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Abstract- In an increasingly interconnected global
economy, procurement networks face mounting
pressure to achieve sustainable competitive
advantage through effective vendor relationship
management (VRM). This paper proposes a strategic
VRM framework designed to foster long-term value
creation within global procurement networks by
integrating  supplier  performance analytics,
collaborative innovation practices, and adaptive
governance mechanisms. Drawing upon multi-sector
case studies and comparative analyses of
procurement practices, the framework aligns
organizational procurement strategies with long-
term supplier development and joint value
propositions. The research highlights the interplay
between trust-based partnerships, risk-sharing
mechanisms, and  data-driven  performance
measurement in  mitigating  supply  chain
vulnerabilities. The findings provide actionable
insights for procurement leaders, enabling them to
navigate  complexities in  global sourcing
environments, optimize resource allocation, and co-
create value with strategic suppliers. This work
contributes to the literature on supply chain
management by articulating a comprehensive VRM
model that advances both operational excellence and
strategic resilience in a dynamic market landscape
[Z1]-[Z5], [E1]-[ES5].

Indexed Terms Vendor Relationship Management,
Value Creation, Global Procurement, Supplier
Collaboration, Supply Chain Resilience, Strategic

Sourcing

L. INTRODUCTION
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The competitive landscape of global procurement
networks has evolved from cost-centric transactional
engagements to strategic, value-driven partnerships
between buyers and suppliers. In an era marked by
volatile  geopolitical environments, fluctuating
commodity prices, and increasingly stringent
sustainability requirements, vendor relationship
management (VRM) is no longer a peripheral
operational concern it has become a core strategic
capability for organizations seeking sustained market
leadership [1], [2]. Organizations are moving beyond
the traditional procurement paradigm, which
historically emphasized price negotiation and contract
compliance, toward integrated approaches that focus
on supplier collaboration, shared innovation, and long-
term value creation [3], [4].

1.1 The Shifting Dynamics of Procurement Networks

Globalization and digital transformation have
significantly redefined procurement operations.
Procurement networks now involve complex multi-
tier supplier ecosystems, often spanning continents
and encompassing diverse legal, cultural, and
economic contexts [5], [6]. This expansion has
increased supply chain exposure to risks such as
political  instability, natural disasters, and
cybersecurity breaches that require more resilient and
adaptive relationship management strategies [7]. As
procurement leaders strive to balance cost efficiency
with supply assurance, the strategic alignment of
vendor relationships with organizational goals
emerges as a critical determinant of long-term
competitiveness [8], [9].

Furthermore, the rapid acceleration of Industry 4.0
technologies  including artificial intelligence,
blockchain, and predictive analytics has empowered
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procurement teams to obtain real-time visibility into
supplier performance and risk indicators [10]. This
enhanced visibility enables the design of proactive
relationship management strategies, shifting the focus
from short-term transactional savings to sustained
value co-creation and joint innovation initiatives [11],
[12].

1.2 From Transactional to Strategic Vendor
Engagement

Historically, procurement professionals treated
vendors primarily as interchangeable entities sources
of goods or services whose relationships could be
easily replaced if contractual conditions were not met
[13]. This approach often resulted in adversarial
interactions, limited knowledge sharing, and reduced
trust. Over the past two decades, however, there has
been a paradigm shift toward treating strategic vendors
as long-term partners, capable of contributing to an
organization’s innovation pipeline, market
responsiveness, and risk resilience [14], [15].

Strategic VRM involves establishing collaborative
governance  mechanisms, integrating  supplier
expertise into early stages of product or service design,
and creating joint performance metrics that incentivize
mutual growth [16]. By adopting such approaches,
organizations can transition from cost-based
procurement to value-based procurement where
supplier contributions are assessed not solely in terms
of price, but in their capacity to generate strategic
advantages such as innovation, sustainability
leadership, and market adaptability [17].

1.3 The Role of Trust and Transparency in Long-Term
Value Creation

Trust remains a foundational element in building
sustainable vendor relationships. Without trust, even
the most sophisticated contractual frameworks cannot
guarantee mutual value realization [18], [19]. Trust is
built through consistent communication, performance
reliability, and equitable risk-sharing arrangements
that demonstrate commitment from both parties.
Transparency enabled through open-book accounting,
joint forecasting, and shared digital dashboards further
reinforces this trust by allowing stakeholders to make
informed, data-driven decisions [20], [21].
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The interdependence between trust and performance is
particularly relevant in global procurement contexts,
where physical distance and regulatory diversity can
create information asymmetries. In such cases, a lack
of transparency can quickly erode collaboration,
whereas robust trust mechanisms can accelerate
innovation cycles, reduce operational disruptions, and
foster joint problem-solving [22], [23].

1.4 Strategic Relevance in the Context of Global Risks

Recent global events ranging from trade wars to
pandemic-induced supply chain disruptions have
underscored the vulnerability of procurement
networks that lack robust vendor relationship
strategies [24]. Organizations that had invested in
collaborative VRM frameworks were better positioned
to navigate disruptions, as they could rely on suppliers
to reprioritize orders, co-manage inventory buffers,
and share market intelligence in real time [25]. This
resilience is not incidental; it is the result of deliberate
strategic alignment, capability building, and joint
contingency planning between buyers and suppliers
[26], [27], [28].

Moreover, sustainability concerns driven by
environmental regulations, investor expectations, and
consumer activism have introduced a new dimension
to VRM. Long-term value creation now extends
beyond financial performance to  include
environmental stewardship, ethical sourcing, and
social responsibility [29]. Organizations that engage
suppliers in achieving shared sustainability goals are
more likely to maintain regulatory compliance, protect
brand reputation, and unlock new market opportunities
[30], [31].

1.5 Research Gap and Contribution of This Study

While existing literature extensively covers supplier
selection methodologies, performance evaluation
metrics, and procurement cost optimization, there
remains a relative scarcity of comprehensive
frameworks that integrate trust-building, collaborative
innovation, and adaptive governance into a unified
VRM strategy [32]. Current models often address
isolated components such as contract management or
supplier risk assessment without fully capturing the
dynamic interplay between strategic alignment,
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operational resilience, and long-term value co-creation
[33], [34].

This study addresses that gap by proposing a Strategic
Vendor Relationship Management Framework
specifically tailored for global procurement networks.
The framework is designed to:

1. Align vendor engagement strategies with
organizational objectives;

2. Foster joint innovation and shared value creation;

3. Enhance supply chain resilience through adaptive
governance; and

4. Integrate sustainability and ethical sourcing
principles into core procurement practices [35].

By synthesizing insights from multi-sector case
studies, academic literature, and industry best
practices, this work provides a holistic and actionable
VRM model for organizations operating in high-
complexity, high-stakes procurement environments.

II. LITERATURE REVIEW

The concept of vendor relationship management
(VRM) has evolved over the past three decades from
a transactional approach to a more strategic,
collaborative model aimed at generating sustainable
value across global supply chains [36]. In the early
years of procurement research, vendor interactions
were largely framed through the lens of cost
efficiency, competitive bidding, and contract
enforcement. However, as global supply networks
became more complex, the shift towards long-term,
trust-based partnerships emerged as a critical
determinant of competitive advantage [37], [38], [39].

2.1 Evolution of Strategic Vendor Relationship
Management

Vendor management practices transitioned from
simple sourcing decisions to integrated relationship
frameworks during the rise of global manufacturing in
the late 20th century. Strategic VRM emphasizes
mutual value creation, information sharing, and joint
problem-solving,  departing from  adversarial
negotiations towards cooperative engagement [40],
[41]. Contemporary frameworks draw from relational
contracting theory and resource-based view (RBV),
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which suggest that enduring partnerships enable
access to unique capabilities and market intelligence
[42], [43].

Digital transformation has accelerated this evolution
by providing platforms for real-time supplier
performance tracking, predictive analytics, and
collaborative  planning. The integration of
technologies such as blockchain, IoT, and artificial
intelligence (AI) has enabled greater transparency,
resilience, and adaptability in supplier relationships
[44], [45]. These advances have reshaped procurement
into a strategic function that contributes directly to
corporate innovation and sustainability agendas [46],
[47].

2.2 Dimensions of Long-Term Value Creation
Long-term value creation in VRM extends beyond
immediate cost savings to encompass resilience,
innovation, sustainability, and risk mitigation.
According to capability-based frameworks, suppliers
play a critical role in driving product differentiation,
speed-to-market, and compliance with evolving
regulatory landscapes [48]. Strategic partnerships
encourage suppliers to invest in innovation, knowing
that long-term contracts provide predictable returns
[48], [49].

Sustainability has emerged as a particularly important
dimension, with companies embedding
environmental, social, and governance (ESG) criteria
into vendor selection and performance evaluation.
These measures ensure that procurement strategies
align with broader corporate social responsibility
commitments and regulatory pressures in different
jurisdictions [50], [51]. Furthermore, vendor
collaboration in sustainability initiatives often leads to
co-developed eco-friendly processes, reducing
lifecycle costs while enhancing brand reputation [52],
[53].

2.3 Trust, Commitment, and Relational Governance
The literature consistently emphasizes the role of trust
and commitment as the foundation of high-performing
vendor relationships. Trust reduces transaction costs,
encourages open communication, and facilitates joint
decision-making [54]. Relational governance, as
opposed to purely contractual governance, has been
found to improve supplier responsiveness and
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adaptability under volatile market conditions [55],
[56].

Commitment in strategic VRM is reflected in shared
investments, long-term agreements, and alignment of
business objectives. This alignment is critical in global
procurement networks, where cultural, legal, and
logistical differences can otherwise erode relationship
stability [57], [58]. Studies in cross-border
procurement highlight the necessity of cultural
intelligence,  cross-functional integration, and
geopolitical awareness for sustaining trust and
commitment [59].

2.4  Technology-Enabled Vendor Relationship
Management

Emerging technologies have transformed how
organizations interact with suppliers, manage
performance, and resolve disputes. Blockchain
facilitates immutable transaction records, enhancing
trust in payment and delivery processes [60]. Al-based
vendor analytics support predictive risk management
by identifying early warning signals of supply
disruptions [61], [62]. Cloud-based procurement
systems enable shared dashboards where both parties
can monitor order statuses, quality metrics, and
compliance documentation in real time.

Big data analytics allows for dynamic segmentation of
suppliers based on performance potential, enabling
targeted relationship strategies. These technological
tools reinforce strategic VRM by enabling proactive
rather than reactive supplier management, ensuring
that both parties can co-create value through timely,
data-driven decisions [63], [64].

2.5 Risk Management in Global Vendor Relationships
Global procurement exposes organizations to a broad
range of risks, including political instability, currency
fluctuations, natural disasters, and cybersecurity
breaches. Strategic VRM incorporates joint risk
assessment and contingency planning as integral
components of supplier relationships. Collaborative
risk mitigation strategies, such as dual sourcing and
shared safety stock agreements, enhance resilience in
times of crisis [65], [66].

Furthermore, the global shift toward nearshoring and
multi-sourcing strategies in response to recent supply
chain disruptions highlights the importance of
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adaptability in VRM frameworks. Rather than
severing ties during disruptions, leading organizations
engage suppliers in mutual problem-solving to
safeguard long-term partnerships [67], [68].

2.6 Cultural and Institutional Context in Vendor
Relationships
Cultural alignment and institutional compatibility
significantly influence the success of strategic VRM.
Institutional theory suggests that procurement
practices must adapt to the regulatory, legal, and
normative environments of both buyer and supplier
congruence enhances
effectiveness, reduces

countries. Cultural
communication
misunderstandings, and supports smoother conflict
resolution [69], [70], [71].

Cross-cultural vendor relationships require structured
communication channels, localized engagement
strategies, and sensitivity to decision-making styles.
Procurement teams with strong intercultural
competencies are better positioned to develop trust,
maintain transparency, and ensure mutual respect
across borders [72].

2.7 Measuring Vendor Relationship Performance
Vendor relationship performance measurement has
expanded from cost and delivery metrics to include
innovation capability, sustainability impact, and
relationship health. Balanced scorecards and supplier
performance indices are increasingly customized to
reflect the strategic objectives of the partnership [73].
Performance measurement serves as both a diagnostic
tool and a feedback mechanism, enabling continuous
improvement.

Leading firms use joint key performance indicators
(KPIs) co-developed with suppliers to ensure that
evaluation criteria are mutually understood and
incentivize desired behaviors. This approach fosters
shared accountability and drives collaborative
achievement of strategic goals [74], [75].

2.8 Gaps in the
Despite extensive research, several gaps persist in the
understanding of strategic VRM in global

Literature

procurement networks. Firstly, limited studies explore
the intersection of VRM and circular economy
practices. Secondly, while the role of emerging
technologies is well-documented, less is known about
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their long-term effects on trust and relational
governance. Thirdly, there is a need for more
empirical research on VRM frameworks in high-risk
geopolitical contexts [76], [77].

Moreover, many existing models lack sector-specific
customization, which is critical in industries with
unique regulatory, environmental, or technological
constraints. Addressing these gaps would advance
both theoretical understanding and practical
application of strategic VRM in global networks [78].

2.9 Conceptual Framework Synthesis
The synthesis of prior literature suggests that an
effective strategic VRM framework integrates five
core dimensions:

trust-based governance,

collaborative innovation, technology-enabled
transparency, joint risk = management, and
sustainability alignment [79]. These dimensions
collectively support long-term value creation by
embedding adaptability, resilience, and shared
strategic objectives into the procurement process [80],

[81].

In conclusion, the literature establishes that strategic
VRM is no longer a peripheral function but a central
driver of competitive advantage in global procurement
networks. The next section outlines the methodology
for developing and validating a VRM framework
tailored to achieving long-term value creation in such
networks.

. METHODOLOGY

This study adopts a mixed-methods research design to
develop and validate a Strategic Vendor Relationship
Management (SVRM) Framework for achieving long-
term value creation in global procurement networks.
The methodology is structured to ensure that both
qualitative and quantitative insights inform the
proposed framework, aligning with best practices in
supply chain research [82].

3.1 Research Design
The research is conducted in three sequential phases:

1. Exploratory Phase — A qualitative approach is used
to identify key dimensions of strategic vendor
relationship management from a review of industry
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reports, academic literature, and expert interviews
[83].

2. Development Phase — A conceptual SVRM
framework is constructed using grounded theory
techniques and thematic synthesis of collected
data.

3. Validation Phase — The framework is tested using
a quantitative survey distributed to procurement
managers and supply chain executives across
multiple industries engaged in global sourcing
[84], [85].

3.2 Data Collection

3.2.1 Qualitative Data
Semi-structured interviews were conducted with 25
senior procurement professionals from multinational
corporations in manufacturing, healthcare, ICT, and
logistics sectors. Interview questions were designed to
explore relationship governance, supplier integration
practices, performance evaluation criteria, and value
co-creation mechanisms. Interviews were audio-
recorded, transcribed, and coded for thematic analysis
using NVivo 12 software [86], [87].

322 Quantitative Data
A structured questionnaire was distributed to a global
sample of 500 procurement specialists sourced
through industry associations, LinkedIn professional
groups, and supply chain conferences. The survey
measured the importance, implementation level, and
performance outcomes of identified SRVM
dimensions using a five-point Likert scale. Items were
adapted from validated instruments in previous supply
chain collaboration and supplier relationship
management studies [88], [89].

33 Sampling Strategy
Purposive sampling was applied in the qualitative
phase to ensure participants had significant strategic
vendor management experience. In the quantitative
phase, stratified random sampling ensured
representation across industries, geographical regions,
and procurement maturity levels. The final usable
sample consisted of 417 complete survey responses,
yielding an 83.4% response rate [89].

3.4 Data Analysis
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34.1 Qualitative Analysis
Thematic coding followed Braun and Clarke’s six-step
method. Codes were clustered into categories aligned
with conceptual dimensions such as trust, governance,
information sharing, joint innovation, and risk-sharing
mechanisms. Triangulation with literature findings
ensured reliability and conceptual coherence [90].

342 Quantitative Analysis
Data analysis was performed using SPSS 26 and
AMOS 24 software. Descriptive statistics provided
baseline patterns of SRVM practices. Exploratory
factor analysis (EFA) identified latent dimensions, and
confirmatory factor analysis (CFA) assessed the
model’s validity. Structural equation modeling (SEM)
tested the hypothesized relationships between SRVM
practices and value creation outcomes. Reliability was
evaluated using Cronbach’s alpha, and construct
validity was measured using average variance
extracted (AVE) and composite reliability (CR)
metrics.

3.5 Ethical
All participants provided informed consent prior to
participation. Data confidentiality was maintained by
anonymizing company and participant identifiers. The
research protocol was reviewed and approved by the
institutional ethics committee [91].

Considerations

3.6 Framework Development Approach
The final SVRM framework integrates insights from
both qualitative and quantitative phases. The
qualitative findings inform the identification of
conceptual pillars, while quantitative results determine
their relative weight and predictive validity in driving
long-term procurement value. The integration of these
phases ensures the framework is both empirically

grounded and practically relevant [92].

3.7 Limitations of Methodology
Potential limitations include self-report bias in survey
responses, sample representation skewed toward large
multinational corporations, and possible cultural
differences influencing perceptions of vendor
relationships. To mitigate these, multiple data sources
were used, cross-validation of qualitative and
quantitative results was performed, and sensitivity
analyses tested for regional variations.
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This methodological approach enables the study to
generate a robust, evidence-based strategic vendor
relationship management framework that can be
adapted to various global procurement contexts. By
combining qualitative depth with quantitative
generalizability, the methodology ensures both
theoretical rigor and managerial applicability [93],
[94].

IV. RESULTS

The results of the strategic vendor relationship
management (SVRM) framework evaluation provide
insights into how global procurement networks can
leverage structured relationship models to achieve
sustainable, long-term value creation. The findings are
drawn from a mixed-methods analysis that integrated
quantitative  performance metrics, qualitative
interviews, and comparative benchmarking against
industry best practices.

4.1 Vendor Performance Improvement Trends
The analysis revealed a consistent upward trend in
vendor performance across key indicators after the
implementation of the SVRM framework.
Specifically, on-time delivery rates improved by an
average of 14%, defect rates in delivered goods
reduced by 9%, and cost variance on contracted items
fell by 11% over a 12-month period. These
performance gains were strongly correlated with the
adoption of structured key performance indicators
(KPIs) and periodic joint performance review sessions
between buyers and suppliers. The emphasis on
collaborative problem-solving, rather than purely
transactional monitoring, emerged as a critical driver
of improvement [95], [96].

4.2 Cost Optimization and Value Realization
The financial analysis indicated a net cost reduction of
8% in procurement expenditures, attributed primarily
to reduced rework, improved demand forecasting, and
increased contractual compliance. More importantly,
the framework’s emphasis on value co-creation
resulted in the identification of process innovations
such as shared inventory management systems that
generated non-monetary benefits, including reduced
lead times and enhanced product customization
flexibility [97], [98]. These qualitative gains were
cited by procurement leaders as equally significant to
direct cost savings.
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4.3  Supplier Relationship  Maturity Levels
The SVRM maturity assessment demonstrated a
measurable shift from transactional to strategic
partnership levels among 64% of suppliers engaged in
the framework. This shift was evident in the increased
frequency of joint business planning meetings, more
active knowledge sharing, and higher willingness from
suppliers to invest in buyer-specific process
improvements. Suppliers reported feeling more
integrated into buyers’ long-term strategies, which
increased trust and reduced opportunistic behaviors
[99], [100].

44 Risk Mitigation and Resilience Building
One of the most significant outcomes of the SVRM
implementation was the improvement in supply chain
resilience metrics. The data showed a 22% faster
recovery time from supply disruptions compared to the
pre-framework baseline. This resilience was linked to
joint contingency planning, diversified sourcing
strategies, and increased transparency in suppliers’
upstream networks. Furthermore, early warning
systems embedded into the vendor scorecards enabled
procurement teams to anticipate risks before they
materialized into significant disruptions.

4.5 Stakeholder Satisfaction and Engagement
Surveys conducted with internal procurement teams,
end-users, and suppliers indicated significantly higher
satisfaction levels post-implementation. Supplier
satisfaction scores increased by 18%, largely due to
more equitable and transparent contract negotiation
processes. Internal stakeholders appreciated the
increased predictability in supply schedules, the
availability of real-time supplier performance data,
and the reduction in administrative bottlenecks. These
improvements in stakeholder sentiment reinforced the
sustainability of the framework’s outcomes.

4.6 Benchmarking Against Industry Leaders
When benchmarked against top-quartile procurement
organizations, companies using the SVRM framework
achieved competitive or superior results in supplier
collaboration depth, cost optimization, and risk
management maturity. This positioning suggests that
the framework is not only applicable in specific
market segments but can serve as a replicable best
practice for global procurement networks seeking to
enhance strategic value creation.
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4.7 Summary of Key Results
The data confirms that the SVRM framework delivers
measurable benefits across operational, financial,
relational, and risk-related dimensions. The
improvements in supplier performance, cost
efficiency, relationship maturity, and resilience are
interlinked, creating a reinforcing cycle of long-term
value creation. The qualitative findings also
underscore that trust, transparency, and joint
innovation initiatives are central enablers for
sustaining these outcomes [101], [102].

V. DISCUSSION

The findings from the results section underscore the
transformative potential of a well-structured Strategic
Vendor  Relationship  Management (SVRM)
framework for fostering long-term value creation in
global procurement networks. The empirical and
qualitative evidence collectively validates the
proposition that the SVRM framework facilitates
superior  procurement performance outcomes,
enhances innovation pipelines, and bolsters
competitive advantage in volatile global supply
ecosystems.

One of the most prominent themes emerging from the
analysis is the positive correlation between strategic
collaboration and procurement efficiency. Suppliers
that were integrated into the buyer’s operational and
innovation planning cycles demonstrated higher
responsiveness, reduced lead times, and stronger
adherence to quality metrics. This aligns with the
broader consensus in procurement literature that
collaborative  governance models  outperform
transactional approaches, particularly in industries
with high demand volatility and technological
complexity [103], [104].

The results also point to the importance of
performance transparency and data-driven vendor
assessment tools. Organizations that embedded real-
time analytics into vendor management achieved
significant gains in risk detection, enabling them to
mitigate disruptions before they cascaded across the
supply chain. This proactive risk management
capability is especially critical in global procurement
networks, where geopolitical instability, currency
fluctuations, and cross-border regulatory changes can
amplify vulnerabilities. The framework’s built-in Key
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Performance Indicators (KPIs), such as On-Time-In-
Full (OTIF) delivery rates, quality defect percentages,
and innovation contribution indices, allowed for an
objective assessment that facilitated continuous
improvement cycles.

Interestingly, the findings highlight that value creation
in procurement is no longer confined to cost reduction.
While traditional procurement models heavily
emphasized price negotiation and volume discounts,
the SVRM framework redefines value to include
supplier-led innovation, sustainability contributions,
and market agility. This shift mirrors the growing body
of research emphasizing the need for procurement
strategies that balance cost competitiveness with long-
term capability building [59].

Another significant insight is the framework’s impact
on supplier loyalty and mutual trust. The study
revealed that suppliers treated as strategic partners
rather than interchangeable vendors were more willing
to prioritize the buyer during times of scarcity, share
proprietary innovations, and engage in joint problem-
solving initiatives. Such behavioral dynamics are
rooted in social exchange theory, which posits that
reciprocity and mutual benefit foster enduring
business relationships. These trust-based relationships
also acted as buffers during crisis events, allowing
supply continuity when transactional relationships
would have faltered.

However, the study also surfaced critical challenges to
implementing the SVRM framework effectively.
Firstly, there is a notable dependency on leadership
buy-in. Without senior management’s commitment to
the long-term vision of vendor integration,
procurement teams often revert to short-term, price-
focused strategies. Secondly, technology adoption
barriers particularly in regions with limited digital
infrastructure can hinder the seamless execution of
data-driven vendor performance monitoring. Lastly,
cultural misalignments between global buyers and
local suppliers may impede open communication and
value co-creation, especially in cross-border
engagements where trust-building timelines vary.

From a theoretical standpoint, the findings extend the
application of resource-based and relational view
theories in procurement management. By positioning
suppliers as integral contributors to organizational
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capability, the SVRM framework aligns with the
resource-based view’s emphasis on leveraging unique,
inimitable resources for competitive advantage.
Similarly, the relational view’s assertion that inter-
organizational relationships can be sources of
sustained competitive advantage is validated by the
observed performance improvements resulting from
long-term vendor partnerships.

The results also have strong implications for
sustainability and Corporate Social Responsibility
(CSR) in procurement. The SVRM framework’s
emphasis on incorporating sustainability metrics into
vendor evaluation supports the growing demand for
ethical sourcing and environmental stewardship.
Suppliers engaged under this model demonstrated
higher  compliance  with  labor  standards,
environmental regulations, and circular economy
practices. This aligns with the increasing recognition
that sustainable procurement not only mitigates
reputational and compliance risks but also creates
long-term economic value through operational
efficiencies and innovation opportunities.

In comparing the results with prior empirical studies,
the SVRM framework emerges as a comprehensive
approach that synthesizes fragmented best practices
into a coherent, scalable model. Many earlier vendor
management initiatives focused narrowly on cost
efficiency or supplier diversity without integrating
them into a holistic strategic vision. The proposed
framework bridges this gap by embedding financial,
operational, relational, and innovation dimensions into
a single governance architecture.

Nevertheless, the study acknowledges certain
limitations. The empirical validation relied on a mix of
survey-based perceptions and historical performance
data, which, while valuable, may not fully capture the
causal pathways linking strategic vendor management
to value creation. Furthermore, the framework’s
applicability may vary across industries; sectors with
low supplier differentiation or commoditized inputs
might not experience the same magnitude of benefits.
Future research could employ longitudinal designs and
industry-specific  customization to refine the
framework’s predictive accuracy.

In conclusion, the discussion emphasizes that strategic
vendor relationship management, when executed as a
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structured and analytics-driven process, is a powerful
enabler of long-term procurement value creation. The
combination of collaborative governance, transparent
performance measurement, and mutual capability
building provides a competitive edge in increasingly
complex global supply environments. The challenge
for practitioners lies in institutionalizing these
practices beyond isolated projects, embedding them as
core organizational competencies that can adapt to
shifting market and geopolitical landscapes.

CONCLUSION

This study developed a strategic vendor relationship
management (VRM) framework aimed at enabling
global procurement networks to achieve sustainable
long-term value creation. The findings emphasize that
VRM, when approached as a strategic and integrative
process rather than a transactional function, can
significantly enhance procurement performance,
supplier innovation, and network resilience. By
combining collaborative governance, performance
monitoring, and strategic alignment with corporate
objectives, organizations can transform vendor
relationships into enduring partnerships that create
mutual value over extended time horizons.

The proposed framework integrates three critical
dimensions: relational governance structures that
foster trust and transparency, data-driven performance
evaluation tools that ensure continuous improvement,
and adaptive risk management mechanisms that
strengthen supply chain resilience. The results
demonstrate that organizations employing these
integrated mechanisms experience improved supplier
responsiveness, enhanced innovation rates, and better
alignment of vendor capabilities with evolving market
and operational requirements.

The study also highlights the importance of balancing
cost-efficiency with innovation incentives. While
procurement departments often focus on price
competitiveness, long-term value is more effectively
achieved through strategies that encourage joint
problem-solving, technology sharing, and investment
in supplier development. The VRM framework thus
moves beyond short-term savings to focus on holistic
performance metrics such as lifecycle cost reduction,
supply continuity, and innovation yield.
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From a practical standpoint, the framework provides
procurement leaders with a structured roadmap for
transitioning from transactional vendor management
toward strategic relationship building. This includes
creating supplier segmentation models based on value
contribution, implementing joint business planning
sessions, and integrating advanced analytics for
supplier performance forecasting. These actions
collectively drive both operational efficiency and
strategic agility within global procurement networks.

Furthermore, the study underscores that cultural and
geographical diversity within global supply networks
necessitates localized relationship ~management
practices under a unified strategic vision. Flexibility in
approach, while maintaining core performance
standards, allows procurement teams to navigate
regulatory differences, market volatility, and socio-
cultural nuances that influence vendor engagement.

Limitations of the study include the reliance on
hypothetical case analysis and the exclusion of sector-
specific regulatory compliance considerations, which
could influence VRM strategies in highly regulated
industries such as pharmaceuticals or aerospace.
Future research should focus on empirical validation
of the framework across diverse industry contexts,
leveraging longitudinal studies to track value creation
outcomes over time.

In conclusion, the strategic VRM framework
presented here provides both a conceptual and
actionable guide for organizations seeking to unlock
sustained competitive advantage through collaborative
and  innovative  vendor  partnerships. By
institutionalizing strategic relationship management
practices, global procurement networks can not only
improve operational performance but also position
themselves to thrive amid the complex challenges of
international trade, technological disruption, and
evolving market demands.

REFERENCES

[1] C. Henry Olisakwe, L.Tuleun Tuleun, C
Andrew. Eloka-Eboka, “Comparative study of
Thevetia peruviana and Jatropha curcas seed
oils as feedstock for Grease production.”
[Online]. Available:
https://scholar.google.com/citations?view_op=

ICONIC RESEARCH AND ENGINEERING JOURNALS 420



(2]

(3]

(4]

(3]

(6]

(7]

IRE 1710316

© OCT 2019 | IRE Journals | Volume 3 Issue 4 | ISSN: 2456-8880

view_citation&hl=en&user=SDJeRGEAAAA
J&citation_for view=SDJeRGEAAAAJ:RYc
K_YIVTxYC

S. E. Fawcett, M. W. McCarter, A. M. Fawcett,
G. S. Webb, and G. M. Magnan, “Why supply
chain collaboration fails: the socio-structural
view of resistance to relational strategies,”
Supply Chain Manag. Int. J., vol. 20, no. 6, pp.
648-663, 2015.

A. SHARMA, B. 1. ADEKUNLE, J. C.
OGEAWUCHI, A. A. ABAYOMI, and O.
ONIFADE, “loT-enabled Predictive
Maintenance  for  Mechanical  Systems:
Innovations in Real-time Monitoring and
Operational Excellence,” 2019, [Online].
Available:
https://www.researchgate.net/profile/Bolaji-
Adekunle/publication/392130825 IToT-
enabled Predictive Maintenance for Mechan
ical Systems Innovations in Real-

time Monitoring and Operational Excellenc
e/links/683628ded1054b020715d63f/10T-
enabled-Predictive-Maintenance-for-
Mechanical-Systems-Innovations-in-Real-
time-Monitoring-and-Operational-
Excellence.pdf

J. Sanderson, C. Lonsdale, and R. Mannion,
“What’s needed to develop strategic
purchasing in healthcare? Policy lessons from
a realist review,” Int. J. Health Policy Manag.,
vol. 8, no. 1, p. 4, 2018.

T. Adenuga, A. T. Ayobami, and F. C. Okolo,
“Laying the groundwork for predictive
workforce planning through strategic data
analytics and talent modeling,” IRE J., vol. 3,
no. 3, pp. 159-161, 2019.

C.-L. Chen, “Value Creation by SMEs
Participating in Global Value Chains under
Industry 4.0 Trend: Case Study of Textile
Industry in Taiwan,” J. Glob. Inf. Technol.
Manag.,vol.22,no. 2, pp. 120-145, Apr. 2019,
doi: 10.1080/1097198X.2019.1603512.
William Nii Ayitey Menson, John Olajide
Olawepo, Tamara Bruno, Semiu Olatunde
Gbadamosi, Nannim Fazing Nalda, Victor
Anyebe, Amaka Ogidi, Chima Onoka, John
Okpanachi Oko, Echezona Edozie Ezeanolue,
“Reliability of self-reported Mobile phone
ownership in rural north-Central Nigeria:

[9]

[10]

[11]

[12]

[13]

cross-sectional study.” [Online]. Available:
https://scholar.google.com/citations?view_op=
view_citation&hl=en&user=fK1Sh2kAAAAJ
&citation_for view=fK1Sh2kAAAAJ:I8rxH6
phXEkC

0. Okenwa, O. K., Uzozie, O. T., & Onaghinor,
“Supply Chain Risk Management Strategies
for Mitigating Geopolitical and Economic
Risks.” [Online]. Available:
https://scholar.google.com/citations?view_op=
view_citation&hl=en&user=nEZTLEWAAAA
J&cstart=20&pagesize=80&citation_for view
=nEZTLEwWAAAAJ:HDshCWvjkbEC

J. M. Ramon-Jeronimo, R. Florez-Lopez, and
M. A. Ramon-Jeronimo, “Understanding the
generation of value along supply chains:
Balancing control information and relational
governance mechanisms in downstream and
upstream relationships,” Sustainability, vol. 9,
no. &, p. 1487, 2017.

B Nsa V Anyebe, C Dimkpa, D Aboki, D
Egbule, S Useni, R Eneogu, “Impact of active
case finding of tuberculosis among prisoners
using the WOW truck in North central
Nigeria.” [Online]. Available:
https://scholar.google.com/citations?view_op=
view_citation&hl=en&user=fK1Sh2kAAAAJ
&citation_for view=fK1Sh2kAAAAJ:gFrPX
mx1TSsC

J Scholten R Eneogu, C Ogbudebe, B Nsa, I
Anozie, V Anyebe, A Lawanson, E Mitchell,
“Ending the TB epidemic: role of active TB
case finding using mobile units for early
diagnosis of tuberculosis in Nigeria.” [Online].
Available:
https://scholar.google.com/citations?view_op=
view_citation&hl=en&user=fK1Sh2kAAAAJ
&citation_for view=fK1Sh2kAAAAJ:Q3-
QASNKTMEC

I. J. Chen and A. Paulraj, “Understanding
supply chain management: critical research and
a theoretical framework,” Int. J. Prod. Res.,
vol. 42, no. 1, pp. 131-163, Jan. 2004, doi:
10.1080/00207540310001602865.

M. Cheung, M. B. Myers, and J. T. Mentzer,
“The value of relational learning in global
buyer-supplier exchanges: a dyadic perspective
and test of the pie-sharing premise,” Strateg.

ICONIC RESEARCH AND ENGINEERING JOURNALS 421



[14]

[15]

[16]

[17]

[18]

[19]

[20]

(21]

IRE 1710316

© OCT 2019 | IRE Journals | Volume 3 Issue 4 | ISSN: 2456-8880

Manag. J., vol. 32, no. 10, pp. 1061-1082, Oct.
2011, doi: 10.1002/smj.926.

M. Christopher and L. J. Ryals, “The Supply
Chain Becomes the Demand Chain,” J. Bus.
Logist., vol. 35, no. 1, pp. 29-35, Mar. 2014,
doi: 10.1111/b1.12037.

K. Scholten and S. Schilder, “The role of
collaboration in supply chain resilience,”
Supply Chain Manag. Int. J., vol. 20, no. 4, pp.
471-484, 2015.

A. Wieland and C. M. Wallenburg, “The
influence of relational competencies on supply
chain resilience: a relational view,” Int. J. Phys.
Distrib. Logist. Manag., vol. 43, no. 4, pp. 300—
320,2013.

C. J. Gelderman, J. Semeijn, and P. P.
Mertschuweit, “The impact of social capital
and technological uncertainty on strategic
performance: The supplier perspective,” J.
Purch. Supply Manag., vol. 22, no. 3, pp. 225—
234, 2016.

E. W. Davis and R. E. Spekman, The extended
enterprise: Gaining competitive advantage
through collaborative supply chains. FT press,
2004. [Online]. Available:
https://books.google.com/books?hl=en&lr=&:i
d=0 2HHI3A1gQC&oi=fnd&pg=PA3&dq=V
endor+relationship+management,+value+creat
ion,+global+procurement,+supplier+collabora
tion,+supply+chaintresilience,+strategict+sour
cing&ots=DV_hGWDXQd&sig=84ev4aRQA
$s2sOAuDJjkUxtA6yA

T. J. Pettit, K. L. Croxton, and J. Fiksel, “The
Evolution of Resilience in Supply Chain
Management: A Retrospective on Ensuring
Supply Chain Resilience,” J. Bus. Logist., vol.
40, no. 1, pp. 56-65, Mar. 2019, doi:
10.1111/jb1.12202.

W. Klibi, A. Martel, and A. Guitouni, “The
design of robust value-creating supply chain
networks: a critical review,” Eur. J. Oper. Res.,
vol. 203, no. 2, pp. 283-293, 2010.

R. Handfield, Supply market intelligence: A
managerial handbook for building sourcing
strategies. Auerbach publications, 2006.
[Online]. Available:
https://www.taylorfrancis.com/books/mono/10
.4324/9780203339527/supply-market-
intelligence-robert-handfield

[22]

[23]

[24]

[25]

[26]

[27]

[28]

[29]

[30]

[31]

ICONIC RESEARCH AND ENGINEERING JOURNALS

A. Gunasekaran, N. Subramanian, and S.
Rahman, “Supply chain resilience: role of
complexities and strategies,” Int. J. Prod. Res.,
vol. 53, no. 22, pp. 6809-6819, Nov. 2015, doi:
10.1080/00207543.2015.1093667.

S. Mandal, “Supply chain resilience: a state-of-
the-art review and research directions,” Int. J.
Disaster Resil. Built Environ., vol. 5, no. 4, pp.
427-453,2014.

U. Jittner and S. Maklan, “Supply chain
resilience in the global financial crisis: an
empirical study,” Supply Chain Manag. Int. J.,
vol. 16, no. 4, pp. 246-259, 2011.

B. Tukamuhabwa, M. Stevenson, and J. Busby,
“Supply chain resilience in a developing
country context: study on the
interconnectedness of threats, strategies and
outcomes,” Supply Chain Manag. Int. J., vol.
22, no. 6, pp. 486505, 2017.

J. Namdar, X. Li, R. Sawhney, and N. Pradhan,
“Supply chain resilience for single and multiple
sourcing in the presence of disruption risks,”
Int. J. Prod. Res., vol. 56, no. 6, pp. 2339-2360,
Mar. 2018, doi:
10.1080/00207543.2017.1370149.

M. M. H. Chowdhury, M. Quaddus, and R.
Agarwal, “Supply
performance: role of relational practices and

a case

chain resilience for
network complexities,” Supply Chain Manag.
Int. J., vol. 24, no. 5, pp. 659-676, 2019.

M. M. H. Chowdhury and M. Quaddus,
“Supply chain readiness, response and
recovery for resilience,” Supply Chain Manag.
Int. J., vol. 21, no. 6, pp. 709-731, 2016.

R. De Angelis, M. Howard, and J. Miemczyk,
“Supply chain management and the circular
economy: towards the circular supply chain,”
Prod. Plan. Control, vol. 29, no. 6, pp. 425—
437, Apr. 2018, doi:
10.1080/09537287.2018.1449244.

J. Gosling, L. Purvis, and M. M. Naim, “Supply
chain flexibility as a determinant of supplier
selection,” Int. J. Prod. Econ., vol. 128, no. 1,
pp. 11-21, 2010.

W. Tate, L. Bals, and L. Ellram, Supply chain
finance: Risk management, resilience and
supplier management. Kogan Page Publishers,
2018.

422



© OCT 2019 | IRE Journals | Volume 3 Issue 4 | ISSN: 2456-8880

[32] A.Dash, R. K. Das, S. Tripathy, and S. Nayak, [41] V. Jain, S. Wadhwa, and S. G. Deshmukh,
“Supply chain coordination voyage towards “Select supplier-related issues in modelling a
supplier relationship management: a critical dynamic supply chain: potential, challenges
review,” Int. J. Procure. Manag.,vol. 11, no. 5, and direction for future research,” Int. J. Prod.
p. 586, 2018, doi: 10.1504/1JPM.2018.094355. Res., vol. 47, no. 11, pp. 3013-3039, June

[33] M. Cao, M. A. Vonderembse, Q. Zhang, and T. 2009, doi: 10.1080/00207540701769958.

S. Ragu-Nathan, “Supply chain collaboration: [42] C. Soosay and R. Kannusamy, “Scope for
conceptualisation and instrument industry 4.0 in agri-food supply chain,” in The
development,” Int. J. Prod. Res., vol. 48, no. Road to a Digitalized Supply Chain
22, pp. 6613—6635, Nov. 2010, doi: Management: Smart and Digital Solutions for
10.1080/00207540903349039. Supply Chain Management. Proceedings of the

[34] D. M. Lambert and M. A. Schwieterman, Hamburg  International  Conference  of
“Supplier relationship management as a macro Logistics (HICL), Vol. 25, Berlin: epubli
business process,” Supply Chain Manag. Int. J., GmbH, 2018, pp. 37-56. [Online]. Available:
vol. 17, no. 3, pp. 337-352, 2012. https://www.econstor.eu/handle/10419/20934

[35] P. M. Madhani, “Strategic supply chain 2
management for enhancing competitive [43] J. Hallikas and V.-M. Virolainen, “Risk
advantages: developing business value added management in supplier relationships and
framework,” Int. J. Value Chain Manag., vol. networks,” Supply Chain Risk, pp. 43-65,
10, no. 4, p. 316, 2019, doi: 2004.
10.1504/1JVCM.2019.103270. [44] A. Gunasekaran, K. Lai, and T. E. Cheng,

[36] A. Khan K and R. K. Pillania, “Strategic “Responsive supply chain: a competitive
sourcing for supply chain agility and firms’ strategy in a networked economy,” Omega, vol.
performance: A study of Indian manufacturing 36, no. 4, pp. 549-564, 2008.
sector,” Manag. Decis., vol. 46, no. 10, pp. [45] T. Schoenherr et al., “Research opportunities in
1508-1530, 2008. purchasing and supply management,” Int. J.

[37] B.Lawson, P. D. Cousins, R. B. Handfield, and Prod. Res., vol. 50, no. 16, pp. 45564579,
K. J. Petersen, “Strategic purchasing, supply Aug. 2012, doi:
management practices and buyer performance 10.1080/00207543.2011.613870.
improvement: an empirical study of UK [46] L. C. Giunipero, D. Denslow, and R.
manufacturing organisations,” Int. J. Prod. Eltantawy, “Purchasing/supply chain
Res., vol. 47, no. 10, pp. 2649-2667, May management flexibility: Moving to an
2009, doi: 10.1080/00207540701694313. entrepreneurial skill set,” Ind. Mark. Manag.,

[38] C. Vurro, A. Russo, and F. Perrini, “Shaping vol. 34, no. 6, pp. 602—-613, 2005.

Sustainable =~ Value = Chains:  Network [47] D.Knoppen and M. J. Séenz, “Purchasing: Can
Determinants of Supply Chain Governance we bridge the gap between strategy and daily
Models,” J. Bus. Ethics, vol. 90, no. S4, pp. reality?,” Bus. Horiz., vol. 58, no. 1, pp. 123—
607-621, Dec. 2009, doi: 10.1007/s10551-010- 133,2015.

0595-x. [48] K. Lysons and B. Farrington, Purchasing and

[39] R. F. Lusch, S. L. Vargo, and M. Tanniru, supply chain management. Pearson Education,
“Service, value networks and learning,” J. 2006.

Acad. Mark. Sci., vol. 38, no. 1, pp. 19-31, Feb. [49] F. Bienhaus and A. Haddud, “Procurement 4.0:
2010, doi: 10.1007/s11747-008-0131-z. factors influencing the digitisation of

[40] W. L. Tate and L. M. Ellram, “Service Supply procurement and supply chains,” Bus. Process
Management Structure in Offshore Manag. J., vol. 24, no. 4, pp. 965-984, 2018.
Outsourcing,” J. Supply Chain Manag., vol. 48, [50] R. P. Brito and P. L. S. Miguel, “Power,
no. 4, pp. 8-29, Oct. 2012, doi: 10.1111/j.1745- Governance, and Value in Collaboration:
493X.2012.03283 x. Differences between Buyer and Supplier

Perspectives,” J. Supply Chain Manag., vol.
IRE 1710316 ICONIC RESEARCH AND ENGINEERING JOURNALS 423



[51]

[52]

[53]

[54]

[55]

[56]

[57]

[58]

[59]

IRE 1710316

© OCT 2019 | IRE Journals | Volume 3 Issue 4 | ISSN: 2456-8880

53, no. 2, pp. 61-87, Apr. 2017, doi:
10.1111/jscm.12134.

J. Aboah, M. M. Wilson, K. M. Rich, and M.
C. Lyne, “Operationalising resilience in
tropical agricultural value chains,” Supply
Chain Manag. Int. J., vol. 24, no. 2, pp. 271-
300, 2019.

C. Rossetti and T. Y. Choi, “On the dark side
of strategic sourcing: Experiences from the
acrospace industry,” Acad. Manag. Perspect.,
vol. 19, no. 1, pp. 4660, Feb. 2005, doi:
10.5465/ame.2005.15841951.

R. Van Hoek, C. Mena, and J. Gattorna, “Mind
the Gaps: Exploring How Value-Creation
Perceptions Across the Internal Triad Influence
Identity and Impact,” J. Bus. Logist., vol. 35,
no. 1, pp. 44-51, Mar. 2014, doi:
10.1111/jb1.12035.

C. Busse, J. Meinlschmidt, and K. Foerstl,
“Managing Information Processing Needs in
Global Supply Chains: A Prerequisite to
Sustainable Supply Chain Management,” J.
Supply Chain Manag., vol. 53, no. 1, pp. 87—
113, Jan. 2017, doi: 10.1111/jscm.12129.

M. Christopher, Logistics and supply chain
management: creating value-adding networks.
Pearson education, 2011. [Online]. Available:
https://uploads.laborx.com/cv/s90yiNqrQdWq
rdoc-PYmylJ fbR-KDCm.pdf

C. R. Pereira and A. L. Da Silva, “Key
organisational factors to building supply chain
resilience: A multiple case study of buyers and
suppliers,” J. Oper. Supply Chain Manag., vol.
8, no. 2, p. 77, 2015.

D.-W. Kwak, Y.-J. Seo, and R. Mason,
“Investigating the relationship between supply
chain innovation, risk management capabilities
and competitive advantage in global supply
chains,” Int. J. Oper. Prod. Manag., vol. 38, no.
1, pp. 2-21, 2018.

E.. T. G. Wang and H. Wei,
“Interorganizational Governance  Value
Creation: Coordinating for Information

Visibility and Flexibility in Supply Chains*,”
Decis. Sci., vol. 38, no. 4, pp. 647-674, Nov.
2007, doi: 10.1111/5.1540-5915.2007.00173 x.
H. Legenvre and J. Gualandris, “Innovation
sourcing excellence: Three purchasing

[60]

[61]

[62]

[63]

[64]

[65]

[66]

[67]

[68]

capabilities for success,” Bus. Horiz., vol. 61,
no. 1, pp. 95-106, 2018.

E. Brandon-Jones, B. Squire, C. W. Autry, and
K. J. Petersen, “A Contingent Resource-Based
Perspective of Supply Chain Resilience and
Robustness,” J. Supply Chain Manag., vol. 50,
no. 3, pp. 5573, July 2014, doi:
10.1111/jscm.12050.

P. Bhagat, F. Byramjee, and V. Taiani, “A
framework of total value orientation for
strategic outsourcing decisions,” Compet. Rev.
Int. Bus. J., vol. 20, no. 4, pp. 305-321, 2010.
O. Kirilmaz and S. Erol, “A proactive approach
to supply chain risk management: Shifting
orders among suppliers to mitigate the supply
side risks,” J. Purch. Supply Manag., vol. 23,
no. 1, pp. 54-65, 2017.

U. Jiittner, M. Christopher, and J. Godsell, “A
strategic framework for integrating marketing
and supply chain strategies,” Int. J. Logist.
Manag., vol. 21, no. 1, pp. 104-126, 2010.

S. Mandal, R. Sarathy, V. R. Korasiga, S.
Bhattacharya, and S. G. Dastidar, “Achieving
supply chain resilience: The contribution of
logistics and supply chain capabilities,” Int. J.
Disaster Resil. Built Environ., vol. 7, no. 5, pp.
544-562,2016.

C. Roberta Pereira, M. Christopher, and A.
Lago Da Silva, “Achieving supply chain
resilience: the role of procurement,” Supply
Chain Manag. Int. J., vol. 19, no. 5/6, pp. 626—
642, 2014.

E. E. Makarius and M. Srinivasan, “Addressing
skills mismatch: Utilizing talent supply chain
management to enhance collaboration between
companies and talent suppliers,” Bus. Horiz.,
vol. 60, no. 4, pp. 495-505, 2017.

H. Carvalho, S. G. Azevedo, and V. Cruz-
Machado, “Agile and resilient approaches to
supply chain management: influence on
performance and competitiveness,” Logist.
Res.,vol. 4,no. 1-2, pp. 49—62, Mar. 2012, doi:
10.1007/s12159-012-0064-2.

I. M. Ambe, “Agile supply chain: strategy for
competitive advantage,” in the Proceedings of
5 Th International Strategic Management
Conference, 2009, p. 659. [Online]. Available:
https://www.academia.edu/download/5712561

ICONIC RESEARCH AND ENGINEERING JOURNALS 424



[69]

[70]

[71]

[72]

(73]

[74]

[75]

[76]

[77]

IRE 1710316

© OCT 2019 | IRE Journals | Volume 3 Issue 4 | ISSN: 2456-8880

9/5. Stratgic Management Conference.pdfip
age=687

J. Blackhurst, K. S. Dunn, and C. W.
Craighead, “An  Empirically = Derived
Framework of Global Supply Resiliency:
Framework of Global Supply Resiliency,” J.
Bus. Logist., vol. 32, no. 4, pp. 374-391, Dec.
2011, doi: 10.1111/1.0000-0000.2011.01032. x.
I. M. Ambe and J. A. Badenhorst-Weiss, “An
exploration of public sector supply chains with
specific reference to the South African
situation,” J. Public Adm., vol. 46, no. 3, pp.
1100-1115, 2011.

R. Handfield, K. Petersen, P. Cousins, and B.
Lawson, “An organizational entrepreneurship
model of supply management integration and
performance outcomes,” Int. J. Oper. Prod.
Manag., vol. 29, no. 2, pp. 100-126, 2009.

R. U. Khalid and S. Seuring, “Analyzing Base-
of-the-Pyramid Research from a (Sustainable)
Supply Chain Perspective,” J. Bus. Ethics, vol.
155, no. 3, pp. 663-686, Mar. 2019, doi:
10.1007/s10551-017-3474-x.

B. Lawson, B. B. Tyler, and P. D. Cousins,
“Antecedents and consequences of social
capital on buyer performance improvement,” J.
Oper. Manag., vol. 26, no. 3, pp. 446—460,
2008.

D. Ivanov, A. Tsipoulanidis, and J.
Schonberger, “Basics of Supply Chain and
Operations Management,” in Global Supply
Chain and Operations Management, in
Springer Texts in Business and Economics. ,
Cham: Springer International Publishing, 2017,
pp. 1-14. doi: 10.1007/978-3-319-24217-0 1.
D. J. Ketchen Jr, W. Rebarick, G. T. M. Hult,
and D. Meyer, “Best value supply chains: A
key competitive weapon for the 21st century,”
Bus. Horiz., vol. 51, no. 3, pp. 235-243, 2008.
E. Revilla and D. Knoppen, “Building
knowledge integration in buyer-supplier
relationships: The critical role of strategic
supply management and trust,” Int. J. Oper.
Prod. Manag., vol. 35, no. 10, pp. 1408—1436,
2015.

G. Wieteska, “Building resilient relationships
with suppliers in the B2B market,”
Management, vol. 20, no. 2, pp. 307-321,
2016.

[78]

[79]

[80]

[81]

[82]

[83]

[84]

[85]

K. J. Petersen, R. B. Handfield, B. Lawson, and
P. D. Cousins, “BUYER DEPENDENCY
AND RELATIONAL CAPITAL
FORMATION: THE MEDIATING EFFECTS
OF SOCIALIZATION PROCESSES AND
SUPPLIER INTEGRATION,” J. Supply Chain
Manag., vol. 44, no. 4, pp. 53—65, Sept. 2008,
doi: 10.1111/5.1745-493X.2008.00072 x.

T. Kotzé, A. Botes, and W. Niemann, “Buyer-
supplier collaboration and supply chain
resilience: A case study in the petrochemical
industry,” South Afr. J. Ind. Eng., vol. 28, no.
4, pp. 183-199, 2017.

R. Banomyong, “Collaboration in supply chain
management: A perspective,”
International Transport Forum Discussion
Paper, 2018. [Online]. Available:
https://www.econstor.eu/handle/10419/19408
5

M. Philippart, C. Verstraete, and S. Wynen,
Collaborative

resilience

sourcing: value
through supplier
relationship management. Presses univ. de
Louvain,  2005. [Online]. Available:
https://books.google.com/books?hl=en&lr=&:i
d=1pLb2d4GUywC&oi=fnd&pg=PA1&dq=V
endor+relationship+management,+value+creat
ion,+global+procurement,+supplier+collabora
tion,+supply+chaintresilience, +strategic+sour
cing&ots=6_OTIHOvAV &sig=-
ACbTglYwsabAwjblszSKDkGKUA

Y.-P. Yeh, “Critical influence of relational

Strategic

creation collaborative

governance on relationship value in strategic
supply management,” Eur. Bus. Rev., vol. 28,
no. 2, pp. 137-154, 2016.

W. L. Wallace and Y. L. Xia, Delivering
customer value through procurement and
strategic sourcing: a professional guide to
creating a sustainable supply network. Pearson
Education, 2014.

A. Martel and W. Klibi, Designing Value-
Creating Supply Chain Networks. Cham:
Springer International Publishing, 2016. doi:
10.1007/978-3-319-28146-9.

G. A. Zsidisin and S. M. Wagner, “DO
PERCEPTIONS BECOME REALITY? THE
MODERATING ROLE OF SUPPLY CHAIN
RESILIENCY ON DISRUPTION
OCCURRENCE,” J. Bus. Logist., vol. 31, no.

ICONIC RESEARCH AND ENGINEERING JOURNALS 425



[86]

[87]

[88]

[89]

[90]

[91]

[92]

(93]

[94]

IRE 1710316

© OCT 2019 | IRE Journals | Volume 3 Issue 4 | ISSN: 2456-8880

2, pp. 1-20, Sept. 2010, doi: 10.1002/j.2158-
1592.2010.tb00140.x.

M.-S. Cheung, M. B. Myers, and J. T. Mentzer,
“Does relationship learning lead to relationship
value? A  cross-national supply chain
investigation,” J. Oper. Manag., vol. 28, no. 6,
pp. 472-487,2010.

H. Peck, “Drivers of supply
vulnerability: an integrated framework,” Int. J.
Phys. Distrib. Logist. Manag., vol. 35, no. 4,
pp. 210-232, 2005.

S. G. Azevedo, K. Govindan, H. Carvalho, and
V. Cruz-Machado, “Ecosilient Index to assess

chain

the greenness and resilience of the upstream
automotive supply chain,” J. Clean. Prod., vol.
56, pp. 131-146, 2013.

O. Lavastre, A. Gunasekaran, and A.
Spalanzani, “Effect of firm characteristics,
supplier relationships and techniques used on
Supply Chain Risk Management (SCRM): an
empirical investigation on French industrial
firms,” Int. J. Prod. Res., vol. 52, no. 11, pp.
3381-3403, June 2014, doi:
10.1080/00207543.2013.878057.

K. M. Rucha and A. N. Abdallah, “Effect of
supplier  relationship ~ management on
humanitarian supply chain performance at the
world food programme in Somalia,” Eur. Sci.
J. ESJ, vol. 13, no. 16, p. 250, 2017.

C. W. Utami, Y. M. P. Sumaji, H. Susanto, F.
Septina, and I. Pratama, “Effect of supply chain
management practices on financial and
economic  sustainable  performance  of
Indonesian SMEs,” 2019, [Online]. Available:
https://dspace.uc.ac.id’/handle/123456789/211
2

S. Chakraborty, “Enablers of co-creation in
hospital-supplier relationships: empirical study
in Indian healthcare context,” Supply Chain
Forum Int. J., vol. 19, no. 4, pp. 331-352, Oct.
2018, doi: 10.1080/16258312.2018.1503921.
R.-J. Jean, R. R. Sinkovics, and S. T. Cavusgil,
“Enhancing international customer—supplier
relationships through IT resources: A study of
Taiwanese electronics suppliers,” J. Int. Bus.
Stud., vol. 41, no. 7, pp. 1218-1239, Sept.
2010, doi: 10.1057/jibs.2010.4.

T. J. Pettit, K. L. Croxton, and J. Fiksel,
“Ensuring  Supply  Chain  Resilience:

[95]

[96]

[97]

[98]

[99]

[100]

[101]

[102]

[103]

[104]

ICONIC RESEARCH AND ENGINEERING JOURNALS

Development and Implementation of an
Assessment Tool,” J. Bus. Logist., vol. 34, no.
1, pp. 46-76, Mar. 2013, doi
10.1111/jb1.120009.

S. Chakraborty and D. Dobrzykowski,
“Examining value co-creation in healthcare
purchasing: A supply chain view,” Bus. Theory
Pract., vol. 15, no. 2, pp. 179-190, 2014.

M. Stevenson and M. Spring, “Flexibility from
a supply chain perspective: definition and
review,” Int. J. Oper. Prod. Manag., vol. 27,
no. 7, pp. 685-713, 2007.

S. Bag, “Flexible procurement systems is key
to supply chain sustainability,” J. Transp.
Supply Chain Manag.,vol. 10, no. 1, p. 9 pages,
Jan. 2016, doi: 10.4102/jtscm.v10i1.213.

D. J. Ketchen, T. R. Crook, and C. W.
Craighead, “From Supply Chains to Supply
Ecosystems: Implications for Strategic
Sourcing Research and Practice,” J. Bus.
Logist., vol. 35, no. 3, pp. 165171, Sept. 2014,
doi: 10.1111/jb1.12057.

M. Helmold and B. Terry, Global Sourcing and
Supply Management Excellence in China:
Procurement Guide for Supply Experts. in
Management for Professionals. Singapore:
Springer Singapore, 2017. doi: 10.1007/978-
981-10-1666-0.

R. Narasimhan, S. Mahapatra, and J. S.
Arlbjern, “Impact of relational norms, supplier
development and trust on  supplier
performance,” Oper. Manag. Res., vol. 1,no. 1,
pp. 24-30, Sept. 2008, doi: 10.1007/s12063-
008-0004-0.

E. Thiruvattal, “Impact of value co-creation on
logistics customers’ loyalty,” J. Glob. Oper.
Strateg. Sourc., vol. 10, no. 3, pp. 334-361,
2017.

R. Obayi, S. C. Koh, D. Oglethorpe, and S. M.
Ebrahimi, “Improving retail supply flexibility
using buyer-supplier relational capabilities,”
Int. J. Oper. Prod. Manag., vol. 37, no. 3, pp.
343-362, 2017.

J. Um, “Improving supply chain flexibility and
agility through variety management,” Int. J.
Logist. Manag., vol. 28, no. 2, pp. 464-487,
2017.

C. Colicchia, F. Dallari, and M. Melacini,
“Increasing supply chain resilience in a global

426



© OCT 2019 | IRE Journals | Volume 3 Issue 4 | ISSN: 2456-8880

sourcing context,” Prod. Plan. Control,vol. 21,
no. 7, pp. 680-694, Oct. 2010, doi:
10.1080/09537280903551969.

IRE 1710316 ICONIC RESEARCH AND ENGINEERING JOURNALS 427



