed purchasing skills are also positively related to sustainable procurement performance.
Purchasing skills includes aspects like stakeholder management;fenati®nal cooperation and knowledge

and skills of the purchasing personnel. Finally, the results showed the attitude of the employees is also
positively related to the sustainable procurement performance. This means that ethical and socially responsible
personné supports higher maturity levels of sustainable procurement. To summarise, the capabilities the
buying company needs to support its sustainable procurement performance are good purchasing skills, a
positive attitude of employees towards sustainability amtligh integration of sustainable procurement in the
company.

3. Which capabilities of the supplier, related to the bugepplier relationship, influence sustainable
procurement?

Ensuring sustainability and achieving sustainable procurement takes twieg@amplying that the supplier also
needs to have certain capabilities to support this. From literature it became clear a very important capability
was the access to resources, especially since research has shown suppliers often lacked the resourdes neede
to invest in sustainability. Additionally, similar to the buying compaing,supplier also needs relevant knew
how in order to improve its sustainabilitizinally, also similar to the buying company, the corporate culture has
been identified as havingnaimportant influence on the maturity level of sustainable procurement. The
suppliers willingness to participate, top management support and other aspects of the corporate culture could
either hinder or support sustainable procurement according to literatu

The results of the empirical research have confirmed the findings in literature. From the analysis of the results
it became clear that access to resources from the buying company is positively related to sustainable
procurement performance. This meatisat when the suppliers have access to funds and training or education
from the buyer, this positively influences the maturity levels of sustainable procurement that can be reached.
Additionally, the results showed that supplier sustainable resourcesogiemnt is also positively related to
sustainable procurement performance. This includes the internal resources and knowledge available at the
supplier and the intefirm sustainability knowledge transfer activities the supplier engages in. Finally, the
results showed the supplier attitude has an influence on sustainable procurement. This means the higher top
management support, the willingness to engage in sustainability initiatives and the ethical and social
responsibility of employees, the higher the mdty level of sustainable procurement. To summarise, the
capabilities the supplier needs to support sustainable procurement performance of the buyer are access to
resources from the buying company, the deployment of their own sustainability resources aoditave
attitude towards sustainability.

4. Which aspects of buyaupplier relationships can influence sustainable procurement?

From the literature study it became clear that power and dependency are two very important aspects in the
buyersupplier relationship. However, the academic community has remained inconclusive about the effect of
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power asymmetry or joint dependency on sustainabilitym® scholars advocate the use of power to force
suppliers to act sustainablevhereas others advate for more equal relationships and joint dependency.
Either way, power and dependency influence sustainable procurenBmt other central concepts in the
buyersupplier relationship literature are trust and commitment. According to literature, trust@mmitment

provide a basis for collaboration and are stated to be important for realising an improved sustainability
performance. Howeveras mentioned in Chapter 5some scholars state that highgmnon-monetary)
relationship investments stimulate opponistic behaviour at the supplier, thereby decreasing the
sustainability This could be due to thé dzLJLJt A SNE Q LISNOS LI A 2y far Kondomplidga&® € A 1 St A
is decreased or becausggh levels of monitoring can create a feeling of distrastthe supplier Overall, the
literature points mostly in the direction of a positive relationship between trust and commitment and
sustainable procurement performance. Another aspect of btsigaplier relationships that could influence
sustainable procumment which came forward during the literature study was information exchange and
communication. Literature has suggested that especially the willingness to share information could have a large
influence on the information exchange in a relationship. Fumi@re, codes of conduct are argued to have a
positive influence on the maturity level of sustainable procurement reached. They are perceived by researchers
asa relatively easy way to solve sustainability issues, because of the guidelines they proeifiieal aspect of
buyersupplier relationships that came forth from literature is the geographical distance. Although some
scholars stategint dependency, mutual action anust and commitment could overcome issueslated to
geographical distance, othetgave argued that a large geographical distance could negatively impact all the
previously mentioned aspects of buysupplier relationships, thereby also negatively impacting sustainable
procurement.

The results of the empirical research have providethsovaluable insights into the relationship between
aspects of buyesupplier relationships and sustainable procurement performance. First of all, the analysis of
the results showed that loyalty, which encompasses aspects of trust and commitment, isghpsithated to
sustainable procurement performance. Thus, this research did not support the arguments in literature that
higher(non-monetary)relationship investments stimulate opportunistic behaviour at the supplier. Additionally,
the results showed thajoint dependency was positively related to sustainable procurement performance. In
the cases where both the supplier and the buyer were dependent on each other, sustainable procurement
performance was significantly higher than when there was no joint ddpacy. Thus, this research did also

not support the scholars who advocate for using power to force suppliers to act sustainable. However, the
results do show an important role for the strictness of guidance in the bsypplier relationship. The positive
relationship between strictness of guidance and sustainable procurement performance indicates that codes of
conduct, rules and audit procedures have a positive influence on the maturity level of sustainable
procurement. Finally, the analysis of the resulshowed two interesting results. The intensity of
communication, which includes aspects of faodace communication and willingness to share information,
has a positive relationship with sustainable procurement performance. This confirms the expesfationthe
literature study. However, connectivity, which includes aspects on the linkage and integration of information
systems, has a negative relationship with sustainable procurement performance. This does not imply that
connectivity has a negative Ioénce on sustainable procurement, but it does lead to the conclusion that
connectivity is not a prerequisite for sustainable procurement. To summarise, the following aspects of buyer
supplier relationships have been found through the analysis of the érapiresearch to be related to
sustainable procurement: loyalty, strictness of guidance, joint dependency, intensity of communication and
connectivity.

5. Which aspects of thButch F&Business environment influence the bugapplier relationship with
regard to sustainable procurement?

The setting of this research was the Dutch food and beverages industry, as literature had suggested this was a
suitable industry to gain more insights intoow buyersupplier relationships can facilitate sustainable
procuremnent. Specific aspects of the business environment of the Dutch F&B industry that could influence this
research were found during the literature study. Firstly, the sector has been increasingly improving its
sustainability through all sorts of initiativekd the MSC labednd organiccertifications. These initiatives, which
are often initiated by NGOs, could influence the bugepplier relationship, as some initiatives may take over
auditing procedures or control activities. This could result in lesstiséiss of guidance being needed to ensure
sustainability. Secondly, Dutch consumers enjoy relatively low prices for their food products, illustrating the
highly competitive environment of the Dutch F&B sector. This could influence both the resources of the
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supplier and the buyer, as their focus might stay on efficiency instead of sustainability to cope with the highly
competitive environment. Finally, consumers are inclined to punish companies that sell branded products if
they fail to meet their sustainality expectations. Due to the highly competitive environment and pressure
from consumers, companies may be inclined to cooperate more and change their attitude towards
sustainability. The threat of consumer punishments could also increase the joint dapgndea relationship,

as bad sustainability performance of one actor could be a problem for both parties when consumers start
boycotting products for example.

9.1.2 CONCLUSION OEML RESEARCH QUGBNTI

After concluding upon the sulesearch questionthis section answers the central research question. A
combination of theoretical and empirical research methods haen used to investigate the main research
question:Which configuration of buyesupplier relationships facilitates sustainable procureménQ

The literature study has suggested several configurations of baygplier relationships that would foster
sustainability, but did not provide a conclusive answer. First of all, in case of power asymmetry in favour of the
buyer, the buying company coulthpose sustainability requirements on their suppliers. Some scholars even
argued that the use of power is a requirement for supplier compliance to sustainability criteria. In line with
other scholars, the empirical research showed contradictory resultait &Ependency turned out to be
positively related to sustainable procurement performance, supporting the idea in literature that joint
dependencysupportssustainability.

Furthermore, the theoretical research suggested that trust and commitment positindluence sustainable
procurement through increased information sharing, a decrease in the risk of opportunistic behaviour and
more cooperation. Indeed, the empirical research supported these findings, as the concept loyalty was
positively related to suainable procurement performance. Where loyalty between the buyer and supplier
existed, the intensity of communication was significantly higher than for relationships without loyalty, thereby
indeed supporting sustainable procurement. However, theory asggested that trust and commitment
decrease the need for monitoring suppliers, which was not confirmed by the empirical research. Although two
of the identified clusters with loyalty in the relationship indeed had a lower strictness of guidance, the best
performing cluster in terms of sustainable procurement performance had the highest loyalty in combination
with an even higher strictness of guidance. It thus seems that trust and commitment, or loyalty, definitely
support sustainable procurement, but thah order to achieve the highest sustainable procurement
performance, strict guidancenight alsobe needed.

Strict guidance, or the use anardrol of codes of conduct, haseen argued to be a relatively easy way to
make the supply chain more sustainablccording to literature, a major downside to the use of codes of
conduct is the often voluntary nature of the agreement and consequently theaoompliance of suppliers.
However, some scholars have warned that high levels of monitoring could createstliatrd nonproductive

or even harmful actions by the supplier. On the contrary, the empirical research showed that a high degree of
strictness of guidance, including strict monitoring and control activities, has a posffe&t on sustainable
procurementperformance. Thus, when codes of conduct are implemented together with strict monitoring and
control activities thisouldfacilitate sustainable procurement. The theoretical research suggested that supplier
compliance to a code of conduct can also bedéased through trust, goatongruence between buyers and
suppliersand reputation effects. 8ce the highest scoring cluster, both in terms of sustainable procurement
performance and highest strictness of guidanatso shows a high degree of loyalty, @ems trustindeed
reinforces supplier compliance and thereby the sustainability performance of both the buyer and the supplier.
Additionally, goatongruence between buyers and suppliarsd reputation effects are also likely to stimulate
supplier compliane and sustainable procurement performance in the Dutch F&B industry. This is due to the
business environment, where consumers are inclined to punish companies that are not sustainable, hence
creating a threat to the reputation of the companies.

Furthernore, the literature study revealed that information sharing is seen as a basic requirement for any

relationship and for reaching sustainability. When the right information is shared in a timely and accurate
manner, sustainable procurement performance vii#nefit. However, the willingness to share critical and
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sensitive information can be hampered by a lack of trust. As mentioned before, the results from the empirical
research have shown that where the intensity of communication is high, loyalty is als@hijwhere the
intensity of communication is low, loyalty is also low. Thus, it can be concluded that trust and the sharing of
information reinforce each oter. Another aspect of information sharing is connectivity. Although connectivity
can facilitate gick information sharing, it does not guarantee that the right information is shared. Here, the
empirical research shows interesting results. Connectivity was negatively related to the sustainable
procurement performancewhich does not imply that connectty has a negative influence on sustainable
procurement, but does suggest thitis thus nota prerequisitein order to reach sustainability.

Finally, next to the specific aspects of bugepplier relationships, this research also included buyer and
supplier capabilities It was expected that without proper sustainability capabilities at the buyer and the
supplier, high sustainable procurement performance could not be reachwbbed, the empirical research
showed that the integration of sustainable marement, a positive attitude towards sustainability and good
purchasing skills are capabilities of the buyer that have a positive effect on sustainable procurement
performance. For the supplier also a positive attitude towards sustainability was iddraidaving a positive
effect on sustainable procurement performance, along with access to resources from the buying company and
the deployment of sustainability resourcess the identified capabilitieand the aspects of the buyesupplier
relationshipall correlated with each otherthis shows that the buyesupplier relationship and the buyer and
supplier capabilities together determine sustainable procurement performance.

The empirical research has shown which buge@pplier relationship configuratits, including buyer and

supplier capabilitiesare used in practice and how they relate to sustainable procurement performance. Four

clusters were identified with different configurations and different performance outcomes. It can be concluded

that loyalty and a high intensity of communication do not only reinforce each other, but consequently also
reinforce their positive effect on sustainable procurement. However, in order to reach a high maturity of
sustainableprocurement, joint dependency seeto be a prerequisite Moreover, where joint dependency is

present, suppliers have access to resources of the buying company, which in turn also increases sustainable
procurement performancel RRAGA 2y f f &3> (G(KS Wadzaill Ayl oektb dedcRthef SI RS ND
highest sustainable procurement performance, strict guidance in the form of a code of conduct and strict
monitoring and control activitiesould further facilitate sustainable procurement performanddoreover, the

empirical research reveadl that strict guidance is significantly positively correlated with the integration of
sustainable procurement and purchasing skills at the buying company, thereby confirming the importance of

the capabilities for sustainable procurement performance. Titusust be noted that tle configuration of the
buyersupplier relationship should be supported by a buyer and supplier with the right capabillitiesd, he

‘oned A RSR & dz&d VIRA ViIKBA fWAYG &NQ@ SG NBf I (A 2y aKA LlandGhe sappliecs N& 02y
need to have good sustainability capabilities in combination with the right bsypplier relationship in order

to reach a high maturity level of sustainable procurement.

9.2 DISCUSSION

This paragraph will first discuss some theordtiedlections on the results. Subsequently, the relevancy of this
research will be discussed. Finally, the validity and reliability of this research are discussed.

9.2.1 THEORETICALFRECTIONS

This section will discuss other interesting findings frone #mpirical research, along with a theoretical
reflection on the results. First of all, the general findings of the empirical research are in line with the earlier
mentioned (Section 5.1) study of Pagell et al. (2010). Similar to the results of their, shiglyesearch has
shown that more cooperative forms of buysupplier relationships, in which the buyer provides the supplier
with the needed resources, are needed to ensure sustainability. Pagell et al. (2010) changed the dominant
approach to purchasingortfolio models, because they found economically very viable companies that were
not making decisions in the manner suggested by Kraljic (1983). Moreover, these companies could be
considered leaders in sustainable supply chain management. It thus seeahsint order to achieve
sustainability, using the traditional purchasing portfolio models is not appropriate anymore. Indeed, one of the
most contradictory results from this research and the study of Pagell et al. (2010) compared to the traditional
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purchasng portfolios is the purposeful increase of supply risk. Similar to the results of Pagell et al. (2010), this
research showed that companies that were investing in sustainability purposefully increased asset specificity
through intense communication, praling resources to suppliers and creating strict guidance, thereby
increasing the supply risk as defined by Kraljic (1983).

I 4SO02yR AYyGSNBadAy3a NBTFESOGA2y 2y (GKAA &aiddzReé Ay Of dzR¢
chain has an effecon the maturity level of sustainable procurement that is reached. Whilst asking the
respondents to cooperate in this research, one of the resmots stated that they did not tee part in any

sustainability activities, because they were not selling to-eadsumers. This suggests that the level of

ddza 01 AylFofS LINROAd2NEBYSy(d O02dzZ R RSLISYR 2y (GKS O2YLIl yeé Qs
(2012) showed that green practices in business to business (B2B) supply chains were considerably
underdeveloped compared to business to consumer (B2C) supply chains. GeBeaitz and GonzaleBenito

(2006) also stated that companies further down the chain, thus not directly visible to consumers, are more
reactive in their approach to sustainabilityhiscould becaused by whaHollos et al. (2012) statk that

consumersand other stakeholders are inclined to punish companies, especially those selling branded products

to the end consumer, if they fail to comply with accepted sustainability stand&dtisough this research did

y24 G118 Ayid2 I002dzyi GKS O2YLIl yeQa LRaAGA2Y Ay GKS
research as it could explain some of the differences found between the clusters in this research.

Thirdly, a surprisingputcome of the empirical research was that connectivity was negatively related to
sustainable procurement performance. The results showed that the best performing compintesms of
sustainability, had no connectivity whatsoever whilst the worperforming companies ttha very high

connectivity. Theoretically, it would be expected thainnectivity should be high, since the buying company

would need to know what the supplier is doing regarding sustainability. Then, it would be expected that
information systems are integrated so that information about sustainability activities can be exchanged easily

and quickly. Neverthelesthe results from the empirical research proved otherwise. As Fawcett ¢2@D7)

stated, information sharing and communigan are too often mistaken for being a technology isséithough

information technology provides opportunities for enhanced communication and collaboration (Makkonen and

Vuori, 2014)F  O2 YLl yeQa gAfftAy3dySaa (2 &aKIexi@ntokcygnfrihidationi A 2 y  dzf
(Fawcett et al., 2007). Ade¢ intensity of communication did appear to Ipesitively related to sustainable
procurement performance, it seentbat the willingnessto share informationis indeed far more important

than the connectiity. ¢ KS Wadza G Ayl oAt Ade tSIFIRSND Of dZAGSNI O2y FA NN
communication and by far the lowest connectivity of all clustddewever, it should be noted that as
information technologyenables dree flow of information aong companies (Spekman and Carraway, 2006

is likely to enhance communication and could thereby potentially increase sustainable procurement
performance even further.

Fourthly, an interesting question that arises when looking at the sustainable procurement performance of the
clusters is why the environmental aspect of sustainability is implemented to a lesser extent than the economic
and social aspects? As mentionedtie introduction, far more attention has been paid to the environmental
aspects of sustainability in literature, resulting in a larger amount of scientific articles compared to the social or
economic dimensions. Therefore, it is remarkable that companigise Dutch F&B industry perform worse on

the environmental aspect, as it would be expected that there is more knowledge in this area.

LEVELS ORISTAINABLE PROCURKEME

Finally, aother relevant theoretical reflection concerns the maturity model of airsible procurement that

was created in Chapter 2. The sustainable procurement maturity model included social, economic and
environmental aspects and indicated for each level what sustainability related activities should be present to
reach that certain leel. After conducting this research, aspects related to the bsygplier relationship and
buyer and supplier capabilitiesan be considered as an additidm the maturity model, to create a more
comprehensive overview of each maturity level. First gfalielevant addition to the maturity model would be

to include the amount of alignment between the sustainability capabilities of the buyer and the supplier. In
other words, do the buyer and supplier have an equal amount of sustainability capabilitierartidey both
positive about sustainability? Figure 7 shows that when capabilities are aligned, both in terms of their
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resources and attitude, higher sustainable procurement performance is reachusthinable procurement
performance ispositioned on thex-axis and the yaxis represents the scale of the sustainability capabilities

based on the values from the PCAs. For both the buyer and the supplier capabilities, the average of all

capabilities was taken per cluster and presented in FigurEurthermore, Table 4 presents the proposed
addition of buyersupplier relationship configuratia Based on the results from the empirical research, an
estimation has been made which aspgaif both the buyer, the supplier and their relationshépit each
maturity level, as defined in Chapter 2.
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Figure7: The effect of alignment between average buyer and supplier sustainability capabilities per cluster on sustainable procureme

performance

Table14: Buyer-supplier relationship aspectselated to sustainable procurementevels

Beginning

Improving

Succeeding

Leading

- Relationship is characterised by a market type of relationship: the buyer and supplier
no commitment or loyaltyinformation exchange is low and there is no strict guidance.

- Both the buyer and the supplier do not have the capabilities needed for sustainable
procurement, nor is there any intention from the buying company to support the supplie
- Both parties have a negative attitude towards sustainability.

- Relationship is stable, but there is no strict guidance or joint dependency. Companies
able to communicate through information systems sufficiently.

- One of the parties lagood sustainability capabilities, but the other does not.

- A onesided positive attitude towards sustainability.

- Relationship is characterised by a cooperative approach: there is a good intensity of
communication, loyalty and joirdependency are present, but there is no strict guidance.
- Both parties have good sustainability capabilities and the buying company supports th
supplier in reaching higher sustainability through providing some access to its own
resources.

- Both partiesare positive about sustainability.

- Relationship is characterised by a dedication to sustainability: there is a very high stric
of guidance, combined with a strong intensity of communication and high degree of loyi
and joint dependency.

- Both parties have excellent sustainability capabilities . Nevertheless, the buying comp
even supports the supplier with additional resources to invest in sustainability.

- Both parties have a very positive attitude towards sustainability.
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9.2.2RELEVANCY OF RESHARC

As described in the introduction of this report (Chapter 1), sustainable procurement has received growing
attention in the academic community the last decade. Nevertheless, still many research gaps exist. This
research therefore attmpted to improve the knowledge and theory on how bwgaipplier relationships can
support sustainable procurement. The lack of empirical research into ksumslier relationships and how

they can foster sustainability has left researchers undecided ontwhamportant in the buyesupplier
relationship to achieve sustainability. By investigating the current practices in the Dutch F&B industry through
empirical research, this research has scientific relevance and investigates relationships between dbatepts
have not been studied yet. Moreover, this research considered the adoption of the TBL in sustainable
procurement, thereby also adding to the current literature.

Next to the scientific relevance, there is also some practical relevance. It has toyerd an the introduction of

this report (Chapter 1) that managers face significant obstacles and barriers in the implementation of
sustainable procurement. Indeed, the implementation of sustainable procurement remains low in practice.
Moreover, the abiliy of managers to recognise and shape relationships in such a way that it improves
sustainability can be considered a valuable asset, which adldn makingsustainabledecisions. Thus, this
research is also very relevant for practitioners.

9.2.3 VALIDIY AND RELIABILITY

As all research has its limitations, this section will discuss the reliability and validity of this research. First of all,
with regard to the validity of measurements, it can be stated that the operationalisation of the concepts was
based on literature as much as possibfes mentioned before in Chapter 7, content validity was assured by the
fact that the constructs were based on an extensive literature review and the fact that most variables had
proven reliability and validity, as théyad been tested and used in the literature before. However, for some
conceptsno proven constructs could be found. In these cases, the operationalisation of the measurement was
based on the literature interpretation of the researcher. To further incredsevalidity of the measurements

the survey was evaluated by two academic experts and tested by two practitioners, who were asked to
comment on the content and clarity of the survey. As a result, several minor changes were made to the survey.

The internalvalidity of the conclusions is largely dealt with by basing the propositions on previous work.
However, since theheoretical understanding of theffect of the buyersupplier relationship on sustainable
procurement performance igelatively unexplored, His research remains exploratory. More research is
therefore necessary to confirm the results found in this stuglyrtthermore, the theoretical model created in
Chapter 6 was not completely tested in the survey. More specifically, the mediating effeatyefdupplier
relationships on the connection between buyer and supplier capabilities and sustainable procurement
performance was notlirectly tested. Based on the results of the empirical research, the theoretical model is
expected to be true, but futureesearch should confirm thidVith respect to the external validity it can be
stated that there was a relatively lovesponserate. Although theeffective response rate was good28.9%

the absolute number of respondents (62) is too low to make pogulation claims or to conduct any heavy
statistical analysis on. Nevertheless, as this research is exploratory, it did provide meaningful insights.

Finally, with regard to the reliability of this research, it can be stated%thatdo 8 SR 2y AMBYy ol OKQA
internal consistency of the survey was good (see Sections 8.3). However, it should also be noted that

whenever this research would be repeated, another distributmrer the clusters can be expected. This

research focussed on sustainabilityhish can be considered an ewvelnanging topic in terms of consumer

pressure, legislation and market pressure for example. Therefore, when this research would be conducted at
another time, the business environment is likely to be different. This could &dlyebe of influence on the

distribution of companiesverthe clusters, as higher pressure will likely result in more companies trying to be
sustainable and lower pressure will probably not.
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9.3 RECOMMENDATIONS

This final section discusses recommetimias for future researctand practitioners. The first recommendation

for future research would be to investigate factors that could stimulate a feeling of joint dependency, as this
was foundto be important in reacking sustainable procurementSecondly an interesting reflection on this
NE&aSINOK Ay@g2f @SR (KS 1jdzSaidiArz2y 6KSGKSNI I O2YLIl yeQa
level of sustainable procurement that is reached. If different capabilities or a different configuration of the
buyer-supplier relationship is needed, this would be very relevant to know for practitiois#nse business to
business and business to consumer markets differ on quite a few aspects, it would add to the current
knowledge to investigate whether this is althe case for buyesupplier relationships and how they facilitate
sustainable procurementhirdly, the influence of geographical distance on bugapplier relationships could

not be determined in this research. As it has the potential to influence riHationship and sustainable
procurement, it would be relevant to know if and how geographical distance affects these concepts. Therefore,
future research could be focussed in that direction. Fourthly, the nature of the identified clastdraaturity
levelsraises questions to whether development between clusters/levels occurs smoothly and if companies can
skip stages. These questions warrant future resea@terall, since theory on the effect of buysupplier
relationships on sustainable procurementrf@mance is relatively undeveloped, more research is needed to
confirm the results found in this study. In this light, it would also be relevant to perform a similar study in a
different business environment, to check whether these results are boundettiedDutch F&B industry or
whether they also apply in other sector&urthermore, future research couldnvestigate the lower
performance on theenvironmentaldimension compared to the economic and social dimension that was found
in all clusters. It woultbe interesting to know if there is an explanation for this phenomenon.

Finally, some recommendations to practitioners can be mawlerder to have good sustainable procurement,

the maturity model developed in Chapter 2 can be followed to learn what ezathrity level requires in terms

of activities and capabilities. Additionally, this research has shown that the integration of sustainable
procurement throughout the company is necessary to achieve a high sustainable procurement performance.
This involvedntegrating sustainability criteria in the purchasing process, sustainable supplier development
activities and top management suppoRurthermore, as a buying company one should have good purchasing
skills, including stakeholder management, crgsctional cooperation and sufficient sustainability related
knowledge and skills of the purchasing personnel. Additionally, it is very important that the employees have a
positive attitude towards sustainability. In the buysupplier relationship, special atteioh should be paid to
creating a feeling of loyalty with trust and commitmentot only do trust and commitment increase
sustainable procurement performance, they also increase the intensity of communication, which in turn is also
important for reaching tgh sustainable procurement performandeurthermore, it is advised to invest in strict
guidance through codes of conduct and monitoring and control activities. Finally, this research has showed that
a feeling of joint dependency positively influences sirgthle procurement performance. It is therefore
recommended to also create a feeling of joint dependency in the baypplier relationship.
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APPENDIX-ISURVEY

Please indicate to what extent you agree with the following statements

Corporate culture

Top management supports our efforts to improve sustainability.
Sustainability is considered a vital part of our corporate strategy.

Top management values purchasing views on sustainable procuremen
My colleagues a highly ethical and socially responsible.

agd O2ftfSI3dzSaQ odzarAySaa RSOAAAZ2),
My company stimulates working in creisictional teams.

My company stimulates working together with suppliers for sustainabilit
Purchasing participatein product and process design.

Knowhow and expertise

Purchasing has the skills to interpret changes in the supplier market.
Purchasing is technicalbapable to help our suppliers improve their
sustainability

My company engages in intéirm sustainability knowledge transfet.

My company ensuresaining needs of employees are identified and acte
upon.

Supplier management

Design specifications with sustainability requirements are provided to
suppliers.

My company cooperates with suppliers for achieving sustainability
objectives together.

Environmental sustainability risks are integrated in purchasing decision
Social sustainability risks are integrated in purchasing decisions.
Economic sustainability risks are integrated in purchasing decigions.
Stakeholder management

Purchasing actively identifies relevant stakeholders.

Stakeholder input is integrated in purchasing processes.
Stakeholdersre engaged in the purchasing process for their positive
AYyTFtdzSyOS 2y GKS?02YLJ yeQa NI Lz

Please indicate to what extent you agree with the following statements

Corporate culture of suppliers

¢CKS adzllLX ASNBRQ (2L YIylF3SYSyid 41
{dzadGtAyFoAtAGe A& F GAGFE I NI
¢CKS adzllLX ASNARQ (2L YIylF3SYSyid @i
sustainability.

¢CKS adzlJL)f ASNBQ SYLX 28SSa o0SKI @S

The suppliers are aware of our sustainability initiatives.

The suppliers are willing to participate in our sustainability initiatives.
Thesuppliers expect benefits from the sustainability initiatives.
Knowhow and expertise of suppliers

Suppliers have the knowledge and expertise required to act upon
sustainability.

ae O02YLIyeée LINRPGARSA GNIXAYyAy3d k ¢
Suppliers engage in intdirm sustainability knowledge transfer.
{dzLJLJt ASNEQ | O0Saa (2 NBaz2dz2NDSa
Suppliers have the internal resources to invest in our sustainability
requirements.

My company arranges funds to help suppliers increase their sustainabi

1= strongly disagree, 7= strongly
agree
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1= strongly disagree, 7= strongly
agree

1 2 3 4 5 6
1 2 3 45 6 7
1 2 3 4 5 6
1 2 3 4 56 7
1 2 3 4 5 6
1 2 3 4 5 6
1 2 3 4 5 6
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Suppliers have access to external resources for investing in sustainabil
Please indicate to what extent you agree with the following statements

Power and dependency

These suppliers are crucial to our future performarice.

We do not have a good alternative to these suppliers.

We are dependent on these suppliets.

We are important to these suppliers.

We account for a large proportion of these suppliers' total sales.

The suppliers would find it difficult to replace us.

Trust and commitment

Suppliers have been frank in dealing with us.

Promises made by suppliers are reliable.

If problems arise, the suppliers are honest about the problems.

We are committed to theelationship with these suppliers.

We intend to maintain the relationship with these suppliers indefinit&ly.
We are willing to make lonterm investmens in the relationship with
these suppliers.

Information exchange and communication

We share sensitive information with our suppliérs.

Suppliers are provided with any information that might help them.

We inform each other about things that may affect the other.

We have frequent facéo-face communication.

Information systems are integrated throughout the supply chain.
Information applications are integrated within our compahy.

Current information systems satisfy supply cheémmunication
requirements.

Geographical distance

Our suppliers are located within the Netherlan@ls.

Our suppliers are located outside the Netherlands, but in Eurfbpe.

Our suppliers are located outside Europe.

Code of conduct

Our employees must abide by a defined set of acceptable/unacceptabl
behaviour (e.g. ethics statementf).

Purchasing has sustainable sourcing training programs.

My company has a supplier code of conduct.

Supplier relationships are ended if suppliers do not adhere to our code
conduct.

Suppliers are monitored to ensure adherence to our code of conduct.
We have specific audit procedures to ensure that suppliers adhere to o
code of conduct.

Please indicate to what extent you agree with the following statements

Economic sustainability aspects

Generated economic value is equally distributed amongst all supply ch
actors.

We pay a price premium to our suppliers if they provide sustainable
products?

Sustainability reporting is integrated in all our reporting efforts.

Set goals and measures for all sustainability issues are communicated.
Sustainability related knowledge management is completely integrated
our company.

Human capital development is a major objectives in my comgany.

Best available sustainable technologies are proactively used and inves

1 2 3 4 5 6

1= stronglydisagree, 7= strongly
agree

1 2 3 4 5 6
1 2 3 4 5 S
1 2 3 4 5 6
1 2 3 4 5 6
1 2 3 4 5 6
1 2 3 4 5 6
1 2 3 4 56 7
1 2 3 4 5 6
1 2 3 4 5 6
1 2 3 4 5 6
1 2 3 4 5 6
1 2 3 4 5 6
1 2 3 4 5 6
1 2 3 4 5 6
1 2 3 4 5 6
1 2 3 4 5 6
1 2 3 4 5 6
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in.

Sustainability driven innovation activities involve multiple stakeholders.
Environmental sustainability aspects

LCA results are used in all our business processes.

Our LCA process covers every aspect of the cradle to cradle analysis.
Our material choices minimise environmental impact and maximise
sustainability.

We collaborate closely with our supply chain to be the industry leader i
proactive sustainable R&D efforts.

My company is an industry leader in sustainable manufactuting.

We try to reduce the environmental impact of manufacturing throughou
the supply chairf.

¢2 NBRdAzOS | adzllL ASNBERQ SYGANRY Y
suppler development activities.

{ dzLJLX ASNJ aSt SOGA2y Aa RSLISYRSyi
sustainable policies and efforts.

Social sustainabilitgspects

Our health and safety policy supports the organisational sustainability ¢
We have custom made health and safety arrangements for individual
employees.

Employee management aligns individual and collective interests.

We have a prective policy for hiring women and minoritiés.
SupplierselecBy A& RSLISYRSy( dzLl2y | &adz
policies and efforts.

We proactively support higher social sustainability at our suppliers.
Corporate citizenship is completely integrated in our business activities
Corporate citizenship programs support all stakeholders, i.e. from local
neighbourhoods to supplier.

Please indicate to what extent you agree with the following statements

Sustainability activities in my company have created cost reductions.
Sustainability activities in my company have created a larger market sk
Sustainability activities in my company have created higher profits.
Soqal sustainability issues are completely integrated in our business
activities.

Environmental sustainability issues are completely integrated in our
business activities.

Economic sustainability issues are completely integrated in our busines
activities.

All three sustainability aspects (i.e. social, environmental, economic)
receive equal attention in oususiness activities.

How would you assess the sustainability of your main product stream?
Do you have special product lines focussed on a high level of sustainal
What percentage of your turnover comes from sustainable products?
Number of employees

Function in company

Product category

Note: ? Item removed during the Principal Component Analysis JPCA
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1= strongly disagree, 7= strongly

agree
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1 2 3 4 5 6
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1 2 3 4 56 7

1= very low, 7= very high
Yes/no
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APPENDIX ¢ SPSS OUTPUT

Agglomeration Schedule

|CIuster Combined Stage Cluster First Appears

Stage |CIuster 1 |[Cluster 2 |Coefficients [Cluster 1 Cluster 2 Next Stage
1 I51 53 1,563 0 0 6
2 33 56 3,178 0 0 13
3 7 48 4,892 0 0 28
4 20 46 6,667 0 0 28
|5 I8 43 8,920 0 0 26
6 39 51 11,416 0 1 10
7 17 22 14,297 0 0 30
I8 27 36 17,240 0 0 38
9 37 55 20,187 0 0 32
10 24 39 23,258 0 6 45
11 10 58 26,415 0 0 19
12 42 44 29,745 0 0 31
13 33 60 33,110 2 0 29
14 13 29 36,666 0 0 39
15 26 34 40,561 0 0 43
16 3 35 44,704 0 0 42
17 14 49 49,126 0 0 53
18 1 11 53,596 0 0 33
19 10 16 58,217 11 0 44
20 30 59 63,069 0 0 32
21 9 40 67,958 0 0 36
22 23 31 72,910 0 0 27
23 154 62 78,040 0 0 31
24 25 32 83,174 0 0 43
25 5 21 88,322 0 0 46
26 6 8 93,737 0 5 38
27 23 41 99,569 22 0 A7
28 7 20 105,487 3 4 35
29 33 61 111,548 13 0 36
30 17 52 117,734 7 0 42
31 42 54 124,512 12 23 47
32 30 37 131,662 20 9 44
33 1 2 139,185 18 0 50
34 18 38 146,963 0 0 41
35 7 28 154,897 28 0 37
36 9 33 162,904 21 29 51
37 7 12 171,098 35 0 45
38 I6 27 179,716 26 8 48
39 13 15 188,467 14 0 49
40 19 A7 197,365 0 0 58
41 18 45 206,393 34 0 51
42 3 17 216,047 16 30 53
43 25 26 225,879 24 15 46
44 10 30 235,962 19 32 52
45 7 24 247,948 37 10 54
46 15 25 260,065 25 43 60
47 23 42 272,286 27 31 50
48 4 6 284,636 0 38 52
49 13 57 297,326 39 0 57
|50 1 23 312,186 33 47 56

Page |79



51
52
53
54
55
56
57
58
59
60
61

[ S N R S 7V RN VU RN N )

18
10
14

50

13
19

329,406
348,884
369,477
393,046
418,691
448,547
480,023
521,388
570,116
631,247

854,000

36
48
42
45
53
50
54
56
52
58
60

41
44
17
51

55
49
40
57
46
59

54
59
55
57
56
58
59
60
61
61
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Dendrogram using Ward Linkage
Rescaled Distance Cluster Combine

0 H 10 15 20 25
L 1 1 1 1
Case 51 51—
Case 53 53—
Case 39
Case24 24—
Case 7 T ™
Case4s 48—
Case20 20—
Case 46 4
Case 28 28—
Cage12  12p— -
Case 9 9
Case40 40—
Case33 3
Case56 56—
Case60 60— [—
Case 61 61—
Case18 18—
Case 38
Cased45 45—
Case13 13—
Case29 2
Case1s 15—
Case 57 &7
Case10 10—
Case 58 58—
Case16 1
Case 37 37—
Casess 55—
Case 30 30—
Casess 59—
Case 27 27—
>
Case 36
Case 8 o]
Case43 43— [—
Case B 6f—
Case 4 4
Case 5 5
Case 21 2 J
Case 26 216
Case34 34 —|
Case25 215 ﬂ
Case3z 32|
Case19 19
Case 47 47| J
Case 1 1
Case 11 1"
Case 2 2
Case23 23—
Case 31 kil
Case 41 41—
Case42 42—
Case 44 44
Case 54 54— —
Case 2 62—
Case 14 14
Case 49 49 J
Case 3 3
Case3s 39 —|
Case17 17 —
Case22 22|
Case 52 52|
Cases50 50
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ANOVA

Sum of Squarqdf Mean Square [F Sig.
Supplier attitude Between Groups|25,609 3 8,536 13,990 [,000
Within Groups 35,391 58 ,610
Total |61,000 61
IAccess to resources from Between Groups|11,308 3 3,769 4,400 ,007
|[puying company Within Groups 49,692 58 ,857
Total |61,000 61
Supplier sustainable Between Groups|27,182 3 9,061 15,540 |[,000
[resources deployment  Within Groups 33,818 58 ,583
Total |61,000 61
|Integration of sustainable Between Groupsj40,951 3 13,650 39,490 |,000
|procurement Within Groups  [20,049 58 ,346
Total |61,000 61
|Purchasing skills Between Groups|28,691 3 9,564 17,169 |[,000
Within Groups 32,309 58 ,557
Total |61,000 61
Attitude of employees Between Groups|9,229 3 3,076 3,446 ,022
Within Groups  |51,771 58 ,893
Total l61,000 61
|Loyalty Between Groups|10,946 3 3,649 4,228 ,009
Within Groups  |50,054 58 ,863
Total l61,000 61
Strictness ofjuidance Between Groups|22,614 3 7,538 11,390 [,000
Within Groups 38,386 58 ,662
Total |61,000 61
Joint dependency Between Groups|11,193 3 3,731 4,345 ,008
Within Groups  |49,807 58 ,859
Total |61,000 61
Jintensity of communicatioBetweenGroups |18,019 3 6,006 8,105 ,000
Within Groups 42,981 58 741
Total |61,000 61
|Connectivity Between Groups|16,636 3 5,545 7,250 ,000
Within Groups 44,364 58 , 765
Total |61,000 61
|JEconomicSustainability Between Groups]2908,825 3 969,608 25,196 (000
Within Groups  ]2231,949 58 38,482
Total |5140,774 61
|EnvironmentalSustainabiliBetween Groups}4203,814 3 1401,271 37,139 {000
Within Groups ]2188,395 58 37,731
Total |6392,210 61
SocialSustainability Between Groups|2983,280 3 994,427 27,098 |[,000
Within Groups [2128,462 58 36,698
Total 111,742 61
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Tukey posthoc test
Multiple Comparisons

|Dependent Variable

(h Ward (J) ward
Method Method

Mean
Difference
J)

Std. Error

Sig.

95% Confidence Interve

Lower
Bound

Upper Boun

Supplier attitude

Tukey
HSD

1 2

-1,52684211
-1,07723828
-1,32362000

,27829212
,36360234
,23882838

,000
,022
,000

-2,2629553
-2,0390064
-1,9553473

-, 7907289
-,1154702
-,6918927

1,52684211
44960383
20322211

,27829212
,38553172
,27104804

,000
,650
,876

, 7907289
-,5701699
-,5137297

2,2629553
1,4693775
,9201739

1,07723828
-, 44960383
-,24638172

,36360234
,38553172
,35808825

,022
,650
,901

,1154702
-1,4693779
-1,1935644

2,0390064
5701699
,7008010

1,32362000
-,20322211
24638172

,23882838
,27104804
,35808825

,000
,876
,901

,6918927
-,9201739
-, 7008010

1,9553473
,5137297
1,1935644

IAccess to resources from Tukey
|Jbuying company

HSD

-, 75230677
,61052467
-,58672608

,32976033
,43084808
,28299804

114
494
174

-1,624559(0
-,5291158
-1,3352869

,1199455
1,7501651
,1618348

75230677
1,36283144
116558069

,32976033
45683315
,32117651

114
,021
,955

-,1199455
,1544576
-,6839664

1,6245590
2,5712053
1,0151278

-,61052467
-1,36283144
-1,19725075

,43084808
45683315
42431420

494
021
032

-1,7501651
-2,5712053
-2,3196084

,5291158
-,1544576
-,0748931

158672608
-, 16558069
1,19725075

,28299804
,32117651
42431420

174
,955
,032

-,1618348
-1,0151278
,0748931

1,3352869
,6839664
2,3196084

Supplier sustainable
Jresources deployment

Tukey
HSD

-1,49938121
-1,90113113
-1,02004463

,27203874
,35543198
,23346177

,000
,000
,000

-2,2189535
-2,84128771
-1,6375766

-, 7798089
-,9609745
-,4025126

1,49938121
-,40174992
47933658

,27203874
,37686860
,26495743

,000
711
,280

, 7798089
-1,3986087
-,2215049

2,2189535
,5951089
1,1801781

1,90113113
40174992
,88108650

,35543198
,37686860
,35004180

,000
711
,068

,9609745
-,5951089
-,0448125

2,8412877
1,3986087
1,8069855

1,02004463
-, 47933658
-,88108650

,23346177
,26495743
,35004180

,000
,280
,068

,4025126
-1,1801781
-1,8069855

1,6375766
,2215049
,0448125

procurement

Integration of sustainable Tukey

HSD

=

-1,88021807]
120895424
-1,36196335

,20945969
,27366938
,17975686

,000
,870
,000

-2,4342619
-,5149313
-1,8374400

-1,3261742
,9328398
-,8864867

1,88021807
2,08917230
51825472

,20945969
,29017477
,20400735

,000
,000
,064

1,3261742
1,3216282
-,0213671

2,4342619
2,8567164
1,0578765

-,20895424
-2,08917230)
-1,57091758

,27366938
,29017477
,26951914

,870
,000
,000

-,9328398
-2,8567164
-2,2838253

,5149313
-1,3216282
-,8580099

Rl NRPIREORAEWODNODNRERIARNRPIAR ORI WODNWOWNERIEAENPRPIAROPRIERWODNWOODNERPIARNPRPIDDWRdA®

1,36196335

,17975686

,000

,8864867

1,8374400
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-,51825472
1,57091758

,20400735
,26951914

,064
,000

-1,05787685
,8580099

,0213671
2,2838253

|Purchasing skills

Tukey 1
HSD

-1,63747497]
-1,81225311
-1,03646825

,26589886
,34740993
,22819256

,000
,000
,000

-2,3408066
-2,7311909
-1,6400626

-,9341433
-,8933157
-,4328739

1,63747497
-, 17477814
,60100671

,26589886
,36836272
,25897738

,000
,964
,105

,9341433
-1,1491380
-,0840169

2,3408066
, 7995817
1,2860303

1,81225311
17477814
77578486

,34740993
,36836272
,34214140

,000
,964
,118

,8933157
-, 7995817
-,1292167

2,7311905
1,1491380
1,6807864

1,03646825
-,60100671
-, 77578486

,22819256
,25897738
,34214140

,000
,105
,118

,4328739
-1,2860303
-1,6807864

1,6400626
,0840169
,1292167

Attitude of employees

Tukey 1
HSD

-,46945882
1,00312625
-,15236699

,33658903
43977011
,28885838

,508
114
,952

-1,3597737
-,1601140
-,9164291

4208561
2,1663665
,6116951

46945882
1,47258507
131709183

,33658903
,46629328
,32782745

,508
,013
, 768

-,4208561
,2391882
-,5500478

1,3597737
2,7059820
1,1842314

-1,00312625
-1,47258507]
-1,15549324

43977011
,46629328
,43310093

114
,013
,047

-2,1663665
-2,7059820
-2,3010927

,1601140
-,2391882
-,0098937

115236699
-,31709183
1,15549324

,28885838
32782745
,43310093

,952
, 768
,047

-,6116951
-1,1842314
,0098937

9164291
,5500478
2,3010927

|Loyalty

Tukey 1
HSD

-1,14089355
-,68895151
-,65236294

,33096151
43241748
,28402888

,006
,390
111

-2,0163231
-1,8327432
-1,4036505

-,2654640
4548402
,0989246

1,14089355
45194204
48853061

,33096151
,45849720
,32234642

,006
, 758
,435

,2654640
-, 7608334
-,3641110

2,0163231
1,6647175
1,3411723

,68895151
-,45194204
,03658857

43241748
,45849720
,42585980

,390
, 758
1,000

-,4548402
-1,6647175
-1,0898573

1,8327432
, 7608334
1,1630345

,65236294
-,48853061
-,03658857

,28402888
,32234642
,42585980

111
,435
1,000

-,0989246
-1,3411723
-1,1630345

1,4036505
,3641110
1,0898573

Strictness of guidance

Tukey 1
HSD

-1,45789208
149633693
-,35179085

,28982943
,37867640
,24872962

,000
,560
,496

-2,2245227
-,5053037
-1,0097080

-,6912614
1,4979776
,3061263

1,45789208
1,95422901
1,10610124

,28982943
,40151492
,28228503

,000
,000
,001

,6912614
,8921780
,3594264

2,2245227
3,0162800
1,8527761

-,49633693
-1,95422901]
-,84812777

,37867640
,40151492
,37293372

,560
,000
,116

-1,4979776
-3,0162800
-1,8345784

,5053037
-,8921780
,1383228

135179085
-1,10610124
84812777

,24872962
,28228503
,37293372

,496
,001
,116

-,3061263
-1,8527761
-,1383228

1,0097080
-,3594264
1,8345784

Joint dependency

Tukey 1
HSD

W INWDNRPIANPRPIEARWERAROODNWOODNEPIAENRPIARARORIRPOODNODNPRERPIANRERPIRAR ORI OODNODNPRIAENRPIARORIRRODNODN

-,50517300

,88406154

,33014152
,43134612

,426
,182

-1,3784335

-,2568963

,3680875
2,0250194
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-,50467696

,28332517

,293

-1,2541031

,2447492

50517300
1,38923454
,00049605

,33014152
,45736123
, 32154777

,426
,018
1,000

-,3680875
,1794639
-,8500331

1,3784335
2,5990052
,8510252

-,88406154
-1,38923454
-1,38873850)

,43134612
,45736123
,42480469

,182
,018
,010

-2,0250194
-2,5990052
-2,5123935

,2568963
-,1794639
-,2650835

50467696
-,00049605
1,38873850

,28332517
32154777
,42480469

,293
1,000
,010

-, 2447492
-,8510252
,2650835

1,2541031
,8500331
2,5123935

|intensity of communicatioTukey

HSD

-1,32350645
-1,10512680)
-1,02587189

,30668662
,40070115
,26319634

,000
,038
,001

-2,1347262
-2,1650253
-1,722055]

-,5122867
-,0452283
-,3296887

1,32350645
121837965
129763455

, 30668662
42486801
,29870342

,000
,955
, 752

5122867
-,9054429
-,4924688

2,1347262
1,3422022
1,0877379

1,10512680
-,21837965
07925491

,40070115
42486801
,39462445

,038
,955
,997

,0452283
-1,3422022
-,9645701

2,1650253
,9054429
1,1230799

1,02587189
-,29763455
-,07925491

,26319634
,29870342
,39462445

,001
, 752
,997

,3296887
-1,0877379
-1,1230799

1,7220551
4924688
,9645701

|Connectivity

Tukey
HSD

1,15198759
-,62570839
42282505

,31158058
,40709534
,26739630

,003
422
,397

3278228
-1,7025203
-,2844675

1,9761524
4511035
1,1301176

-1,15198759
-1,77769599
-, 72916255

,31158058
43164785
,30346998

,003
,001
,088

-1,9761524
-2,9194519
-1,5318740

-,3278228
-,6359401
,0735489

162570839
1,77769599
1,04853344

,40709534
,43164785
,40092168

422
,001
,054

-,4511035
,6359401
-,0119484

1,7025203
2,9194519
2,1090153

-,42282505
, 72916255
-1,04853344

,26739630
,30346998
,40092168

,397
,088
,054

-1,13011746
-,0735489
-2,1090153

,2844675
1,5318740
,0119484

|[EconomicSustainability Tukey

HSD

-18,41154
-1,61667
-8,68913

2,21003
2,88751
1,89663

,000
,943
,000

-24,2573
-9,2545
-13,7059

-12,5658
6,0211
-3,6723

18,41154
16,79487
9,72241

2,21003
3,06166
2,15250

,000
,000
,000

12,5658
83,6964
4,0288

24,2573
24,8933
15,4160

1,61667
-16,79487
-7,07246

2,88751
3,06166
2,84372

,943
,000
,073

16,0211
24,8933
-14,5944

9,2545
-8,6964
,4495

Is,68913
-9,72241
7,07246

1,89663
2,15250
2,84372

,000
,000
,073

3,6723
-15,4160
-,4495

13,7059
-4,0288
14,5944

|[EnvironmentalSustainabiliTukey

HSD

-19,34615
7,33333
-8,19565

2,18836
2,85920
1,87804

,000
,061
,000

-25,1346
-,2296
-13,1633

-13,5577
14,8962
-3,2280

A WER[ARONWOWNERPIARDNPEPIARAWPRIEAODNWOWDNEPIAREDNRPIARAP ORI ODNONERERPIAENRPIAR ORI ODNMNODNERPIAENRPIAAPWORIAS

19,34615
26,67949

2,18836
3,03165

11,15050

2,13140

,000
,000
,000

13,5577
18,6605

5,5127

25,1346
34,6985
16,7883
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3 1 -7,33333  [2,85920 |061 [14,8962 [2296
2 -26,67949 [3,03165 000 |34,6985 |18,6605
4 -15,52899 [2,81584 [000 22,9772 |-8,0808
4 1 I8, 19565  [1,87804 |000 [3,2280  [13,1633
2 -11,15050 [2,13140 |000 16,7883 |5,5127
3 15,52899 [2,81584 [000 [8,0808  [22,9772
SocialSustainability Tukey 1 2 -16,43462 [2,15819 000 |22,1433 |10,7260
HSD 3 2,95000 [2,81978 |723 [4,5086 (10,4086
4 -10,31087 [1,85214 |000 15,2100 |5,4118
2 1 16,43462 [2,15819 [000 [10,7260 [22,1433
3 19,38462 [2,98984 |000 (11,4762 [27,2931
4 l6,12375  [2,10201 |025 |5637 11,6838
3 1 -2,95000 [2,81978 [723 |-10,4086 |4,5086
2 -19,38462 [2,98984 |000 27,2931 [11,4762
4 -13,26087 [2,77702 |000 20,6064 |5,9154
4 1 10,31087 |1,85214 [000 |[5,4118  [15,2100
2 -6,12375  [2,10201 [025 11,6838 |,5637
3 13,26087 [2,77702 [000 [5,9154  [20,6064

*. Themean difference is significant at the 0.05 level.
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Correlations

Supplier [Integratio
JAccess to |sustainablln of
resourcesle sustainabl Intensity
from resources|e Strictness[Joint of Economic{Environmd
Supplier [ouying |deployme [procuremgPurchasinfAttitude off of dependen{communigConnectivjustainabilijntalSustai|SocialSus
attitude |company |nt nt skills employeedLoyalty Iguidance cy ation ty ty nability [ainability
Supplier - Pearson 134|457 |e03"  |s22"  |201 397" |202  |175 |4s6"  }4137 368" |25 [364
attitude Correlation
Sig. (Zailed) ,298 ,000 ,000 ,000 ,118 ,001 ,021 173 ,000 ,001 ,003 ,045 ,004
N 162 62 62 62 62 62 62 62 62 62 62 62 62 62
Accessto  Pearson 134 081|398 027 |133  |100 |43r" 120  |oss |42  |s35"  |s46"  |44d”
resources frorCorrelation
buying Sig. (Zailed) |,298 ,529 ,001 ,833 ,302 441 ,000 ,354 ,494 ,058 ,000 ,000 ,000
company N 162 62 62 62 62 62 62 62 62 62 62 62 62 62
Supplier — Pearson 457" |os1 1 218 552" foos |25 121 169 499" loe2  |318  |200 217
sustainable Correlation
resources  Sjg. (2ailed) |,000 ,529 ,089 ,000 461 ,045 ,351 ,190 ,000 ,631 ,012 ,119 ,090
deployment N |62 62 62 62 62 62 62 62 62 62 62 62 62 62
|ntegration of Pearson 603|308 |28 |t 404" 244|300 |414"  |268  |353° |49 |ess”  |eod”  |e6d”
sustainable Correlation
procurement Sig. (Zailed) [,000 ,001 ,089 ,001 ,056 ,018 ,001 ,035 ,005 ,000 ,000 ,000 ,000
N 162 62 62 62 62 62 62 62 62 62 62 62 62 62
[Purchasing - Pearson 523" |oz2r  |ss20  |a0d” 174|239 |sar”  |oss  |s16" |086  |442"  |279 |36
skills Correlation
Sig. (2ailed) |,000 ,833 ,000 ,001 ,176 ,062 ,007 ,509 ,000 ,506 ,000 ,028 ,000
N 162 62 62 62 62 62 62 62 62 62 62 62 62 62
Atitude of —Pearson 155, 1133 Loos  |eas |74 101|276 |o20  Jo20  |os6  |232  |210 |37
lemployees  Correlation
Sig. (Zailed) |},118 ,302 461 ,056 , 176 437 ,028 877 ,876 ,507 ,069 ,102 ,006
N 162 62 62 62 62 62 62 62 62 62 62 62 62 62
[Fovaly Pearson 397" 100|255 |00  [239  [101 [t 076|218 |322 | 154 125  |225  |247
Correlation
Sig. (2tailed) ],001 441 ,045 ,018 ,062 437 ,555 ,088 ,011 ,233 ,332 ,078 ,053
N 162 62 62 62 62 62 62 62 62 62 62 62 62 62
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Striciness of Pearson 297 431" 121 414" 3417|278 076 1 169 1098 276 |579" |[s81"  |s59"
guidance Correlation

Sig. (2ailed) |,021 000 351 001 007 028 555 189 448 030 1000 1000 1000

N l62 62 62 62 62 62 62 62 62 62 62 62 62 62
Joint Pearson 175 120 169 268 086 020 218 169 1 101 131|238 328" |245
dependency Correlation

Sig. (2ailed) |173 354 190 035 509 877 088 189 436 308 063 1009 055

N l62 62 62 62 62 62 62 62 62 62 62 62 62 62
Intensity of ~Pearson 456" | o089 499" |353"  |[s16"  |020 327 1098 101 1 151|219 226 195
communicatioCorrelation
n Sig. (2ailed) |,000 494 000 005 1000 876 011 448 436 241 087 078 129

N l62 62 62 62 62 62 62 62 62 62 62 62 62 62
(Connectivity Pearson 413" 242 los2 a9 loss  lose  |basa  f27e  basi fas1 | | 356" a3 |36

Correlation

Sig. (ztailed) |,001 058 631 1000 506 507 233 030 308 241 005 1000 003

N l62 62 62 62 62 62 62 62 62 62 62 62 62 62
[EconomicSusPearson 368" |538" 318 |ese”  |4a® 232|125  |s579"  |238 |219  |3sdt | 753" |78
inability Correlation

Sig. (2ailed) |,003 000 012 1000 1000 069 332 1000 063 087 1005 000 000

N l62 62 62 62 62 62 62 62 62 62 62 62 62 62
[EnvironmentaPearson 255 |54 |200  |e0od” |27 |210  [225  |ssr”  |328" |22 fass” |75 L 731
Sustainability Correlation

Sig. (2ailed) |,045 000 119 1000 028 102 078 1000 009 078 1000 000 1000

N l62 62 62 62 62 62 62 62 62 62 62 62 62 62
SocialSustainbearson 364" |440"  |217  |eed”  |436"  |347" |247  |s59" |245  |195  |366" |718" |730" |t
Joility Correlation

Sig. (2ailed) |,004 000 090 1000 1000 006 053 1000 055 129 003 000 1000

N ls2 62 62 62 62 62 62 62 62 62 62 62 62 62

**_Correlation issignificant at the 0.01 level {@iled).
*, Correlation is significant at the 0.05 leveltéed).
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APPENDIX ItiCLUSTER INTERPREONTTABLES

Performance indicators per cluster

Total

Mean

N

Std. Deviation
Mean

N

Std. Deviation
Mean

N

Std. Deviation
Mean

N

Std. Deviation
Mean

N
Std.Deviation

Sustainability
activities in my

Sustainability
activities in my

Sustainability
activities in my

Integration of sustainability per cluster

Total

Mean

N

Std. Deviation
Mean

N

Std. Deviation
Mean

N

Std. Deviation
Mean

N

Std. Deviation
Mean

N

Std. Deviation

companyhave company have company have
created cost created a larger created higher profits.
reductions. market share.
3.40 2.50 2.90
20 20 20
1.142 1.100 1.119
5.46 4.85 4.08
13 13 13
1.127 1.405 1.115
2.83 1.83 2.17
6 6 6
1.472 .753 1.602
5.04 4.09 3.87
23 23 23
1.107 1.125 1.058
4.39 3.52 3.44
62 62 62
1.497 1.544 1.288
Social Environmental Economic All three
sustainability sustainability sustainability sustainability
issues are issues are issues are aspects receive
completely completely completely equal attention in
integrated in our integrated in our integrated in our our business
business business business activities.
activities. activities. activities.
2.90 2.60 3.05 2.95
20 20 20 20
1.210 1.273 1.276 1.276
5.46 5.23 5.38 5.31
13 13 13 13
877 1.092 .768 751
1.83 1.67 2.50 1.50
6 6 6 6
1.169 1.211 1.975 .837
4.39 3.96 4.74 3.74
23 23 23 23
1.158 1.065 1.287 1.096
3.89 3.56 4.11 3.60
62 62 62 62
1.600 1.606 1.631 1.520
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Own assessment of sustainability (1= very low; 7= very high) per cluster

Cluster Mean
1 3.20
2 5.46
3 2.83
4 4.78
Total 4.23

Special high sustainability product linger cluster

Cluster 1 (=Yes) 2 (=No)
1 2 18

2 11 2

3 1 5

4 9 14
Total 23 39

Number of employeegper cluster

Cluster 1

Employees 50<100 6
>1000 1
100500 13
501-1000 O

Total 20

P NDOINDN

N
20
13
6
23
62

Total
20
13

23
62

OO0 UITO R, W

NNEOIN DS

a

w

Std. Deviation

951
.660
1.169
.600
1.260

11
11
36

62
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