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BELGIUM

1. Introduction

Organizations no longer compete as independentiesntbut as chains (Christopher, 1998,
Cox, 1999, Lambert and Cooper, 2000), thereforseloeganizations more and more realize the
performance potential of chains (Pearson and Sag@0b, Gellynck et al., 2006). Being part of
a well-performing chain generates important pertomoe benefits for the individual organiza-
tion. As a result, there is increasing interesthi@ performance of chains as a research subject
(Beamon, 1998a).

Adequate chain performance measurement identibesviell the chain is performing, draws
attention to where improvements are possible,ifatals detecting problems and helps identify-
ing where to focus on (Cohen and Roussel, 2005hs€muently, it affects decision making
through the assessment of past actions and throegbhmarking (Aramyan, 2007). Further, it
can assist the distribution of resources, measulecammunicate improvement towards strate-
gic goals and assess managerial practices (IttrieLarcker, 2003). In addition, it helps manag-
ers to recognize good performance, to make trasiéefiveen profit and investments, it provides
ways to set strategic targets and enables mansgeet involved if performance is distracting
(Neely et al., 1995).

Contrary to the raising awareness of the performautential of chains, a vast group of au-
thors (Neely et al., 1994, Neely et al., 1995, Bean1998b, Christopher, 1998, Beamon, 1999,
Li and O'Brien, 1999, Van der Vorst, 2000, Gunasakat al., 2001, Lambert and Pohlen, 2001,
Gunasekaran et al., 2004, Van Der Vorst, 2006) esedo the need of key issues to be addressed
related to chain performance measurement.

First, the quality of chain relationships, shoukl dne of the central questions in chain per-
formance measurement (Cousins and Hampson, 2000AMet al., 2007, Molnar et al., 2007 )
because of several reasons. Managers as well efitipreers believe in the importance of en-
hancing chain relationships and getting close @ircipartners (Spekman et al., 1998, Lambert
and Cooper, 2000, Benton and Maloni, 2005), sitexdlfie and successful chain relationships
are the key success drivers in today’s word of gliahtion (Mentzer et al., 2001). Successful
and unique chain relationships hold the potentfab&ing a source of competitive advantage
(Barney, 1991, Lamming et al., 1996, Russo and$5d@97, Coff, 1999, Alvarez and Busenitz,
2001, Barney, 2002, Gellynck, 2006) and the abtlitform valuable, compatible and comple-
mentary relationships is necessary to reach chainess (O'Keeffe, 1998, Quinn, 2004). This
suggests that relationship measures should bededlin chain performance measurement in-
strument as possible performance determinantd, ffihtionship measures are not extensively
included into chain performance measurement (Madbait., 2007 ).

Second, with regard to measuring performance ohshactive in the agri-business sector in
general and in the traditional foodsector in pattc, literature points a number of additional
problems over the already mentioned ones (Aramg887). Many agri-food firms, including
traditional food firms do not screen their perforro@ in a regular way (Collins et al., 2001).
Besides, chains belonging to different sectors raye different characteristics (e.g. chain
length, the closeness of chain relationships, tygfgsocess links) (Lambert and Cooper, 2000),
which may influence their performance. Consequeakigin performance measurement being
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carried out in other sectors might reveal diffeesnas compared to performance measurement of
traditional food chains.

Concluding, research on measuring performanceaditional food chaingintegrating rela-
tionship measures in the analysis deserves magat@ih. This is the rationale of our research
being designed to fill these gaps 1) by measuniaditional food chain performance, 2) by as-
sessing the quality of chain relationships and\B)dentifying the main relationship measures
discriminating between low, medium and high perfiogrchains. The results are interpreted and
presented focusing on the differences betweentiee fparticipating countries, from a viewpoint
of Belgium.

As a result, the following research questions armtilated:

1. What is the relationship between cultural backgds/political systems
and chain performance?

2. What is the relationship between cultural backgds/political systems
and the quality of chain relationships?

3. What is the relationship between the qualitycbéin relationships and
chain performance?

4. Is the relationship between the quality of chraiationships and chain per-

formance is influenced by cultural backgroundsipmal systems?

This report is structured as follows: In the foliog part the methodology of the report is pre-
sented together with the formulated research hgseth Next, the research results are discussed
and finally conclusions are drawn as well as furtiesearch topics formulated.

2. Methodology

2.1. Research method and research sample

Quantitative data were collected via individualkeiviews with 271 companies belonging to
traditional food chains across three European cmsn{Belgium, Italy and Hungary). In these
countries traditional food subsectors were seleti@skd on their socio-economic importance
(Belgium: cheese and beer, Italy: cheese and hamga&ty: white pepper, sausage and bakery).
Next, traditional food producers were identifieddgach subsector and selected for interviews
(details about the composition of the sample aowided in Table 1). During the interviews,
each of the focal company was asked to identifypbeis and customers. In the next phase, one
supplier and one customer were selected and ietged. In this way, a total of 91 traditional
food chains (including 91 suppliers, 91 focal comipa and 89 customers) were contacted. The
interviews have been carried out between DecemBeP007 and June 20, 2008. In Belgium,
quantitative data were collected via individuaemiews with 91 suppliers, 91 focal companies
and 89 customers. Further, cheese and beer prodiectselected for analysis, based on their
socio-economic importance.

Table 1: Sample description

1 The definition of traditional food products involves four dimensions: (1) local production; (2) authenticity of the product; (3) 50 years commer-
cial availability; (4) association with gastronomic heritage (Truefood, 2006).

2 Within the context of the current teport the chain definition developed by Mentzer et al. (2001) is followed, namely a chain consists of a focal
company, a supplier, and a customer involved in the upstream and/or downstream flows of products, services, finances, and/or information;
pany, pplier, and t lved in the upst d/or d t fl f products, , fi , and/ f tion;
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Country/product/chain/respondents  Chain Size

member

ITALY: HAM 158 Micro: 3, Small: 5, Medium: 16, Large: 1
15 CHAINS 15 FC Micro: 6, Small: 7, Medium: 1, Large: 1
43 RESPONDENTS 13C Micro: 2, Small: 6, Medium: 5, Large: 0
ITALY: CHEESE 16 S Micro: 10, Small: 6, Medium: 0, Large: 0
16 CHAINS 16 FC Micro: 13, Small: 2, Medium: 1, Large: 0
48 RESPONDENTS 16 C Micro: 11, Small: 5, Medium: 5, Large: 0
HUNGARY: DRY SAUSAGE 118 Micro: 2, Small: 2, Medium: 7, Large: 0
11 CHAINS 11 FC Micro: 2, Small: 3, Medium: 16, Large: 0
33 RESPONDENTS 11C Micro: 1, Small: 3, Medium: 7, Large:
HUNGARY: WHITE PEPPER 58 Micro: 3, Small: 1, Medium: 1, Large:

5 CHAINS 5FC Micro: 1, Small: 2, Medium: 2, Large:

15 RESPONDENTS 5C Micro: 4, Small: 1, Medium: 0, Large:

HUNGARY: BAKERY
14 CHAINS

42 RESPONDENTS
BELGIUM: BEER

Micro: 2, Small: 7, Medium: 5, Large:
Micro: 0, Small: 7, Medium: 7, Large:

o O o o o o O

14 S

14 FC

14 C Micro: 8, Small: 3, Medium: 3, Large:

158 Micro: 4, Small: 7, Medium: 1, Large: 3

15 CHAINS 15 FC Micro: 8, Small: 5, Medium: 2, Large: 0

45 RESPONDENTS 15C Micro: 9, Small: 5, Medium: 0, Large: 1

BELGIUM: CHEESE 158 Micro: 7, Small: 4, Medium: 2, Large: 2
15 FC

15 CHAINS Micro: 11, Small: 2, Medium: 2, Large: 2
45 RESPONDENTS 15C Micro: 4, Small: 5, Medium: 2, Large: 0
TOTAL 918 Micro: 31, Small: 32, Medium: 22, Large: 6

91 FC Micro: 41, Small: 28, Medium: 21, Large: 1
89C Micro: 39, Small: 28, Medium: 17, Large: 5

Micro: Micro sized enterprise: < 10 empl, Small: Small sized enterprise: < 50 empl, Medium: Medium sized enterprise: < 250 empl, Large: Latge sized enterprise: > 250

employees; S=Supplier, FC=Focal company, C=Customer

2.2. Measurement and scaling

To measurdraditional food chain performance, respondents (suppliers, focal companies,
customers) are asked the extent to which they agreksagree with 11 statements about five
main areas of chain performance using a seven-pegponse scale ranging from completely
disagree (1) to completely agree (7). The 11 statgsnand the five main areas of traditional
food chain performance have been selected at theguis stage of the research and summarized
by Gellynck et al. (2008). The five main areasraflitional food chain performance are: 1) Tra-
ditionalism, 2) Efficiency, 3) Responsiveness, 4ja{ly and 5) Chain balance. Given the multi-
dimensional character of the five main areas,nallude several performance indicators (several
statements) (Gellynck et al., 2008). Each focal gamy answered the statements related to their
individual suppliers and customers. The same stté&nare used in the questionnaire of the
suppliers and the customers but in relation toftlktal companies. Details about the statements
measuring chain performance are provided in Tabke [Zigher agreement of the focal company
on the statements related to the individual suppliestomers corresponds with a higher per-
formance and vice versa. The total chain performancludes four dimensions and is computed
as the mean of all scores (Table 3).
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Table 2: Traditional food chain performance

Traditionalism

Authenticity: Doing business with our supplier/customer is crucial in maintaining the authen-
ticity of our products

Gastronomic heritage: Doing business with our supplier/ customer helps my company to be
part of the gastronomic heritage

Efficiency

Logistic cost: Doing business with our supplier/ customer helps my company to lower logistic

costs significantly

Profit: Doing business with our supplier/ customer helps my company to maintain acceptable

profitability

Responsiveness

Lead time: Doing business with out supplier/ customer helps my company to reduce lead time
(time from sending/getting the request till reply)

Customer complaints: Doing business with our supplietr/ customer conttibutes to avoid (cus-
tomer/consumer) complaints

Quality

Safety: Doing business with our supplier/ customer helps my company to manage product

safety

Attractiveness: Doing business with our supplier/ customer helps my company to produce
more attractive products

Environmental friendliness: Doing business with out suppliet/ customer helps my company to
manage environmental friendliness

Chain balance

Distribution of risks and benefits: Doing business with our supplier/ customer contributes to a
more balanced distribution of risks and benefits along the chain

Chain understanding: Doing business with our supplier/ customer helps my company to bettet
understand other chain members’ interests.

Table 3: Dimensions of total chain performance score

Total chain performance

DIMENSIONS:

1) Perceived suppliet’s contribution to focal company’s pet-
2) Perceived customet’s contribution to focal company’s pet-
3) Perceived focal company’s contribution to supplier’s per-

4) Perceived focal company’s contribution to customer’s per-

In order to assess tlypiality of chain relationships, suppliers, focal companies, customers
are asked the extent to which they agree or disagrén 20 statements about eight relationship
measures using a seven-point response scale raingingompletely disagree (1) to completely
agree (7). 1) Trust, 2) economic satisfaction, @&ia satisfaction, 4) dependency, 5) non-
coercive power, 6) coercive power, 7) reputation,c8nflict are the integrated relationship
measures. Again, these statements were presentbé focal companies and their individual
suppliers and customers. The focal companies arsvike statements related to their suppliers
and customers. The same statements are used quélséonnaire of the suppliers and the cus-
tomers but in relation to the focal companies. De&bout the statements measuring chain rela-
tionships are provided in Table 4.

Table 4: Relationship measures



Trust

Our suppliet/ customer keeps promises

Our company has high confidence in our supplier/ customer

We believe that the information our supplier/ customer provides us is correct

Our supplier/ customer considers how its decisions/ actions may affect us

Economic satisfaction

Our business relationship with our supplier/ customer significantly contributes to our profit-
ability

Our business relationship with our suppliet/ customer is very attractive because of getting fair
prices

Social satisfaction

Our supplier/ customer hardly considers our arguments when changing prices

Our supplier/ customer leaves our company in the dark about what we ought to know
Dependency

Our company is not significantly dependent on our suppliet’s/ customet’s resources (e.g. raw
materials, packaging machines, transport facilities)

Our company is significantly dependent on our suppliet’s/ customer’s capabilities (soft skills,
such as expertise)

Our company can easily replace our supplier/ customer

Non-coercive power

Our company receives benefits from our supplier/ customer when we regularly meet their
needs /requirements (technical support/ free advice/ financial support/ market information
etc.)

Our suppliet/customer rewards out company without requiting specific behaviout in return
(technical support/ free advice/ financial support/ market information etc.)

Coercive power

We can be sute that our suppliet/customer will not retaliate our company when we do not
accept our suppliers’ / customers’ business proposal (keep back important information /
terminates contract, press down price, etc)

We can be sure that our supplier / customer will not neglect our interests even if we fully
meet the conditions detailed in the contract with out supplier / customer (keep back impot-
tant information / terminates contract, press down ptice, etc)

Reputation

Our supplier/ customer is well-known for cating about its business partnets

Our supplier/ customer is well-known for its expettise

Our supplier/ customer is well-known for its accuracy

Conflict

We disagree with our supplier/ customer on critical issues

Our business interest doesn’t match with that of out supplier/ customer

A higher agreement of the focal company on theestants related to the individual suppli-
ers/customers corresponds with a higher qualiticeiship between the focal company and the
individual suppliers/customers and vice versa. fdtal chain trust, total chain economic satis-
faction, total chain social satisfaction, total ichdependency, total chain non-coercive power,
total chain coercive power, total chain reputatiotal chain conflict is computed as the mean of
all scores similarly to total chain performancel{lea3).

Besides the above relationship measureschimce of governance structuress also as-
sessed, as a measure of the quality of chaingekttips. In the previous stage of the research, a
theoretically-grounded and empirically-tested taoray of governance structures have been de-
veloped, summarizing by Gellynck and Molnar (200B)is taxonomy serves as a base for our
analysis. This taxonomy relates, identifies andeustnds seven governance structures and cre-
ates a straightforward continuum of integratione Beven governance structures are the follow-
ing: spot market, non-contractual relationship wittm-qualified partner, non-contractual rela-
tionship with qualified partner, contractual redaiship, relation-based alliance and equity-based
alliance and vertical integration (Webster, 199ardaer et al., 1994, Van der Vorst et al., 1998,
Steele and Beasor, 1999, Davies, 2000, Mair, ,elagdd Thoben, 2001, Peterson et al., 2001,
Raynaud et al., 2002, Claro et al., 2003, Humphetyal., 2003, Trent, 2005, Lu et al., 2006,
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Szab6 and Bardos, 2006, Gellynck and Molnar, 200&his report, the seven governance struc-
tures are given a rising number from 1 to 7, whHerepresents sport markets and 7 represents
vertical integration. The statements (key deterngnvrariables) of the seven governance struc-
tures are presented in Table 5. Focal companieasikex] to choose one of the seven statements
characterizing the best their relationship withirtiedividual suppliers and customers and vice
versa. In case of mismatch between the choiceowdrgance structure of the focal company
towards the individual suppliers/customers and vexsa, answers representing the higher levels
of integration are taken into account.

Table 5: Governance structures

Integration

When our company does business with our supplier/ customer each transaction (price, quan-
tity, quality etc) is negotiated individually

Doing business with out supplier/ customer is based on trust and it is nota prerequisite that
we know in advance whether our supplier has a qualification/third party certification

Doing business with our supplier/ customer is based on trust butitis a prerequisite that we
know in advance whether out supplier has a qualification/third party cettification

Our relationship with our supplier/ customer is based on a written contract (price, quality,
delivery time, etc)

Our company and our suppliet/ customer develop common business ideas

Our company and our supplier/ customer combine resources (human, financial etc) in joint
projects

Our company and our supplier/ customer are fully integrated (financial, organisational)

2.3. Analysis

First, significant differences between the différenuntries for chain performance and for the
guality of chain relationships have been invesédaComparisons of the different countries with
respect to performance and relationships are aainrough Kruskal-Wallis test followed by
post-hoc Mann-Whitney U tests whenever the Kru$kKallis test yields a statistically signifi-
cant result. Second, the investigated chains (septeng answers from one focal company and
its individual suppliers and customers) are classifis high, medium or low performing chains
by a tertile split of the total chain performana®re. Significant differences between the high,
medium and low performing chains are analyzedHterduality of chain relationships by using
Kruskal-Wallis test followed by post-hoc Mann-WhainU tests whenever the Kruskal-Wallis
test yields a statistically significant result. thar significant differences are analyzed for sampl
characteristics by conducting Crosstabs in orddmtb out whether or not the relationship be-
tween the quality of chain relationships and ch@enformance is influenced by cultural back-
grounds/political systems?

As a result, the following research hypothesed@raulated:

1. Different cultural backgrounds and political tgyss lead to different lev-
els of chain performance

2. Different cultural backgrounds and political teyas lead to different qual-
ity of chain relationships

3. Chains characterized by better quality of chialationships realize higher
performance

4. Different cultural backgrounds and political teyas lead to different rela-

tionship between the quality of chain relationstaps chain performance



3. Results

3.1. Performance of traditional food chains

First, we investigate, how Belgians chains arequaring on the five different areas of tradi-
tional food chain performance (1) Traditionalism,Efficiency, 3) Responsiveness, 4) Quality
and 5) Chain balance) and on the 11 performandeatois (1) Authenticity, 2) Chain under-
standing, 3) Logistic cost, 4) Profit, 5) Lead tine@ Customer complaints, 7) Safety, 8) Attrac-
tiveness, 9) Environmental friendliness, 10) Disition of risks and benefits, 11) Gastronomic
heritage). Second, significant differences betwiendifferent countries for chain performance
are investigated in order to see how close Belgisirperforming to the reference countries

(Hungary, ltaly). These two questions can be ansevéy computing the mean scores for the
traditional food chains in the different countries.



Table 6: Chain performance scores for the differentountries, mean scores and standard deviations ($D

Seven-point Likert scale: 1 = completely disagie;moderately disagree; 3 = slightly unimportant; neither agree nor disagree; 5 = slightly agéeemoderately agree; 7=
completely agree; different letters (a-b-c) indécaignificantly different average scores using Mavinitney U test, FC_S = Focal companies’ percepaibout their suppliers,
FC_C = Focal companies’ perception about theirarusts, S= Suppliers’ perception about their focamhpanies, C=Customers’ perception about their fooaipanies

Italian chains n=31 Hungarian chains n=30 Belgian chains h=30 Sample

Performance Mean (SD) Mean (SD) Mean (SD) Mean (SD)
Traditionalism
Authenticity 5,53 (0,87) 5,27 (1,38) 5,72 (1,02) 5,51 (1,11)
Gastronomic heritage 5,66 (0,97)b 4,94 (1,16)a 5,52 (0,95)b 5,38 (1,06)
Efficiency
Logistic cost 4,79 (0,73) 4,68 (1,32) 4,53 (0,96) 4,67 (1,03)
Profit 4,86 (0,51)a 5,41 (0,90)b 5,04 (1,00)a,b 5,10 (0,85)
Responsiveness
Lead time 5,45 (0,60)b 5,78 (1,03)c 481 (1,23)a 5,35 (1,05)
Customer complaints 5,45 (0,69)a 5,92 (0,82)b 5,11 (1,12)a 5,49 (0,94)
Quality
Safety 5,43 (0,96)a 5,96 (0,71)b 4,98 (0,98)a 5,45 (0,97)
Attractiveness 4,71 (0,82)a 5,51 (1,01)b 4,98 (0,95)a 5,06 (0,98)
Environmental friendliness 5,26 (1,15)b 4,65 (0,99)a 4,48 (1,01)a 4,80 (1,10)
Chain balance
E('fntgﬁt‘é“on of risks and 5,20 (0,67) 5,40 (1,07) 4,66 (1,06) 5,09 (0,99)
Chain understanding 5,22 (0,69) 5,34 (0,95) 5,10 (0,93) 5,22 (0,86)
Total Supply Chain Perform 5,23 (0,60) 5,36 (0,63) 5,00 (0,64) 5,20 (0,63)

ance
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Investigating the different areas of performancehi@ Belgian traditional food chains, Bel-
gium is the best performing in authenticity (nr, gastronomic heritage (nr. 2) and customer
complains (nr. 3). Chain understanding is on thetfoplace, while profit is on the fifth. Safety
and attractiveness, the two quality measures dbersame, and therefore are on the sixth place
of performance. Belgium performs the lowest on leax (nr. 7), distribution of risks and bene-
fits (nr. 8), logistic cost (nr. 9) and environmaririendliness (nr. 10) (Table 6 and Graph 1).

Further, Belgium is performing better than the ager(sample) on authenticity, gastronomic
heritage and attractiveness which might be the mgsbrtant attributes of traditional food prod-
ucts as well (Table 6).

Considering the total performance of the traditidonad chains from the different countries,
Belgium is performing the lowest (mean=5,00) (Tabland Graph 1). Although, considering
that Belgium score 5,00 on a seven-point scalecrgdly speaking the performance of the tradi-
tional food chains in Belgium is satisfying. Funthihis difference is not significant.

Significant differences are found on the followipgrformance indicators between Belgium
compared to one or both of the other countriestrgasmic heritage, lead time, customer com-
plaints, safety, attractiveness, environmentahfiimess (Table 6 and Graph 1).

Belgium is the highest performing compared to thienence countries in authenticity. Bel-
gium is middle performing compared to Hungary atadylin gastronomic heritage and attrac-
tiveness. Last, Belgium is the lowest performindpigistic cost, lead time, customer complaints,
safety, environmental friendliness, distribution rigks and benefits and chain understanding
(Table 6 and Graph 1).

As a result, Hypothesis 1 is rejected, since thiemint cultural backgrounds and political
systems (measured by the country of origin) daeedlto different levels of chain performance.
Nevertheless, the country of origin is a differatitig variable between some areas of perform-
ance (gastronomic heritage, profit, lead time, @mgr complaints, safety, attractiveness, envi-
ronmental friendliness).

Graph 1: Chain performance scores for the different countries
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3.2. Quality of traditional food chain relationships

First, we investigate what is the quality of thatenships in the Belgians chains on the five
different areas (1) Traditionalism, 2) Efficiency) Responsiveness, 4) Quality and 5) Chain
balance). Second, significant differences betwdendifferent countries for the quality of the
chain relationships are investigated in order ®ls®wv close Belgium is performing to the refer-
ence countries (Hungary, Italy). These two questican be answered by computing the mean
scores for the traditional food chains in the ddf@ countries for the different relationship
measures (Table 7).

Investigating the quality of the relationships e Belgian traditional food chains, global re-
sults indicate that Belgian traditional food chaame characterised by high levels of trust (nr 1),
reputation (nr 2) and economic satisfaction (neBy low level of conflict (nr 8). It might be
linked to the fact that relationships in traditibf@od chains already exist for a long period and
to the fact that in many chains personnel contativéen focal companies on the one hand and
suppliers and customers on the other are the domimesiness relationship (Table 7).

Further, Belgian chain relationships are charamteriby lower level of conflict compared to
the average (sample). Nevertheless, on the rabieaielationship measures, Belgian chain rela-
tionships are weaker than the average (sample)dTab

Significant differences are found on the followirgjationship measures between Belgium
compared to one or both of the other countriessttrteputation, dependency, non-coercive
power and economic satisfaction (Table 7).

Stakeholders in Belgian chains have the lowestl lef’/eonflict in their relationships. Bel-
gium is middle performing compared to Hungary asadlylin economic satisfaction and depend-
ency. Last, Belgian chain relationships are charasd by the lowest trust, non-coercive power
and reputation compared to the reference cour({figsle 7).

As a result, Hypothesis 2 is accepted, since tfferdnt cultural backgrounds and political
systems (measured by the country of origin) daadlto different quality of chain relationships
(trust, economic satisfaction, dependency, reprattoercive power, non-coercive power). In
the same time, Hypothesis 2 is rejected relatebt¢tal satisfaction and conflict.
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Table 7: Scores for the quality of chain relationsips for the different countries, mean scores and ahdard deviations (SD)

Italian chains Hungarian chains

n=31 n=30 Belgian chains n=30 Sample
Relational vari- Mean (SD) Mean (SD) Mean (SD)
ables Mean (SD)

Trust 5.8 (0.75) b 6.1 (0.86) a 5.8(1.12) b 5.9 (0.93)
Conflict! 5.0 (0.92) b 5.6 (1.13) a 5.2 (1.40) b 5.2 (1.19)
Social satisfac-

o’ 5.2 (1.31) 4.9 (1.48) 4.7 (1.62) 5.0 (1.48)
Dependency 3.3(0.99) ¢ 4.3(1.38) a 3.7(1.70) b 3.8 (1.44)
sgx;oem"’e 3.9 (1.30)a 3.4 (1.78) b 3.1 (1.79) b 3.5 (1.67)
Coercive power 21(1.34)b 25(1.50)b 45(1.40) b 3.0(1.76)
Reputation 6.1 (0.90) a 5.8 (1.03) b 5.4 (1.05) b 5.8 (1.03)
E\‘é‘;ir(‘)‘r’llm'c salls- 5 9(1.57) 2.5 (1.51) 2.5 (1.44) 2.7 (1.51)

Seven-point Likert scale: 1 = completely disagie;moderately disagree; 3 = slightly unimportdnt; neither agree nor disagree; 5 = slightly agéeemod-
erately agree; 7= completely agree; different tetfa-b-c) indicate significantly different averaggores using Mann-Whitney U test
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3.3. Determinants of high, medium and low performig chains

Table 8: Relationship measures scores for low, madn and high performing chains, mean
scores and standard deviations (SD)

Low Medium High Sample
Performance ~ i
n=31 n=30 n=30 n=91
Relationship measures on Mean (SD)  Mean (SD) Mean Mean (SD)
chain level (SD)
Trust 6,33
555 (0,55 574 (0,64)a O 587 (0,62)
Economic satisfaction 4,85 (0,68)a 5,28 (0,66)b (c?’e???)t 5,23 (0,73)
Social satisfactioh 4,48 (0,86)a 5,05 (1,07)b (sz& 4,94 (1,04)
Dependency 3,40 (0,82)a 3,86 (0,82)b (5’;39& 3,75 (0,85)
Non-coercive power 3,00 (0,85)a 3,61 (0,83)b (fff)t 3,50 (1,02)
Coercive power 2,85 2,60
355 (800 (1 5har azoe 200 (140)
Reputation 531 (0,63)a 5,74 (0,72)b ((?’525%( 5,78 (0,75)
Conflictt 2,70 2,15
3130 Sgar oo 200 11D
Integratior 2,83(0,73) 3,01 (0,58) (g’gg’, 2,95 (0,65)

'Seven-point Likert scale: 1 = completely disag&e;moderately disagree; 3 = slightly unimportant
neither agree nor disagree; 5 = slightly agreenoderately agree; 7= completely agr&even-point
scale representing the degree of integration 1anall integrated, 7= fully integrated; differdetters
(a-b-c) indicate significantly different averagewas using Mann-Whitney U test, Low=low performing
chains, Medium=medium performing chains, High=hpginforming chains.

The individual performance scores are aggregat®dcimain performance scores. It results in
91 cases or chains. A tertial split (comparing ttapd, middle third and bottom third of sample)
is used to split the data to ensure discriminabietween the groups.

To identify the variables being linked to total chaerformance, Kruskal-Wallis test is con-
ducted followed by Mann Whitney U test. Low, mediamd high performing chains show sig-
nificant differences regarding all the relationaasures (trust, economic satisfaction, social sat-
isfaction, dependency, non-coercive power, coerpmer, reputation, and conflict) except for
integration (Table 8).

Global results indicate that traditional food clsa@me characterised by high levels of trust and
reputation. It might be linked to the fact thatatenships in traditional food chains already exist
for a long period and to the fact that in many nkgersonnel contact between focal companies
on the one hand and suppliers and customers astlibe are the dominant business relationship.
In addition, a fairly high score is obtained fooromic satisfaction.
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In line with the expectations low and medium perforg chains score significant lower than
high performing ones on trust (p=0,00, p=0,00) tfkem, economic satisfaction (p=0,02, p=0,00),
social satisfaction (p=0,02, p=0,00), dependenep @2, p=0,01), non-coercive power (p=0,01,
p=0,01) delineate differences between low and rmegiarforming chains. In the same time, the
results uncovered significant negative relationgiepveen performance and coercive power as
well as between performance and conflict. Thisifigant negative relationship results in differ-
ence between low (p=0,01) and high (p=0,01) periogncthains. Last, the study determine a
link between reputation and performance, resuliimg significant difference between low ver-
sus medium (p=0,010), between low versus high (),80d as well as between medium versus
high performing chains (0,003). As a result, thiatrenship measure showing the largest dis-
criminating power between the three performancegsas reputation. It means that traditional
food chains composed of chain members having dyhegbpreciated business reputation score
the best. A striking finding relates to the facttiwvithin the context of our sample, no relation-
ship can be identified between the level of chategration and performance. It means that fully
vertical and financial integration as the one exgalo not necessarily generate better results and
vice versa. All types of relationships, structubedh in a formal and informal way, might gener-
ate success or failure. This finding is contrasythhe assumptions of Gellynck and Molnar
(2008), expecting that chains realize enhancedpeence by being integrated.

As a result, Hypothesis 3 is accepted, since clainsacterized by better quality of chain re-
lationships realize higher performance.

Table 9 examines possible links between some saohmaleacteristics and performance. The
figures reveal no significant differences relatedotigin. It means that these characteristics or
variables do not help explaining performance d#fees in the traditional food sector and Bel-
gian chains are cannot be found significantly mordae group of low performing chains.

Table 9: Socio-demographic differences between lowedium and high performing chains;
percentages

Low Medium High Sample
Percett- Percett- Percett- Percett- Stats-

Country

Italy 30,0 32,2 40,0 340 P=0,14
Hungary 20,0 41,9 36,6 32,9 Cramer
Belgium 50,0 25,8 23,3 32,9 S

Significant differénce calculated using Crosstabs

Therefore, Hypothesis 4 is rejected, since diffepetural backgrounds and political systems
(measured by country of origin) do not lead toeatéht relationship between the quality of chain
relationships and chain performance.

4. Conclusion

In the frame of this report, we measured traditidoad chain performance; we assessed the
quality of chain relationships and identified th@imrelationship measures discriminating be-
tween low, medium and high performing chains. Itealized with the help of quantitative data
collected via individual interviews with chain meemb from 30 traditional food chains from
Belgium. The Belgian results are compared to tiselte of the other two reference countries
(Hungary, Italy).
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Belgian traditional food chains are the best penfag in authenticity (nr. 1), gastronomic
heritage (nr. 2) and customer complains (nr. 3)taeg are the weakest in environmental friend-
liness (nr. 10). Further, significant differences Bound on the following performance indicators
between Belgium compared to one or both of therotlhentries: gastronomic heritage, lead
time, customer complaints, safety, attractivenessironmental friendliness.

Belgian traditional food chains are characterizgdigh levels of trust (nr 1), reputation (nr
2) and economic satisfaction (nr 3) and low levietanflict (nr 8). Further, significant differ-
ences are found on the following relationship messietween Belgium compared to one or
both of the other countries: trust, reputation, ef&®ency, non-coercive power and economic
satisfaction.

The comparison of low, medium and high performihgins identifies that the most discrimi-
nating determinant of performance is chain repomatiFurther, governance structures (chain
integration) do not reveal any significant diffecen These results are valid across member
states, therefore Belgium didn’t show significaiftelences compared to the other countries.

Future tasks will develop innovative chain stratsgbased on the findings. Changes in the
supply chain structure (length, composition, kifdnterrelationships, channels of distribution,
etc.) will be proposed in a “Chain guideline cortgegper” which focuses on potential triggering
factors and comprehensive change-inducing strategie
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HUNGARY

1. Introduction

The main purposes of the research were to understdrand measure the determinants of
high and weak performance of the supply chain of tditional food products and to develop
a method, which suitable for determination of supp} chain performance.

To achieve the main goal high and weak perform@hoseasured through measuring cost re-
duction, revenue increase, market orientation,ifaufity increase, value added, time to market,
quality, reliability, flexibility, etc. Further, derminants of high and weak performance are
measured too, such as geographic location, tygeramfuct, structure of supply chains, type of
relationships (governance structures; tool devel@ighe earlier phases of the research), charac-
teristics or relationships (satisfaction, risk strypower, dependence, relationship bonds etc.).
The applied method was questionnaire survey, wivias conducted in Italy, Belgium and Hun-
gary. In this cross-cultural survey the same researethod, questionnaire, recruitment criteria
and data collection, analysis method were used.

In each country 15 chains were selected for boctsl products that are 15 focal companies
and one of their suppliers and customers. This sxdaat 30 supplier-focal company-customer
triplets were interviewed.

In Hungary traditional fermented sausage, procesdete paprika and typical, traditional bak-
ery products (scones, Danish pastry curls with apeeere targeted supply chains.

2. Research hypothesis

With the agreement of the research partners the negiearch hypothesis was to focus on the
key factors that might influence the supply chagmfgrmance, such as trust, supply chain satis-
faction balance, power, dependency, reputationflicgrand governance structure.

3. Methodology

3.1. Data collection method

The applied method was questionnaire survey thrdagb-to face, self registered and phone
interviews. The combination of the different teaues was necessary to reach the target group
and increase the respondent rate. In all casaespendents have opportunity to clarify the mis-
understandings related one or two questions.

In order to avoid any data collection biases anssmg data interviewers were checked by field
supervisors, especially the completed questiona@iydogical aspect.

By asking the respondents which way they prefaiak@ part in the interview the majority of
them (cca75%) have chosen phone interview.

In the case of less available respondents we apthlee self-registered questionnaire so the ques-
tionnaires were filled in by the respondents arelahswers not clear were discussed with them
by phone. The application rate of this method wa¥% 2

The third method the face-to face interview wasliagpin a very small rate (5%) because the
travel time and costs are higher than that of thenp interview and the respondents were not
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motivated to organise meeting for the interview. Byng of face-to-face interview the commu-
nication with the respondents was better, thanhmnp, because there was opportunity for clari-
fication of misunderstandings.

3.2. Description of sample

The three selected supply chains in Hungary were:

» dried fermented sausageupply chain
Campden and Chorleywood Kht. recruited companiesrding to the recruitment criteria from
a database of Hungarian fermented sausage mangfiactwho were asked to select one of their
suppliers and customers. From dried fermented gausapply chains 11 forming triplets were
ready to answer to the questionnaire.

* processedavhite paprika products supply chain
Campden and Chorleywood Kht. recruited companiesrding to the recruitment criteria from
a database of Hungarian white processed paprikdupt® manufacturers, who were also asked
to select one of their suppliers and customersa Assult of it 5 complete white paprika supply
chains were ready to answer to the questionnaire.

» traditional bakery product supply chain (scones, Danish pastry curls with apco
The willingness taking part in this survey was #igantly lower in the case of processed white
paprika than in dried fermented sausage, therdfadktional bakery product supply chain was
also involved in this survey.
Focal companies were recruited from a databaseadftibnal bakery product manufacturers,
who selected one of their suppliers and custonfexrs result of it members of 14 complete were
ready to answer to the questionnaire.

It is important to mention that sometimes the saoygplier or the same customer was identified

in different supply chains (same additive supptiethe dried fermented sausage or same large
retailer as customers). In order to avoid biasesctntribution of one chain member/respondents
was limited to maximum 3 in the different chains.

The classification of the sample, divided in theeBected traditional food chains in Hungary, is
shown in Table 1.

Table 1: Composition of sample of the interviewedupply chains

Number of companies in the sample
Type of com- Dried fer- Traditional bak-

pany mented sau- White paprika ery products
sage
Focal com- 11 5 14
pany
Supplier 11 5 14
Customer 11 5 14
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Table 2: Classification of sample by size of the agpany

Enterprise Number Number of companies in the sample
of em- Focal com- .

category . Suppliers Customers
ployees panies

Medium < 250 15 13 13

Small <50 12 10 10

Micro <10 3 7 7

3.3. Data analysis

7-point likert scales were used for data captusspRndents used the following agreement / dis-
agreement scales to express their opinion abowgtéhements in the questionnaire.

Strongly agree

Moderately agree

Slightly agree

Neither agree, nor disagree
Slightly disagree
Moderately disagree
Strongly disagree

RN Whr OO N

The data were analysed by a number of methodsideddnelow. Summary statistics were ap-
plied to determine the potential directions andhmds for final analysis. As the data did not
show normal distribution we used non-parametritstem analysis. We used Kruskal-Wallis test
(0=5%) to establish if the are significant differesdeetween more than 2 variables. Mann-
Whitney test ¢=5%) was used to explore differences between 2pggent variables (eg. be-
tween focal companies and suppliers, or betweea fmmmpany and customers). Wilxocon sign
rank test ¢=5%) was used to investigate if there is a sigaificdifference in the level of agree-
ment of the focal company compared to their supplre customer. The relationships between
supply chain performance and relational variablas analysed with correlation.

The SPSS® 16.0 for Windows statistical software used for the evaluation of the data.

4. Results

The Part 4.1 shows the results of summary staisticsupply chain performance and relational
variables and summarizes the comparison of the enssof the different stakeholders. The dis-
cussion of results follows the main topics of thuestionnaire. The relationships between supply
chain performance and relational variables areudised in Part 4.2.

4.1. Summary statistic of supply chain performanceand relational variables,
comparison of the opinions of different stakeholdes

Business reference information

Differences were observed in profitability and Imesis growth among stakeholders.

Profitability: Only 50% of the focal companies agreed at somd teae they were profitable in
the last 3 years, while this rate were higher isecaf the suppliers (70%) and the customers
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(73,3%). More than 30% of the focal companies dt#tat they were not profitable, while this

percentage is lower for the suppliers (16,7%) &edcustomers (13,3%).

Cross-tabulations between profitability and compsizg let us to conclude that in case of focal
companies and suppliers mostly the micro enterpitised to disagree that they were profitable
in the last 3 years, while most of the customeatedtthey were profitable at some level. Small
and medium suppliers and customers tend to be profiable than the small and medium focal
companies.

Business growthBusiness growth shows a slightly different patté&pproximately 60% of the
focal companies and customers indicated that tlaelyrbached business growth in last 3 years.
This rate was higher in case of the suppliers,% 8f them agreed that to some extent they
achieved business growth in the last 3 years.

Cross-tabulation between business growth and coynpae shows that in the case of micro
enterprises the focal companies have not reponisthéss growth. Most of the micro-size sup-
pliers have achieved business growth, while in cdsmgistomers the answers distributed evenly
between the positive, neutral and negative answérs.small and medium enterprises reported
business growth in the last 3 years.

Business performance

Business performance was characterized by 11 statsimwhich related to traditionalism, effi-
ciency, responsiveness, quality and chain balahice.chain members - suppliers, manufactur-
ers, and customers - expressed their opinion anréiation.

Authenticity

The scores given to authenticity suggest that #régpants slightly agreed that doing business
with their partner helps to maintaining authenyicélthough some differences could be detected
between the stakeholders.

» Suppliers gave significantly lower scores for thigestion than the focal companies,
which suggests that the focal companies evaluaie ritlationship about the authenticity
more important than the suppliers themselveshdiws also that while the authenticity of
the raw material may have a major impact on théemiicity of the processed product,
some of raw materials can be sold as authenticwitkeut further processing.

» There were not significant differences between lfoompanies’ and customers’ opinion
about authenticity.

Being part of the gastronomy heritage
Stakeholders slightly agreed that doing businesis thieir partner helps them to be part of the
gastronomy heritage. There were not significarfedéhces between the supply chain members.

Logistic costs

Participants less strongly agreed that the busireéagonship with their partner helps to achieve
lower logistic costs. Differences could not be otsed between different stakeholders regarding
to this question.

Maintaining to profitability

Supply chain members slightly agreed that theiirass relationship with their partners contrib-
utes to the profitability. Significant differences the opinion of stakeholders could not be ob-
served.
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Reducing lead time

Scores related to the reduction of the lead-timeewgghtly higher that suggests that the partici-
pants moderately agree that the business relatngth their partners helps to reduce lead-
time. There were not significant differences betwte answers of stakeholders.

Avoiding complaints

Supply chain members moderately agreed that thusinbss relationship with their partner en-
ables them to avoid complaints. The opinion of difeerent stakeholders about this statement
did not differ significantly.

Product safety
Statements related to product safety showed straggeement than other issues, but significant
differences could be observed between the diffestaikieholders.

» Focal companies show significantly stronger agre#rttgan their suppliers about prod-
uct safety. Focal companies highly agree that ¢hetionship with their suppliers help to
manage product safety.

» Customers show significantly stronger agreememnt thanufacturers that doing business
with the focal companies contributes to produceaf

» The opinion of focal companies is significantlyfdient about their suppliers and cus-
tomers. Focal companies believes that doing busimeth their supplier contributes
more to the product safety then the business oalstip with their customers.

Attractive products
Suppliers and focal companies slightly agreed dioatg business with their partners helps them
to produce more attractive products, while the @usrs showed stronger agreement with this
statement.
» The higher scores that were recorded by the custosugigest that they strongly believe
that the business relationship with their supplesrables them to supply attractive prod-
ucts.

Environmental friendliness

Contribution to environmental friendliness was ofi¢he least agreed statements. Suppliers and
focal companies showed slight agreement that thesiness relationship with their chain part-
ners helps environmental friendliness, on conttheymajority of customers neither agreed nor
disagreed with this statement.

Balance distribution of risks and benefits

Respondents slightly agreed that doing busineds téir partner contributes to balanced distri-
bution of risks and benefits. There were no sigaift differences between stakeholders regard-
ing to distribution of risks and benefits.

Understanding other chain member interests
Moderate agreement characterized the participapision about chain balance. There were not
significant differences between the opinions ofadént stakeholders.

To sum up, most of the statements were highly algride least agreed statements connected to
environmental friendliness and logistic costs. Tawal companies strongly rely on the suppliers
in case of authenticity and food safety, while sluppliers evaluated their relationship with the
focal companies less important in case of theseesssA stronger reliance of the customers on
the focal companies was observed in case of fofatysand producing attractive products, while
the focal companies have not attached major impoetao their business relationship with their
customers in case of these issues.
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The total supply chain performance (SCP) was cherized with the mean value of the 11 pre-
vious statements for each supply chain. The retetliss to conclude that the supply chains that
participated in the survey showed a fairly goodraltg@erformance.

Figure 1: Total supply chain performance - Hungary
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Trust

Four statements characterized trust. In genecaritbe established that the statements related to
keeping promises, high confidence, providing cdrietormation received higher scores than
that statement, which was related to consideriegeffects of decisions. The mean value of these
statements characterized the degree of trust artiengarticipants. Trust achieved fairly high
scores that refer to good relationships betweerp#imicipants but beside this some differences
can be observed between the stakeholders.

» While there were not significant differences betwélee answers of suppliers and focal
companies regarding to their suppliers, the opirobithe focal companies about their
customer and the opinion of the customer show fogmit difference. The results show
that the customers have higher level of trust enfbtal company than the focal compa-
nies in their customers.

Satisfaction
Satisfaction can be characterized with 2 constrticeseconomical and social satisfaction.

Economic satisfaction
Participant recorded moderate economic satisfadgwal. The different stakeholders did not
have significantly different opinion about the ecomc satisfaction.

Social satisfaction
The stakeholders had less high social satisfatéiegl. We could observe significant differences
between the participants in the level of sociak&attion.
» The focal companies were less satisfied with tloeistomers, while the customers
showed reasonable level of satisfaction toward$ab& companies supplying them.
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Dependency
Scores of this construct have not indicted highelesf dependency between the participants.

Scores given by the suppliers, focal companiescastbmers did not differ significantly.

Power

Rewarding power (non- coercive power)

Participants disagreed with the statements on wenctve power, which suggests that the use of
“rewarding power” is not widespread in the Hungarsaipply chains. The different stakeholders
did not show significantly different opinion abage of reward power.

Punishing power (coercive power)
The results show that the use of coercive powaotstypical at the supply chains that partici-
pated in the survey. The opinions, expressed bgl fmmmpanies and suppliers about each other,
did not show differences. On the other hand, f@oehpanies’ and customers’ opinions about
each other are significantly different.
» In the opinion of focal companies it is more likéhat the customers use coercive power,
while low scores of customers indicates that thealfa@wompanies rarely use punishing
power towards the customers.

Reputation
Respondents recorded moderate level of reputaBmnificant differences can be observed in

the opinion of different stakeholders.
» Focal companies indicated less high level of rdmraowards to customers, while in
the opinion of customers the focal companies hayfe teputation.
» The opinion of focal companies and suppliers atEadh other did not differ signifi-
cantly.

Conflict

Most of the respondents indicated some level oflimdnThe scores for conflict suggest that
conflicts are not frequent between the stakeholdEnsre were not significant differences be-
tween the stakeholders but the focal companiesdedacslightly higher score for conflicts than
the suppliers or the customers.

Governance structures

To analyze the results, an automatic calculatiarcguiure based on different combination of
preconditions was established that could attrilth&e relationship to the 7 identified kinds of

interrelationships (Spot market, non-contractuddti@enships with non-qualified partners, non

contractual relationship with qualified partnerntactual relationship, relation and equity based
alliance, vertical integration).

The relationship of focal companies with suppliengl customers is mainly based on contracts.
Beside this, 20% of focal companies use suppliens fspot market. Lower level of integration
can be observed in case of suppliers; their ansaer®/ that their relationship with the focal
companies can be characterized as spot marketrecordractual relationship. Customers’ an-
swers showed similar pattern as focal companiegaese. Their relationship towards the focal
companies can be described mainly as contractlaioeship but a remarkable proportion
showed lower level of integration as 43,3% charastd their relationship as spot market or
non-contractual relationship.
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Table 7. Governance structures

Suppliers| Focal companies about sup+ocal companies about cus-Customers

(%) plier (%) tomers (%) (%)
Spot market 56,7 20,0 3,3 16,7
Non contractual with non qualifi 6.7 10.0 10,0 133
partner
Non contractual with qualified partrff 36,7 13,3 20,0 13,3
Contractual 0 50,0 60,0 50,0
[Relation based alliance 0 0 3,3 0
[Equity based alliance 0 3,3 3,3 3,3
Vertical integration 0 3,3 0 3,3
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4.2. Relationships between supply chain performanamnd relational variables

We studied the relationships between the diffepemistructs. The main aim was to determine
which constructs have significant effect on thepdyphain performance. (Table 8.)

Supply chain performance and trust

The Figure 2. suggests that there is positiveicgighip between supply chain performance and
supply chain trust. The respondents with highepBuphain trust recorded higher total supply

chain performance. The correlation showed signitigapositive but not strong relationship be-

tween the variables. (Table 8.)

Figure 2.
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Supply chain performance and economic satisfaction

Economic satisfaction and supply chain performasiearly showed positive relationship. Sup-
ply chains that were characterized with higher ecais satisfaction, recorded higher scores for
performance as well. This lets us conclude thatingeffair prices and the profitable business
have effect on supply chain performance
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Figure 3.

Relationship between supply chain performance and economic satisfaction
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Supply chain performance and other constructs

We studied the relationship between supply charfopeance and other constructs (social satis-
faction, dependency, rewarding power, punishing groweputation and conflict, governance
structures) but none of them showed remarkablaenfte on supply chain performance.

Relationship between trust and other constructs

Trust was determined as a very important factahesupply chain. This is the reason why we
decided to examine its relationship with other ¢tamtss. (Table 8.)

Beside supply chain performance, 4 other constslusved significant relationship with trust.
Trust and economic satisfaction

Trust and economic satisfaction are positivelyteglaThe figure shows that supply chains with
higher level of trust recorded higher level of emanc satisfaction as well.
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Figure 4.

Relationship between trust and economic satisfaction
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Trust and punishing power
The figure shows clearly negative but not strongtienships between punishing power and

trust. If the level of trust is high in the suplyain, it is less likely to use punishing power.

Figure 5.

Relationship between trust and punish power
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Trust and reputation

Trust and reputation show positive relationshippi@wy chains that recorded higher trust, had

higher reputation as well.

Figure 5

Relationship between trust and reputation
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Trust and conflicts

Trust and conflicts related negatively but thisteinship was not strong. The Figure 6. suggests
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that higher level of trust results less of conflict

Figure 6.

Relationship between trust and conflict
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5. Conclusions

Altogether 30 Hungarian supply chain participatedhe survey. The evaluation of the results
shows that these supply chains can be charactenitkdairly good general performance. The
statements, which related to the supply chain pedoce, were highly agreed. Constructs re-
lated to product safety, avoiding customer compdaand reducing lead-time showed stronger
agreement than those, which related to environrhessiaes or reducing logistic costs.

Participants expressed their opinion about eackrpgo we got an in-depth view about their
relationships. The focal companies strongly relyttnsuppliers in case of authenticity and food
safety, while the suppliers evaluated their retadlop with the focal companies less important in
case of these issues. A stronger reliance of te®mers on the focal companies was observed in
case of food safety and producing attractive prtgjushile the focal companies have not at-
tached major importance to their business relatipnwith their customers in case of these is-
sues.

The relational variables—trust, satisfaction, dejeercy, power, reputation, and conflicts — which
were used to describe differences in supply charfopmance also showed good overall picture.
The results showed that the participants trust esliclr and they recorded reasonable economic
satisfaction level as well. The stakeholders had lagh level of social satisfaction and they did
not indicated high level of dependency. Participadisagreed with the statements connected to
rewarding power and punishing power, which shovat these types of powers are not fre-
quently used among the participants. The stakeholohglicated a good reputation on supply
chain level and not too frequent conflicts.

These results show that all types of stakeholdadsahgood overall relationship with their part-
ners. The reason of this outcome may originateemtethod of survey, as focal companies were
asked to nominate and choose their suppliers astbmers. The participants presumably had
chosen those suppliers and customers with whomhhbeg good relationship. Beside this, our
experience was that the focal companies were regdblyested in the research and they wanted to
make sure that their whole supply chain would besent in the sample, thus in the analysis.
This can be the reason that they tended to chbesesupplier and customer who were supposed
to participate in the survey. This raises an isegarding to the methodology. If the interviewer
chooses the suppliers and customers of focal compaandomly, we might get different picture
of the relationships and supply chain performaie.the other hand in this case we might get
worse response rate, as there is a risk that supfdustomers whose relationships with focal
company is less good, refuse the participationciwhiesults higher number of not complete,
“half supply chain” data.

Despite of the good overall results, different g@ats can be observed between stakeholders.

» In general the customers have higher level of trugihe focal companies, than the focal
companies have in their customers.

» The focal companies recorded lower level of sosaisfaction towards their customers
while the customers showed reasonable level cdfaation towards the focal companies.

» In the opinion of the focal companies the custonmeose likely to use coercive power
than their suppliers.

» The customers have less high reputation in thetpafirview of the focal companies,
while the focal companies have high reputatiohsdpinion of the customers.

On basis of these results we can conclude thatethgonship between the focal companies and
customers can be characterised with more insecin@ty their relationship with their suppliers.
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This result underlines that the focal companiedumgary are exposed to customers. It is typical
in Hungary that retailers give low prices for goadw if the focal companies (manufacturers)
want to remain their supplier they need to acoaptl prices.

The governance structure of the stakeholders dicimow high level of integrity. The relation-
ship of the focal companies and customers is mdiaged on contract. Suppliers’ business rela-
tionship can be characterized as spot market ofcoatractual relationship, which refer even
lower integrity. This shows that suppliers avoidneoitting themselves to focal companies for
longer time, and if they hope that they might fimetter business conditions. On the other hand
as focal companies more exposed to the customeitthéo defend themselves with contracted
works, so this relationship shows higher levelmégration.

Beside exploring the relationships between staldsghs| the main aim of the survey was to de-
termine what types of variables have an effectupply chain performance therefore we inves-
tigated the relationships between supply chaingoerdnce and relational variables. Two con-
structs showed significant but not strong correlatvith supply chain performance.
» Supply chains with higher level of trust showedheigsupply chain performance.
» Supply chains characterized with higher economiisfe&tion recorded higher perform-
ance as well.

Other relational variables, such as social satisfiac dependency, rewarding and punishing

power, reputation and conflicts, did not show digant relationship with Hungarian supply
chain performance.
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6. ANNEX

Table 3. Comparison of mean values of level of agement regarding to supply chain performance

Focal companies about suppli- Suppliers

Statements ers Asymp. Sig. (2-tailed)*
Helps maintaining authenticity 5.6 4.8

Helps to be part gastronomy heritage 4.9 4.7 0.817
Helps to lower logistic costs 4.7 4.4 0.39¢6
Helps maintaining profitability 5.3 55 0.637%
Helps reducing lead time 5.7 5.8 0.784
Helps avoiding complaints 5.9 5.6 0.53§
Helps managing products safety 6.3 5.2 _
Helps to produce attractive products 5.4 4.9 0.337
Helps environmental friendliness 4.9 4.6 0.619
Balanced distribution of risk and benefits 5.4 5.2 0.984
Better understanding 5.2 5.6 0.169

*Mann-Whitney test —[if Asymp. Sig. (2-tailed)*<08, significant difference can be observed betvieesls|

Table 4. Comparison of mean values of level of agegmnent regarding to supply chain performance
Focal companies about cus- Customers
tomers Asymp. Sig. (2-tailed)*
Helps maintaining authenticity 5.1 5.0 0.525
Helps to be part gastronomy heritage 4.9 4.9 0.482
Helps to lower logistic costs 5.2 4.6 0.877
Helps maintaining profitability 5.2 5.7 0.136
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Helps reducing lead time 5.6 5.9 0.654
Helps avoiding complaints 5.9 6.0 0.379
|He|ps managing products safety 5.9 6.2
|He|ps to produce attractive products 5.4 6.2
|He|ps environmental friendliness 5.1 3.9
|Ba|anced distribution of risk and benefits 57 5.3 0.691
|Better understanding 5.5 5.1 0.653

*Mann-Whitney test —[if Asymp. Sig. (2-tailed)*<08, significant difference can be observed betvweesis]

Table 5.Comparison of mean values of level of agneent regarding to total supply chain performance (€P) and relational variables

Focal companie Asymp. Sig. (2- Focal cont1panies about Asymp. Sig. (2-tailed)
Suppliers | about suppliers tailed) customers T

Supply Chain Per- 5.2 5.4 0.584 5.4 5.5 0.574
formance
Trust 6.0 6.1 0.541 5.8 6.3 1
Egr?”om'c Satisfa 5.5 5.4 0.759 5.5 5.8 0.120
Social Satisfaction 5.0 4.7 0.418 4.4 54
[Dependency 4.0 4.4 0.268 4.2 4.4 0.357
[Rewarding Power 2.9 3.5 0.146 3.6 3.8 0.778
[Punishing Power 2.6 2.6 0.903 3.2 1.7
[Reputation 5.9 5.8 0.878 54 6.2
Conflict 2.2 2.9 0.100 2.8 2.3 0.212

*Mann-Whitney test —[if Asymp. Sig. (2-tailed)*<08, significant difference can be observed betvieesls|
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Table 6.

Comparison of mean values of relational veables — Focal companies opinion about suppliers and custeers

Asymp. Sig. (2-tailed)
Focal companies about suppliefs Focal companies about customers

Trust 6.1 5.8 0.26
|[Economic Satisfaction 5.4 5.5 0.76
Social Satisfaction 4.7 4.4 0.35
[Dependency 4.4 4.2 0.57
[Rewarding Power 3.5 3.6 0.9/
[Punishing Power 2.6 3.2
[Reputation 5.8 5.4
Conflict 2.9 2.8 0.6
*Wilcoxon sign rank test —[if  Asymp. Sig. (2-tdire< 0,05, significant difference can be observed etwreen

levels]
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Table 8. Correlation between supply chain performane (SCP) and supply chain trust (SC_Trust)

rho

Spearman's SCP

SCP SC_TRUST
Correlation Coefficient
Sig. (2-tailed)
N
SC_TRUST [Correlation Coefficient
Sig. (2-tailed)
N
SC_Economic |Correlation Coefficient
Satisfaction  |Sig. (2-tailed)
N
SC_Social Sa€orrelation Coefficient -00.002 0.210
isfaction Sig. (2-tailed) 0.991 0.266
N 30 30
SC_Dependen(Correlation Coefficient 0.020 0.164
y Sig. (2-tailed) 0.918 0.386
N 30 30
SC_RewardingCorrelation Coefficient 0.077 -0.003
Power Sig. (2-tailed) 0.685 0.988
N 30 30
SC_Punishing (Correlation Coefficient -0.181 -0.375
Power Sig. (2-tailed) 0338 [0
N 30 30
SC_ReputatioriCorrelation Coefficient 0.160 0.498
Sig. (2-tailed) 0308 [0S
N 30 30
SC_Conflict [Correlation Coefficient -0.204 -0.560
Sig. (2-tailed) 0280 [0
N 30 30
SC_Integration|Correlation Coefficient -0.187 -0.198
Sig. (2-tailed) 0.324 0.293
N 30 30

*, Correlation is significant at the 0.05 levelt@led).
** Correlation is significant at the 0.01 leveH@iled).
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ITALY

1. Introduction

This text reports assumptions, methodology andtestia research programme aimed to under-
standing and measure the determinants of high aak ywerformance of the supply chain of
traditional food products. On this basis a methasl been extracted for the determination of the
performance of the whole supply chain.

The analysis is based on a profiling of the notainperformance (respectively “high” and

“weak”) obtainable through the study in contextaofiumber of indicators organised in specific
“constructs”. Among the indicators the followingncbe mentioned: cost reduction, revenue in-
crease, market orientation, profitability increassue added, time to market, quality, reliability,
flexibility, etc. Additional indicators, such asagraphic location, type of product, structure of
the supply chains, type of relationships, kind @ationships (satisfaction, risk, trust, power,
dependence, relationship bonds etc.) also entarddtarmination factors into the analysis.

2. Research hypotheses

The adopted tool has been a questionnaire survggtéa on the business aspects of traditional
food manufacturers as “seen and observed”. Theegumas been carried out in Italy, Belgium
and Hungary. In this cross-cultural survey the sa@search method, questionnaire, recruitment
criteria and data collection, analysis method wesed.

In each of the three participating countries altofal5 chains were selected for each selected
products that are 15 focal companies and one af shepliers and customers. This means that
30 supplier-focal company-customer triplets halezlfin the questionnaire.

In Italy, the analysis was conducted in a totaftokgions in Northern Central and Southern It-
aly, chosen among the most important food prodoatieas of the Country: (Emilia Romagna,
Friuli, Toscana and Calabria). The selected prawetredried ham andcheese

The research hypothesis was the exploration okdéyefactors that might reasonably influence
the supply chain performance, and so, establishugat link between certain assumptions and
the output in terms of performance of the assodiatain. Selected factors included in question-
naire relate to: trust, supply chain satisfactiatabce, power, dependency, reputation, conflict,
and governance structure.

3. Methodology

3.1. Data collection method

For the Italian survey, the method adopted was stlynface-to face assisted interview$cca-
sionally, and in dependence of unavailability af tthosen day of the company officer in charge
or responsible for the investigated aspect, seglistered questionnaires were filled in. In a Mi-
nority of cases phone interviews have also beed.uBkee approach based on different tech-
niques was made necessary to secure the agreecenomitespondents according to the com-
mon protocol. In all cases the respondents havethwdpportunity to clarify the logic of the
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questionnaire and potential response problemsergghby the formulation of some questions
thanks to the assistance of a working team member.

In order to avoid any data collection biases anssing data interviewers were checked by work-
ing team members.

In any case the vast majority of the questionnatdsnitted have been registered in direct vis-a—

vis sessions. By using of face-to-face interviee tommunication with the respondents proved
definitely clearer (= stronger clarification of patial misunderstandings).

3.2. Descriptive statistics of the national sample

The two selected supply chains in Italy were:

e Dry Ham supply chain
* Hard, half hard and mozzarellacheeseupply chain

The dry ham producing companies were all of ther@anam variety. The cheese companies
were exclusively located in Calabria. Dry ham comes were recruited in all the four regions.
Occasionally some companies producing other loaaéty of dry ham have been involved

3.2.1. Distribution of respondents by product
In Italy, the distribution of full chains with respt to product type is the following:

Table 1. Number of chains by product

ltaly
Type of product Dried, fermented sausage 0
Processed white pepper prodd 0
Hard and half hard cheese 16
Beer 0
Ham 15
Bakery 0
Total 31

In terms of respondents, the structure of the samsphs follows.

Table 2. Composition of sample of the interviewedupply chains

Number of companies in the sample
Type of company Hard and half hard Ham
cheese
Focal company 16 15
Supplier 16 15
Customer 16 15
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It is important to mention that sometimes the saoyplier or the same customer was identified

in different supply chains (same additive supptiethe dried fermented sausage or same large
retailer as customers). In order to avoid biasesctntribution of one chain member/respondents
was limited to maximum 3 in the different chains.

3.2.2. Distribution of respondents by size
In terms of the dimension of the respondents, tbigiloution of the sample is the following

Table 3. Composition of sample of the interviewedrins in terms on number of employees

Focal Companies  Suppliers Customers Total

<=10 employees 19 13 13 45
11-50 employees 9 11 11 31
51-250 employ} 2 6 5 13
ees

>250 employees 1 1 0 2
Missing 2 2
Total 31 31 31 93

The resulting distribution reflects the well knoproblem of size threshold for food manufactur-
ing companies, with a vast majority if them in #meall to very small size interval.

3.2.3. Distribution of respondents by profitability

Table 4. Composition of sample of the interviewedrins in terms of level of agreement with the
statement “My company was profitable in the last 3/ears”

Focal Companies  Suppliers Customers Total
strongly disagree 1 1
moderately dist 1 1
agree
Slightly disagree 2 1 3
neither agree nor 7 4 16 27
disagree
Slightly agree 6 11 3 20
moderately agree 14 11 10 35
strongly agree 3 3 6
Missing
Total 31 31 31 93

The interviewed companies show a relatively googrele of satisfaction with their turnover in
recent times. Although the trend is mostly withvslto moderate, companies can claim a bal-
anced satisfaction. Focal companies are in praportiore satisfied than providers and distribu-
tors.
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3.2.4. Distribution of respondents by business graw

Table 5. Composition of sample of the interviewedrins in terms of level of agreement with the
statement “My company achieved business growth irhe last 3 years”

Focal Companies  Suppliers Customers Total
strongly disagree 3 3
moderately disf 2 2
agree
slightly disagree 1 2 3
neither agree nor 7 8 9 24
disagree
slightly agree 7 8 5 20
moderately agree 12 13 9 34
strongly agree 3 1 3 7
Missing
Total 31 31 31 93

With reference to their expectations, the growtpegienced by the interviewed sample the re-
sults show a significant increase in growth in redemes. Focal companies lead the good per-
formance followed by the category of suppliers. 8i8b customers are doing well.
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3.2.5. Distribution of respondents by profitability and by size

The cross-tabulation between profitability and campsize is shown in the following tables:

Table 6.1. Focal companies on their profitability ly number of employees

Number of employees * Profitability in last 3 yearsCrosstabulation

Profitability in last 3 years

moderately | neither agreg moderately
disagree nor disagree| slightly agree agree strongly agreq Total
Number of employer <=10 employees 1 6 5 6 1 19
11-50 employees 0 1 1 6 1 9
51-250 employees 0 0 0 2 0 2
>250 employees 0 0 0 0 1 1
Total 1 7 6 14 3 31

Table 6.2. Suppliers on their profitability by number of employees

S_Number of employees * S _Profitability in last 3 gars Crosstabulation

slightly dis- | neither agree moderately
agree nor disagree| slightly agreg agree strongly agreq Total
S_Number of employees=10 employees 2 2 6 2 1 13
11-50 employees 0 2 5 3 1 11
51-250 employees 0 0 0 6 0 6
>250 employees 0 0 0 0 1 1
Total 2 4 11 11 3 31
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Table 6.3. Customer on their profitability by numbe of employees

C_Number of employees * C_Profitability in last 3 yars Crosstabulation

C_Profitability in last 3 years
strongly dis-| slightly dis- | neither agreg moderately
agree agree nor disagree| slightly agreg agree Total
IC_Number of employees=10 employees 0 1 1G 2 0 13
11-50 employees 1 0 6 0 4 11
51-250 employeeq 0 0 0 0 5 5
Total 1 1 16 2 9 29

Cross tabulations show the relations linking conypsine and performance (profitability and growtl)irms as an average showing a good profit-
ability related to the last three years are mdsttated in the slight to moderate satisfactionrirdge All this results also in a good average penfo
ance of suppliers, while the performance of Custsrtends to be positively correlated with largemfsize.

42



3.2.6. Distribution of respondents by business graw and by size
The cross-tabulation between business growth amgbany size by type of stakeholder is the following:

Table 7.1. Focal companies on their business growlly number of employees

Number of employees * Business growth in last 3 yeaCrosstabulation

Count
Business growth in last 3 years
moderately | neither agree moderately
disagree | nor disagree| slightly agree agree strongly agreq Total
Numberof employees<=10 employees 1 6 6 5 1 19
11-50 employees 1 1 1 5 1 9
51-250 employees 0 0 0 2 0 2
>250 employees 0 0 0 0 1 1
Total 2 7 7 12 3 31
Table 7.2. Suppliers on their business growth by maber of employees
Number of employees * Business growth in last 3 yeaCrosstabulation
Business growth in last 3 years
moderately | neither agree moderately
disagree | nor disagree| slightly agree agree strongly agreq Total
Number of employe« <=10 employees 1 6 6 5 1 19
11-50 employees 1 1 1 5 1 9
51-250 employees 0 0 0 2 0 2
>250 employees 0 0 0 0 1 1
Total 2 7 7 12 3 31
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Table 7.3. Customers on their business growth by maber of employees

C_Number of employees * C_Business growth in last

Bars Crosstabulation

C_Business growth in last 3 years

strongly dis- | slightly dis- | neither agreq moderately
agree agree nor disagree| Slightly agree agree strongly agreq Total
IC_Number of employees=10 employees 0 2 8 2 0 1 13
11-50 employees 3 0 1 2 4 1 11
51-250 employees 0 0 0 1 3 1 5
Total 3 2 9 5 7 3 29

Business growth as a proxy of the dynamics of tememical activity of interviewed firms manifesgaod correlation with very small to small

companies (in the case of focal ones), and is mar@erate for suppliers and customers in theetisplLarger companies in general fare quite well

in all the three categories.
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3.3. Data analysis

The common questionnaire contained, for the coatsrof interest in this report, items in a 7-
item ordered Likert scale, with 1= minimum and 7aximum. Additional information about the
respondent, its size and self-assessed companybhugsiaess parameters were present as well.
Data from the questionnaire were gathered in anBM&:I file (a common template) to be trans-
formed in a SPSS file for more thorough statistarslysis.

4. Results

4. 1. Summary statistic of supply chain performancend relational variables by different
stakeholders

In ltaly, the distribution of total Supply ChainfR@mance (across the 11 components and sum-
ming up the 2 interrelations viewed by the two memsbpis the following:

Figure 1: Total supply chain performance - Italy

Mean =523
Std. Dev. =0 E03
M =31

iy
1

Frequency

400 4,50 5,00 5,50 &,00 8,50
SCP1
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The exact values are here:

Table 8. Supply chain performance individual values

SCP1
Cumulative
Frequency Percent|Valid Percen Percent
\Valid 4,00 1 3,2 3,2 3,2
4,32 1 3,2 3,2 6,5
4,39 1 3,2 3,2 9,7
4,43 1 3,2 3,2 12,9
4,52 1 3,2 3,2 16,1
4,55 1 3,2 3,2 19,4
4,61 1 3,2 3,2 22,6
4,66 1 3,2 3,2 25,8
4,88 1 3,2 3,2 29,0
5,00 1 3,2 3,2 32,3
5,07 2 6,5 6,5 38,7
5,09 1 3,2 3,2 41,9
511 1 3,2 3,2 45,2
5,16 1 3,2 3,2 48,4
5,24 1 3,2 3,2 51,6
5,36 2 6,5 6,5 58,1
5,39 1 3,2 3,2 61,3
5,52 1 3,2 3,2 64,5
5,61 2 6,5 6,5 71,0
5,68 1 3,2 3,2 74,2
5,70 1 3,2 3,2 77,4
577 1 3,2 3,2 80,6
5,80 1 3,2 3,2 83,9
5,82 1 3,2 3,2 87,1
5,84 1 3,2 3,2 90,3
6,00 1 3,2 3,2 93,5
6,30 1 3,2 3,2 96,8
6,39 1 3,2 3,2 100,0
Total 31 100,0 100,0

These values are shown in this Simple Dot Graph.
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Figure 2: Total supply chain performance — Italy —a Simple Dot Graph

0 0

As for summary statistics of this distribution, $ese:

CIZI
5,00

Table 9. Kurtosis, Skewness and other summary siatics of the distribution of supply chain per-
formance in Italy

Descriptive Statistics

Mini- Std. De-
N mum |[Maximum| Mean | viation [Variancqd Skewnesy Kurtosis
Sta-| Std. Std.
Statistid Statistiq Statistic | Statistiq Statistic | Statistigtistic|Errol StatistigErron
SCP1 31 4,00 6,39 5,234( ,6028( ,363-,114 ,421 -,654 ,821
V'alld. \| 31
|(listwise)

The distribution turns out to be fairly wide (frofrto 6.39) with performance being from neutral
to very positive values. It is asymmetrically distited to the left, without following a neat
Gaussian normal distribution.

To deepen the analysis one should recall thatsiturn, supply chain performance is built from
11 constructs (authenticity, gastronomic heritdggistic costs, profitability,... 3 each com-
puted for the 2 bilateral relationship (supplierraacturer and manufacturer-customer) in the
perception of the two members of the chain (inltblax 4 values per chain).

Theaveragescore across the supply chains in Italy of perforoe components are summarised
in the following table.

% Each construct is made of only one question ferréspondent (the 11 items of question 9).
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Table 10. The components of performance along treipply chain

Construct Supplier-Focal Company Focal Company-Customer

in the view of §in the view ofin the view of in the view of C
FC FC

Helps maintaining au6.13 5.53 4.93 5.65

thenticity

Helps to be part gass 53 5.87 5.47 5.90

tronomy heritage

Helps to lower logisti LA 67 524 4.69 458

costs

Helps maintaining4 67 527 493 455

profitability ' ' ' '

Helps reducing leag; ¢, 5.87 5.50 4.87

time

Helps avoiding CoM5 4 583 5.40 535

plaints ] ' ] ]

Helps managing prods 33 6.14 5 535

ucts safety ] ' ]

Helps to produce at-3 87 4.40 550 513

tractive products ] ' ] ]

Helps environmental4 90 6.00 4.80 553

friendliness ' ' ' '

Balanced distribution,

of risk and benefits >.07 >.63 >33 4.87

Better understanding 503 543 573 4.77

Suppliers were judged by focal companies as pdatigurelevant in managing safety and insist-
ing on environmental friendliness whereas they wereceived as less effective to achieve at-
tractive products. Conversely, focal companies wereed by their supplier as helpful in main-

taining authenticity and helpful to reduce leadetim

Customers were judged by focal companies as phatigumportant for the gastronomic heri-
tage and authenticity as well as focused on enmmartal friendliness, safety and on avoiding
complaints; however they are less prone to undaigtee other chain members’ interests.

In turn, customers recognised the important rolacél companies in insisting on understanding
of the interests, in producing attractive produictseducing lead time.

As potential explanatory variables of performanseyeral relational constructs have been in-
serted in the questionnaire.
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Table 11. Key constructs potentially linked to peiormance

Trust

Our supplier/ customer keeps promises

Our company has high confidence in our suppliestamer

We believe that the information our supplier/ casto provides us is correct

Our supplier/ customer considers how its decisian8bns may affect us

Economic satisfaction

Our business relationship with our supplier/ custosignificantly contributes to our profit-
ability

Our business relationship with our supplier/ custorm very attractive because of getting f ur
prices

Social satisfaction

Our supplier/ customer hardly considers our argusmhen changing prices

Our supplier/ customer leaves our company in thk daout what we ought to know
Dependency

Our company is not significantly dependent on ayopdier’'s/ customer’s resources (e.g. ra v
materials, packaging machines, transport faciities

Our company is significantly dependent on our sigpisl customer’s capabilities (soft skills ,
such as expertise)

Our company can easily replace our supplier/ custom

Non-coercive power

Our company receives benefits from our suppliest@mer when we regularly meet their
needs /requirements (technical support/ free adlfiic@ncial support/ market information et :.)
Our supplier/customer rewards our company witheqtiiring specific behaviour in return
(technical support/ free advice/ financial supporérket information etc.)

Coercive power

We can be sure that our supplier/customer willretdliate our company when we do not i c-
cept our suppliers’ / customers’ business propgkakp back important information / termi
nates contract, press down price, etc)

We can be sure that our supplier / customer willneglect our interests even if we fully m 2et
the conditions detailed in the contract with oysier / customer (keep back important in
formation / terminates contract, press down piete)

Reputation

Our supplier/ customer is well-known for caring abits business partners

Our supplier/ customer is well-known for its exjsat

Our supplier/ customer is well-known for its acayra

Conflict

We disagree with our supplier/ customer on critisalies

Our business interest doesn’t match with that efsmpplier/ customer

They are measured in 7-points Likert scale so iy are immediately comparable with the

performance components.

The average values of the construct by stakeholtedsas an aggregation over the entire supply

chains are given in the following table:
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Table 12. The relational variables along the supplchain

Construct S-FC FC-C SC
in view of S in view of FC in view ofin view of C
FC
Trust 5,84 6,05 5,63 5,59 5,77
Economic satisfaction 4,82 5,20 5,08 4,79 4,96
Social satisfaction 5,43 5,37 5,18 4,98 5,20
Dependency 4,08 3,21 2,76 3,00 3,26
Rewarding_power 3,78 4,12 3,80 3,94 3,92
Punish_Power 1,88 1,90 2,22 2,19 2,11
Reputation 6,06 6,05 6,17 6,03 6,08
Conflict 2,92 2,82 3,03 2,77 2,88

On average, suppliers were judged by focal compaasehaving good trust and reputation. Simi-
larly, focal companies were viewed by their suppdie particularly good in reputation and trust,
whereas they were perceived as less prone to xeith power and conflict.

These broad judgements are shared also in the Fatibn as well at the overall chain.

Another view on the quality of the relationship it the chain is given by the governance struc-
ture of it. Based on a taxonomy developed in eadaiverables of the project, the empirical
elicitation of governance structure has producedaeiowing distribution:

Table 13. Governance structures in Italy by stakehder type

Supplierg Focal companiegFocal compat Customerg
(%) |about supplier (%) nies about (%)
customers (%)

Spot market 12,9 16,1 3,2 3,2
Non contractual with non qualifi

oartner g 32,3 48,4 12,9 29,0
Non contractual with qualified partr 51,6 9,7 41,9 29,0
Contractual 6,5 32,3 29,0
[Relation based alliance 3,2 6,5 9,7 6,5
|Equity based alliance 3,2
Vertical integration 12,9

Supplier are usually (51,6%) selected in qualifremh-contractual relationship whereas focal
companies do not need (48,4%) to qualify to emenan-contractual relationship with them.
Contractual relations are much more frequent inrédation between focal company and cus-
tomer, whereas spotmarket is proportionally moredus the backward relation (supplier-focal
company), where, by contrast, is also presentoadritegration.
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4.2. Relationships between supply chain performanamnd relational variables

Let’'s now investigate the statistical relationswesn overall supply chain performance and a

few potential determinants, based on correlatiah\asual regression.

The overall matrix of bivariate correlation of SC@&Lpply chain performance) and each of the

construct is given in the following page.

By ranking from the highest to the lowest correlatone gets the following talile

Table 14. Ordered Spearsman correlation rho of sudg chain performance with relational vari-
ables

Correlation with Supply
Chain Performance
SC _TRUST 0,8
SC_Reputation 0,7
SC_RewardPower 0,6
SC_SSatisfaction 0,5
SC_ESatisfaction 0,3
SC_Dependency -0,1
SC_PunishPower -0,3
SC_Conflict -0,6

The strongest positive correlation with performarscexhibited by trust, followed by reputation
and rewarding power. Punish power and, even masefliCt are negatively correlated with per-
formance.

A positive loop is clearly present where “good”atenships lead to high performance wheras
probably also the opposite is true: good perforraaran “pay” for positive relationships.

4Values rounded to the first decimal.
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Table 15. Full matrix of correlation rho of supply chain performance with relational variables

Correlations
SC_ SC_ SC_ SC_Reward SC_Punish SC_

SCP1 SC TRUST ESatisfaction SSatisfaction Depdendency P owver P owver Reputation SC Conflict
Spearman's rho SCP1 Correlation Coeficient 1,000 823" 283 ARE -,056 6107 271 47" - 6157
Sig. (2-tailed) ,ono 24 010 TEB ,ono 140 ,ono ,ono
il 31 Kl Kl Kl Kl Kl Kl Kl Kl
SC_TRUST Correlation Coefficient Rebrich 1,000 035 608 -,088 5517 -,282 a01™ - 793"
Sig. (2-tailed) Rulali] Bad ,ono 3B ,om 24 ,ono ,ono
r 31 Kl Kl Kl Kl Kl Kl Kl Kl
SC_ESatisfaction Cuarrelation Coefficient 283 038 1,000 -,203 |433’"‘ 013 -,0a8 - 112 146
Sig. (2-tailed) 124 Bad 273 006 947 636 Ralili] 43z
M 31 Kl Kl Kl Kl Kl Kl Kl Kl
SiC_SS5atisfaction Carrelation Coefficient 455 B0s™ -,203 1,000 - 213 5117 - 455" 7 -,B057
Sig. (2-tailed) a1o ,oao 273 249 003 010 ,oao ,oao
M 31 H H H H H H H H
SC_Depdendency  Coarrelation Coefficient - 056 -,088 483" - 213 1,000 062 -076 -,295 133
Sig. (2-tailed) TEE 3B ,00B 244 Ry 584 o7 ATE
il 31 Eil Eil Eil Eil Eil Eil Eil Eil
SC_RewardPower  Correlation Coefficient BT 5517 013 A1 062 1,000 061 G487 - 5407
Sig. (2-tailed) Rulli] .o 847 ,on3 RS 744 ,ono onz
r 31 Kl Kl Kl Kl Kl Kl Kl Kl
SC_PunishPower Correlation Coefficient .27 -,282 -,088 -.455* - 076 061 1,000 .35 264
Sig. (2-tailed) 140 24 3B 010 584 744 084 BB
M 31 Kl Kl Kl Kl Kl Kl Kl Kl
SC_Reputation Carrelation Coefficient T4 801" -112 727 -,295 6487 .35 1,000 -,8367
Sig. (2-tailed) Rulali] ,oao A4l ,oao a7 ,oao 084 ,oao
M 31 Kl Kl Kl Kl Kl Kl Kl Kl
SC_Conflict Cuarrelation Coefficient - G187 -, 73" 146 -,808™ 133 -,5407 254 -,B3E™ 1,000

Sig. (2-tailed) Rulli] ,ono 432 ,ono 476 onz 68 ,ono
I 31 il il il il il il il il

** Coarrelation is significant atthe 0.01 level {2-tailed).

* Coarrelation is significant at the 0.05 level (2-tailed).
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A simplified matrix of all correlation, obtained Ibgking just the first decimal of Spearman's rho

and by formatting in bold the values higher tha & here:

Table 15. Simplified matrix of Spearsman correlatia rho of supply chain performance with rela-

tional variables

SCP1| SC_TRSC ESSC _SSaSC De SC_Re SC_Punish:SC_Reputa
UST | atisfac-| tisfac- | pend- | ward- Power tion
tion tion ency | Power
SCP1
SC_TRUST 0,8
SC_ESatisfact 0,3 0,0
ion
SC_SSatisfact 0,5 0,6 -0,2
ion
SC_Dependen -0,1 -0,1 0,5 -0,2
Cy
SC_RewardP 0,6 0,6 0,0 0,5 0,1
ower
SC_PunishPo -0,3 -0,3 -0,1 -0,5 -0,1 0,1
wer
SC_Reputatio 0,7 0,8 -0,1 0,7 -0,3 0,6 -0,3
n
SC_Conflict -0,6 -0,8 0,1 -0,8 0,1 -0,5 0,3 -0,8

The overall ranking of correlations from the highesthe lowest is here

Table 16. Ranked Spearsman correlation rho of supplchain performance and relational variables

Variable 1 Variable 2 Correlation be-
tween Variablel
and Variable2
SCP SC TRUST 0,82
SC_TRUST SC_Reputation 0,80
SCP SC_Reputation 0,74
SC_Ssatisfaction SC_Reputation 0,73
SC_RewardPower SC_Reputation 0,65
SCP SC_RewardPower 0,61
SC_TRUST SC_SSatisfaction 0,60
SC TRUST SC_RewardPower 0,55
SC_Ssatisfaction SC_RewardPower 0,51
SC_Esatisfaction SC_Dependency 0,48
SCP SC_SSatisfaction 0,46
SCP SC_ESatisfaction 0,28
SC_PunishPower SC_Conflict 0,25
SC_Esatisfaction SC_Conflict 0,15
SC_Dependency SC_Conflict 0,13
SC_Dependency SC_RewardPower 0,06

® Values rounded to the second decimal. Values hitze 0.5 and lower than —0.5 in bold.
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SC_RewardPower SC_PunishPower 0,06
SC _TRUST SC_ESatisfaction 0,03
SC_Esatisfaction SC_RewardPower 0,01
SCP SC_Dependency -0,06
SC_Dependency SC_PunishPower -0,08
SC _TRUST SC_Dependency -0,09
SC_Esatisfaction SC_PunishPower -0,09
SC_Esatisfaction SC_Reputation -0,11
SC_Esatisfaction SC_SSatisfaction -0,20
SC_Ssatisfaction SC_Dependency -0,21
SCP SC_PunishPower -0,27
SC_TRUST SC_PunishPower -0,28
SC_Dependency SC_Reputation -0,29
SC_PunishPower SC_Reputation -0,32
SC_Ssatisfaction SC_PunishPower -0,45
SC_RewardPower SC_Conflict -0,54
SCP SC_Conflict -0,62

SC _TRUST SC_Conflict -0,79
SC_Ssatisfaction SC_Conflict -0,80
SC_Reputation SC_Conflict -0,84

The positive loop among performance, trust andtegfmn is indeed confirmed as structuring the
relationships, with more elements in the picturethis loop, reputation is linked to Rewarding
power and Social Satisfaction, as it happens witlstl

Conflict and reputation are the two variables naggtosed, with conflict being in contrast with

many other crucial variables. Interestingly, canfiitnd Punish power are not strongly linked to
each other as one might expect, showing that abiffis other ways to express.
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Widening the numerical analysis to graphical scattgoints, the main relations are explored in
the following graphs.

Figure 3: Trust and Supply Chain Performance
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The relations between trust and scp is clearlytpesiwith value of trust higher than 5.75 if per-
formance has to be at least 5.50. However, for tdesxel of trust, a more dispersed results in
scp are possible, implicitly pointing at the im@orte then of other variables. When trust is low,
other mechanisms are required to keep performanetasively acceptable values.
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Figure 4. Economic Satisfaction and Supply Chain Réormance
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Albeit overall positively linked, economic satisf@n and overall performance are not so per-
fectly correlated as a narrow view of the objedieéthe firm would suggest.
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Figure 5: Trust and Economic Satisfaction
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Even more pronouncedly, the relationship betweast tand economic satisfaction is far from
deterministic.
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Figure 6: Trust and Punishing Power
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As evidenced by overlapped circle we added, with éxception, high trust is linked to low pun-
ishment power, however the relationship is widaktudbed, implying many intermediate steps

linking the two.
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Reputation and trust have a neat positive relagsnyy contrast trust and conflict have a nega-

tive relation:

putation

SC_Re

Figure 7: Trust and Reputation
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SC_Conflict

Figure 8: Trust and Conflict
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5. Conclusion

Italian supply chains exhibit a wide range of oUgvarformance from 4 to 6.39 in a scale from 1
= minimum and 7= maximum. No single factor can aexptheir performance; however a “posi-
tive loop” linking performance with trust and reptibn can be elicited from the data, with these

two variables, in turn linked, to social satisfaotiand the exercise of rewarding power.

Economic satisfaction, that in a narrow view of #gectations and motivation of business
agents would determine the overall performancdéousd relatively less linked with it, with a

positive correlation of 0.3.
The “soft” elements of the relations between ecaooagents should thus be emphasised and
targeted in strategies aimed at increasing perfocaan particular, the reduction of conflict can

be seen as the most powerful leverage, since cordlnegatively linked with the positive loop.

Understanding the roots of conflict in the supphaio becomes then an important task in the
subsequent analyses.
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