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Chapter 1  

Introduction   

 

This first chapter introduces the context and the topic of this dissertation. Firstly, it 

sets the scene for a dissertation that examines the impact of suppliers on the ability of a 

firm to satisfy customers, society and shareholders. Then, we define the problem 

statement and develop an overall research framework for the dissertation research. 

After describing the central research question, we elaborate on the three studies, their 

sub research questions and their objectives. The chapter concludes with the theoretical 

perspectives and the research design adopted in the dissertation. 
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1.1. The Challenges Firms Face Today 

Today, firms face the challenge to fulfill the demands for more and more 

stakeholders while they increasingly depend on suppliers to respond to these 

demands. Accordingly, during the recent years, the management of suppliers 

has become more important for the suppliers’ potential contribution to the 

value propositions of a firm. This dissertation examines to what extent 

suppliers contribute to the ability of a focal firm to satisfy the expectation of 

customers, society and shareholders. 

The last decades have been characterized by an increased specialization of 

business activities (Jacobides, 2005). Since the 1990s, firms have focused on 

those activities which they are best at and which provide them with a 

competitive advantage – their core activities (Prahalad and Hamel, 1990). This 

focus on core activities and, hence, core competences, has made managers 

decide to outsource non-core activities to suppliers. Initially, outsourcing was 

primarily related to production and operational activities. Nowadays firms 

also have outsourced other activities such as administration, logistics, and 

research and development functions. This outsourcing trend is illustrated by 

the results of the Ernst & Young Outsourcing Survey (Muller and Wood, 2008). 

Figure 1.1 shows a mapping of current outsourcing trends against future 

outsourcing intentions of key respondents. The figure illustrates that the 

market of distribution and logistics seems rather saturated, while 

administration/finance and human resource functions will be externalized 

more frequently in the future.  

Outsourcing has become such a crucial part of business operations that the 

classical model of firm versus firm competition gradually develops into a 

model in which supply chains compete against supply chains (Ha and Tong, 

2008). Van Weele (2005) reports that the purchasing share compared to cost of 

goods sold in some industries, such as car manufacturing, electronics and 

computer industry amounts to 80%. As a consequence, firms need to rely on 

suppliers for specific resources and capabilities (Matthyssens, Vandenbempt 

and Berghman, 2006). Collaboration with suppliers has become of strategic 
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relevance to face the competitive pressure and changes in the business 

environment. 

 

Figure 1.1- ‘Outsourcing: the Rise of Fragmentation’: Mapping of Current Outsourcing Trends 

against Future Outsourcing Intention from Respondents in the Ernst & Young 2008 

Outsourcing Survey 

Three important competitive developments are shaping increased 

collaboration in supply chains: the changes in customer markets, in technology 

development, and in the social and physical environment. Firstly, as a result of 

bringing down international trade barriers, the world has become one large 

global playing field where all competitors have equal opportunities (Friedman, 

2005). Customers can choose between a wide array of product and service 

offerings and do not hesitate to scan the global supply markets before making 

their purchase. Customers today want innovative products that are tailored to 

their specific needs (Evans and Webster, 2007). Consequently, firms and their 

suppliers constantly seek opportunities to improve the cost structure in their 

supply chains and, simultaneously, renew and improve their products and 

services. The ability to respond to customer requirements increasingly requires 

a tuned and joint effort of a focal firm and its major suppliers. 
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Secondly, in this global market place, technological developments take place at 

unprecedented speed. The economic lifespan of electronic devices, for instance 

in the telecom and computer industry, is a small fraction of the technological 

life span of these devices. Thus, a competitive advantage based upon unique 

product technology and product features is only temporary. As a result, firms 

need to constantly drive product and process innovations. Hardly any firm 

can fully account for its innovation needs and processes individually. “As the 

pace of innovations in production technology increases, the firm has less time 

to amortize the sunk costs associated with purchasing the new technologies. 

This makes producing in-house with the latest technologies relatively more 

expensive than outsourcing (Yu, 2008a, p. 12).” To keep pace with the 

technological developments in their markets, firms need to cooperate with 

suppliers that are able to support them with knowledge, expertise and 

innovative ideas that help them to sustain or improve their competitive 

position.  

A third development is related to the availability of natural and human 

resources that are required to meet increasing and changing customer 

demands. Given the growth rates of global population and economies, many 

resources will gradually become scarcer (Hart, 1995). The demand for some 

key raw materials cannot be sustained. With prices for raw materials (steel, 

plastics) and fossil fuels rising, firms have to think carefully about the 

availability of these resources. Moreover, the sustainability of supplier and 

distribution networks is becoming a key concern in many (Western) economies 

(Golicic, Boerstler and Ellram, 2010). Firms are expected to take care of the 

labor conditions of workers at their production facilities as well as at their (low 

cost country) suppliers. Simultaneously, key stakeholders — investors, 

customers, and employees — are monitoring corporate responsible behavior 

and making their decisions accordingly (Bhattacharya, Sen and Korschun, 

2008). Today, firms operate in an arena in which corporate strategy, resource 

management and reputation are externally judged by society (Porter and 

Kramer, 2006). Consequently, corporate social responsibility has become an 

important topic in business in general and in supply chain management in 

particular (Nidumolu, Prahalad and Rangaswami, 2009).  
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Overall, we observe that firms start to realize that competitiveness is driven by 

“the whole dynamic ecosystem of a company’s suppliers, customers and 

(other) stakeholders” (Hopkins, 2010, p.17). Firms need to shift their suppliers 

into gear to beat the competition on aspects such as customer retention, 

innovation, corporate social responsibility and financial performance. 

Therefore, a major challenge in purchasing and supply management has 

become to identify, manage and leverage those suppliers that can contribute to 

better meeting the needs of multiple stakeholders.  

However, the ways through which suppliers may contribute to a better 

position in the market, remain rather unclear. The dissertation research 

intends to shed light on how firms and their suppliers relate to each other with 

the objective to meet the expectations of stakeholders such as customers, 

society and investors. In the next section we will elaborate on how the 

presented business challenge and the topic of the research are embedded in 

existing research. 

 

1.2. From Practice to Theory: Suppliers and Supply Management  

A large body of knowledge elaborates on the ways through which firms relate 

to their suppliers. When examining the literature on suppliers and supply 

management in a business-to-business environment, we can distinguish 

between three research streams: Purchasing and Supply Management, Supply 

Chain Management, and Strategic Management. These three research stream 

are worth discussing since they each take a different perspective on buyer-

supplier relationships. They may provide anchor points for identifying and 

examining the contribution of suppliers to satisfying external demands.  

 

1.2.1. Purchasing and Supply Management 

Purchasing and supply management is the discipline that is concerned with 

the management of external resources - goods, services, capabilities and 
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knowledge – that are necessary for running, maintaining and managing the 

primary and support processes of a firm at the most favorable conditions (Van 

Weele, 2005). Purchasing and supply management as a research discipline 

gained recognition in the 1970s due to the popularity of transaction cost 

economics in business operations (Williamson, 1975). The transaction cost 

economics theory holds that a firm can benefit from economies of scale, 

learning effects and lower cost by purchasing supplies externally (Noordewier, 

John and Nevin, 1990; Song and Di Benedetto, 2008; Williamson, 1991). 

Purchasing and supply management thus has had, traditionally, a strong focus 

on cost reduction through excellent negotiating tactics and competitive 

contracting. This cost focus still holds today for the many researchers and 

practitioners who argue that purchasing and supply management’s added 

value predominantly lies in cost reduction.  

Along with the increased outsourcing of business activities, purchasing and 

supply management has developed into a functional domain of great strategic 

relevance (Carr and Pearson, 1999; Carter et al., 2000; Ogden et al., 2005). As 

suppliers gradually became more important for the competitive positioning of 

the firm, research in the field stated to examine topics such as supplier 

relationship management (Gelderman, 2003), collaborative networks (Joshi, 

2009; Spekman and Carraway, 2006) and early supplier involvement (Choi et 

al., 2002; Echtelt, 2004; Ellram and Carr, 1994; Wynstra, 1998). ‘Strategic 

purchasing’ focuses on integrating the purchasing and supply function with 

other functional domains within the firm (Wolf, 2005). Strategic purchasing 

intends to align purchasing and supply objectives with corporate objectives. 

However, the strategic positioning of the discipline focuses on the value-

added of the purchasing function rather than the value-added of suppliers 

(Ellram and Carr, 1994). This may explain the dominant internal focus in 

purchasing and supply domain with regard to purchasing’s cost savings, 

quality improvement, and technology development (Trent and Monczka, 1998) 

rather than on the value firms may want to unlock from their suppliers. The 

question of how firms could or should create value for external parties using 

their supplier networks is less understood. 
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1.2.2. Supply Chain Management 

Supply chain management involves a broader perspective and explicitly 

addresses the suppliers’ role in business operations. Supply chain 

management is the part of the operations management discipline that 

examines three or more organizations involved in the upstream and 

downstream flows of products, services, finances, and/or information from a 

source to a customer (Joshi, 2009; Mentzer et al., 2001). Supply chain 

management research typically addresses topics such as the bullwhip effect1, 

supply chain capacity, sourcing decisions, supply chain management 

applications and planning and scheduling (Kouvelis, Chambers and Wang, 

2006). Traditionally, supply chain management focuses on optimizing goods 

and materials flows, the information required for optimization, and selecting 

partners on strategic fit to facilitate an efficient goods flow (Chen and Paulraj, 

2004; Mentzer, Min and Zacharia, 2000).  

More recently, supply chain management research has started to cover a 

broader spectrum of research topics, including, among others, product 

development, quality management, logistics, information systems and human 

resources management (Roth and Menor, 2003). Service-encounters within and 

between firms become key for business operations and typically involve 

knowledge sharing, competencies and mutual understanding between a buyer 

and a supplier to enable optimal business-to-business service and goods 

exchange (Rosenzweig and Roth, 2007; Van der Valk, Wynstra and Axelsson, 

2009). Thus, supply chain management has moved from a dominant focus on 

flow of goods towards an increasing focus on how to mobilize and manage 

capabilities in supply chain collaboration.  

                                                           

 

 
1 The bullwhip effect is an observed phenomenon in forecast-driven distribution 

channels where orders to the supplier tend to have larger variance than sales to the 

buyer (i.e. demand distortion), and the distortion propagates upstream in an amplified 

form (i.e. variance amplification) (Lee, Padmanabhan and Whang, 1997). 
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The focal point in supply chain management is how to generate value for a 

specific customer market or firm (Mentzer et al., 2001). It is therefore surprising 

that supply chain research predominantly focuses on how to plan and manage 

the internal activities necessary for collaboration with other supply chain 

partners rather than the external activities (Frankel et al., 2008). As has been 

argued by some authors, research in supply chain management predominantly 

focuses on single agent problems (Min and Mentzer, 2004). We therefore 

conclude that research in the field has been mainly concerned with running 

supply chain operations efficiently – doing things right, rather than effectively – 

doing the right things.  

 

1.2.3. Strategic Management 

Our conclusion that creating value in supply chains is related to supply chain 

effectiveness – doing the right things – calls for an examination of the literature 

on strategic management. The fundamental question in the field of strategic 

management is how firms achieve competitive advantage (Teece, Pisano and 

Shuen, 1997). Strategic management focuses on drafting, implementing and 

evaluating cross-functional decisions that will enable an organization to 

achieve its objectives (Hoskisson et al., 1999). Traditionally these objectives are 

related to firm performance, and to how to create value for the firm’s 

customers and shareholders (Sirmon, Hitt and Ireland, 2007). More recently, 

researchers adopted a more all-round view on competitive advantage focused 

on creating value for multiple stakeholders (Donaldson and Preston, 1995; 

Freeman, 1984; Harrison, Bosse and Phillips, 2010).  

Several research streams in strategic management have tried to explain the 

mechanisms through which firms create value. Three of these research streams 

may provide information on how suppliers contribute to the process of 

creating and delivering value to stakeholders. Firstly, the resource-based view 

of the firm suggests that a firm’s valuable, rare, inimitable and non-

substitutable resources and capabilities define a firm’s value creation potential 

(Barney, 1991). Secondly, the resource dependence theory claims that the 
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control of external resources determines a firm’s effectiveness in its markets 

(Pfeffer and Salancik, 1978). The resource-based view and the resource 

dependence theory elaborate on how firms may create value by the use and 

deployment of resources and capabilities, but do not specify the nature of the 

value to be created and to whom. Thus, thirdly, the stakeholder theory 

complements strategic management with the idea that a firm needs to consider 

different perceptions of what is valuable, dependent on the stakeholder 

targeted. The most competitive are those firms that are able to serve the needs 

of a wide array of stakeholders simultaneously (Freeman, 1984). We will 

briefly discuss each of the three aforementioned research streams in strategic 

management. 

 

1.2.3.1. Resource-Based View of the Firm 

The resource-based view – and its offspring such as the dynamic capability 

view and the resource management view – is currently the most dominant 

research paradigm in strategic management (Hoskisson et al., 1999; Wernerfelt, 

1984). The resource-based view suggests that a firm’s unique resources, its 

competences to deploy those resources and its capabilities that derive from 

bundled resources, provide a source for growth and competitive advantage 

(Rumelt, 1984; Wernerfelt, 1984). Whereas the traditional resource-based view 

assumes that possessing valuable, rare, inimitable and non-substitutable 

resources would provide competitive advantages in itself, some researchers 

have become concerned about the mechanisms through which these resources 

create value (Priem and Butler, 2001; Sirmon et al., 2007). Some of these 

researchers have suggested that the competitive advantage derived from 

resources is determined by the firm’s ability to actually use, embed and deploy 

them in the firms processes (Penrose, 1959; Rugman and Verbeke, 2002). This 

extension has become known as the dynamic capabilities view in strategic 

management (Teece et al., 1997). Recently, other researchers have suggested 

that value is created only when these resources are evaluated, manipulated 

and deployed appropriately within the firm’s environmental context. 

Resources, thus, require a purpose in order to be successfully structured, 

bundled and leveraged. Recently, researchers have suggested that purpose 
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and value is given to a firm’s resources through directing them with an 

external orientation (Sirmon et al., 2007). An external orientation allows firms 

to leverage capabilities and resources in such a way that they fit to their 

context and are considered valuable by the market. This approach is called the 

resource management view (Sirmon, Gove and Hitt, 2008; Sirmon et al., 2007). 

All research streams in the resource-based view, however, are in essence 

internally oriented and only implicitly embed supplier resources and 

capabilities in the process of structuring, bundling and leveraging resources to 

obtain competitiveness. Although they do not elaborate on the effects of 

adopting an external orientation, external orientations may provide a useful 

anchor point for identifying how to create value through supplier chain 

collaboration. Adopting the resource based view supports the idea that 

supplier resources require a purpose, which is directly related to the purpose 

of the focal firm, in order to create value.  

 

1.2.3.2. Resource Dependence Theory 

In parallel to the resource-based view of the firm, other researchers have 

suggested that rather than using internal resources, the way firms mobilize 

external resources determines a firm’s competitiveness. The central 

proposition in the resource dependence theory is that firms change as well as 

negotiate with their external environment in order to secure access to the 

resources that they need to survive (Pfeffer and Salancik, 1978). The resource 

dependency theory thereby typically looks beyond the boundaries of an 

individual firm and advocates that (1) information generation and intelligence 

on the environment are key for creating firm awareness and firm 

responsiveness to stakeholder demands (Handfield, 1993; Olson, Walker and 

Ruekert, 1995; Pfeffer and Salancik, 1978), (2) firms are not self-sufficient in 

fulfilling demands and therefore establish linkages with suppliers to access 

resources and capabilities (Pfeffer and Salancik, 1978; Stock, 2006; Ulrich and 

Barney, 1984), and (3) a firm’s success is reflected in the external evaluation of 

the firm’s effectiveness (Christensen and Bower, 1996; Hillman, Withers and 

Collins, 2009; Pfeffer and Salancik, 1978). The resource dependence theory 

implies that firms rely on suppliers for anticipating and adapting to the 
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developments in the supply chain’s environment. Developing effective 

relationships with the most qualified suppliers is a prerequisite to secure 

access to the external resources that are required to foster the firm’s 

competitiveness (Pfeffer and Salancik, 1978).  

Thus, the resource dependence theory is particularly relevant for our research 

as it complements the resource-based view with external (supplier) resources, 

competences and capabilities. Moreover, it is explicit about the purpose of the 

firm: satisfying external stakeholders, i.e. customers, investors and other 

organizations that are affected by the firm (Christensen and Bower, 1996). 

Unfortunately, the resource dependence theory has not received as much 

research attention as the resource-based view. It is very conceptual in nature 

and has received little empirical support (Stock, 2006). 

 

1.2.3.3. Stakeholder Theory 

Stakeholder theory is – in contrast to the resource-based view and the resource 

dependence theory – more explicit about the value a firm needs to deliver and 

to whom. Value is neither purely monetary nor relational; value is an overall 

assessment of satisfaction in the eye of the beholder, i.e. the targeted 

stakeholder (Freeman, 1984). Accordingly, stakeholder theory suggests that 

each stakeholder represents different values that the focal firm should 

acknowledge (Donaldson and Preston, 1995; Freeman, 1984; Freeman, 

Harrison and Wicks, 2007). The aim of stakeholder theory is to satisfy a broad 

array of stakeholder groups based on their specific demands (Harrison et al., 

2010). Through orientations directed at different stakeholder groups firms may 

create the proper attitudes and behaviors for satisfying these stakeholders and 

achieving superior firm performance (Gatignon and Xuereb, 1997; Narver and 

Slater, 1990).  

A stakeholder can be "any group or individual who can affect or is affected by 

the achievement of the organization's objectives" (Freeman, 1984). These 

include for instance employees, communities, customers, political groups, 

investors, governments, suppliers and trade associations (Donaldson and 

Preston, 1995). Even though it may be difficult to classify stakeholders, it 
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seems that the stakeholder theory is especially useful for reflecting on 

resource-based considerations, market considerations and socio-political 

considerations. When we adopt this perspective, suppliers should not only 

create value to the firm’s markets (customers), but also to society (the 

stakeholders representing social and environmental concerns) and to those 

who did invest financial resource in the firm (shareholders, investors).  

Stakeholder theory is, unfortunately, a theory with a high level of conceptual 

abstraction. It seems that stakeholder theory predominantly takes a normative 

view on strategic management, describing how a firm should act with regard to 

its stakeholders. It is less clear about the content of the different stakeholder 

orientations. Consequently, most studies that examine stakeholder theory, 

draw from established research concepts with regard to satisfying a specific 

stakeholder orientations, such as market orientation, employee orientation, 

corporate social responsibility and/or shareholder orientation (see for instance 

Greenley and Foxall, 1998; Sen, Bhattacharya and Korschun, 2006).  

In conclusion, the resource-based view of the firm, the resource dependence 

theory and the stakeholder theory each emphasize a different element of how 

firms may create value. The resource-based view of the firm is concerned with 

the management of a firm’s internal resources and capabilities that may satisfy 

external stakeholders of the firm. In the resource dependence theory, the 

external resources, such as those of suppliers, are key. Finally, stakeholder 

theory takes account for the different stakeholder value perspectives that a firm 

needs to balance, weigh and respond to. These insights help us define the 

problem and formulate the research framework of this dissertation.  
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1.3. Problem Definition and Overall Research Framework  

1.3.1. Problem Definition of the Dissertation 

In the previous sections we argued that business practitioners face an 

intriguing challenge in which they cope with the complexity and dynamics of 

satisfying different stakeholder expectations (Nijhof, de Bruijn and Honders, 

2008). An examination of the academic literature on the resource-based view, 

the resource dependence theory, and the stakeholder theory showed that firms 

adopt external orientations, targeting different stakeholder groups, in order to 

manage their internal and external resources in such a way that they satisfy 

different stakeholders groups.  

Based upon the discussion of literature, the objective of this dissertation is the 

following: The dissertation examines whether and through which mechanisms 

a key supplier (1) affects the firm’s ability to respond to different stakeholders 

and (2) influences the value created for the different stakeholders targeted. We 

use the insights obtained from the resource-based view, the resource 

dependence theory and the stakeholder theory to develop an overall research 

framework to further define our research objective and corresponding research 

questions. We will briefly discuss the contribution of these theories to our 

research framework.  

Firstly, the stakeholder theory acknowledges three broad categories of 

stakeholders a firm may want to consider in collaboration with its suppliers: 

market, social-political and resource stakeholders (Freeman et al., 2007). 

Customers, representing the market-based stakeholders, are key to the firm. 

Satisfied customers are a common indicator of successful customer value 

delivery and firm performance (Drucker, 2008; Priem, 2007). The social-

political stakeholder group is associated with society. Creating societal value 

has recently come into vogue and has entered high on business agenda’s by 

name of corporate social responsibility. Firms need to recognize ‘societal’ 

considerations of governments, consumers, action and pressure groups, and 

local communities into their business practices to secure their corporate 

reputation and the firm’s license to operate (Porter and Kramer, 2006). We 
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define resource value from the shareholder perspective, i.e. the value realized 

for investors and shareholders. Firms are expected to realize economic returns 

on their business activities to survive. Shareholder value essentially represents 

the expectations shareholders and investors have with respect to the firm’s 

current and future financial performance (Martin, 2010). In this dissertation we 

thus focus on these three important external stakeholders to the firm, i.e. 

customers, society and shareholders.  

Secondly, the resource management view, as an offspring of the resource-

based view, insists on the adoption of external orientations to be able to deploy 

the firm’s internal resources in such a way that they satisfy these stakeholder 

perspectives. Through adopting external orientations, firms can direct the 

attitudes and behaviors of managers and employees in such a way that they 

behave an act in accordance with specific stakeholder requirements and 

developments. The external orientation related to the customer as stakeholder 

of the firm, is a market orientation. Market orientation concerns the ongoing 

monitoring of customers, their needs and market conditions enable the firm to 

anticipate the development of products and services that are valued by 

customers (Atuahene-Gima, Slater and Olson, 2005; Day, 1994; Kohli and 

Jaworski, 1990; Narver and Slater, 1990). Likewise, society as a stakeholder 

may benefit from a Corporate Social Responsibility (CSR) orientation. A CSR 

orientation encompasses those activities related to continuously identifying 

and embedding environmental, social and ethical needs in the business 

processes. Another external stakeholder orientation relevant for this 

dissertation research is a firm’s supplier orientation. A supplier orientation 

provides intelligence on developments in supply markets which will enable 

the focal firm to establish relationships with suppliers that can support the 

business processes. Shareholders are expected to benefit from the pursuit of 

these different orientations. The pursuit of a market orientation, CSR 

orientation and supplier orientation is expected to increase the firm’s 

performance, today and in the future.  

Essential about pursuing external orientations is that they foster dynamic 

routines, collective learning and transfer of information necessary to anticipate 

and impact stakeholders’ satisfaction beyond the status quo (Hurley and Hult, 
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1998; Paladino, 2009). An external orientation thereby provides firms with the 

opportunity to spur innovation and, consequently, deal better with changes in 

the environment (Freeman et al., 2007; Harrison et al., 2010). It is not surprising 

that external orientations have been associated with a firm’s innovativeness 

(Kirca, Jayachandran and Bearden, 2005; Nidumolu et al., 2009; Rugman and 

Verbeke, 2002). The mechanism for creating value for stakeholders (the 

objective) is triggered by the adoption of market orientation, CSR orientation 

and supplier orientation as well as by the firm’s innovative efforts to respond 

to stakeholder demands (the mechanism). 

Thirdly, firms cannot do it alone. The resource dependence theory calls for an 

examination of external parties to explain how a firm reaches satisfies 

stakeholder requirements. Suppliers are key for anticipating and adapting to 

the developments in customer markets, in society and in the supply chain 

(Paulraj and Chen, 2007). The resource dependence theory contributes to our 

conceptualization by suggesting that firms require similar resources and 

capabilities from their suppliers as from their internal processes, to be able to 

deliver value to customers, society and shareholders. One may thus expect 

that the mechanism of external orientations and innovative responses extends 

over supply chain relationships. For instance, in case of a market orientation, 

the focal firm may benefit from a supplier that adopts an orientation directed 

at the same customer market.  

In sum, the three complementary theories argue that firms need to satisfy the 

needs and interests of different stakeholder groups in order to create value. 

We have argued that three stakeholders are of particular interest, i.e. the firm’s 

customers, the society it operates in, and its shareholders. In creating value for 

these stakeholders, suppliers seem to have an important role. In our research 

we want to elaborate on how suppliers contribute to the firm’s processes and 

activities of value creation for each of these stakeholders. 
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1.3.2. Overall Research Framework 

Our problem definition and research objective lead to the overall research 

framework presented in Figure 1.2. It reflects our interest in three supply chain 

partners: the supplier, the focal firm and the customer. At the supplier and the 

focal firm we are interested in different external orientations and 

innovativeness. In our framework we suggest that the customer of the focal 

firm evaluates customer satisfaction and CSR reputation. For the shareholder 

perspective we are interested in the focal firm’s financial performance. 

End-user
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orientation

Innovati-
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CSR 
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Figure 1.2 – Overall Research Framework 

 

Previous research has given considerable attention to market orientation as a 

means of a firm to direct a firm’s processes, actions and especially 

innovativeness towards creating customer value (Atuahene-Gima, 1996; Han, 

Kim and Srivastava, 1998; Kirca et al., 2005). Market orientation suggests that the 

more intelligent a firm is about its customer markets, the more innovative its 

response and the more customer value is delivered. Customer satisfaction is an 
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appropriate indicator of the value delivered to customers. Customer 

satisfaction represents the accumulated satisfaction that results from the 

overall evaluation of the transactional, monetary and relational dimensions in 

an ongoing business exchange (Lam et al., 2004). Firms depend on their 

suppliers to respond to customer expectations. We may thus expect that a 

supplier who is focused at the same customer market, i.e. the customer of the 

focal firm, supports the focal firm in better satisfying these customers. We will 

introduce this concept as a supplier’s end-user orientation. Similarly, the 

supplier’s innovative force may impact both the focal firm and the customer. 

Although many researchers have elaborated on the concept of market 

orientation, it has received little attention with regard to suppliers and 

supplier relationship management.  

The societal value perspective is more difficult to grasp and has been less 

developed in literature. Societal value may be created through a CSR 

orientation (Harrison and Freeman, 1999; Hart, 1995; Hillman and Keim, 2001). 

However, it is difficult to identify who exactly is the stakeholder that evaluates 

the value delivered by a CSR orientation. For the purpose of this dissertation, 

we will evaluate the value generated through a CSR orientation by a 

customer’s evaluation of the focal firm’s CSR reputation as a socially and 

environmentally responsible actor in society. Moreover, CSR is suggested to 

support society because it would lead to a more innovative firm attitude and, 

hence, better and more innovative products that contribute to society as well 

as to customer satisfaction (Nidumolu et al., 2009). For both CSR and 

innovativeness firms seem to rely on suppliers and therefore we also examine 

CSR orientation and innovativeness at the supplier.  

A single focus on creating shareholder value has been criticized, reinforced by 

the financial and economic crisis (Clinton, 2009). As a result, it has become 

more important for firms to integrate multiple stakeholder objectives, 

including societal value and customer value, to secure sustainable financial 

performance (Luo and Bhattacharya, 2006). It would thus be of interest for 

shareholders to examine the effect of external orientations such as market 

orientation and CSR orientation for their joint impact on a firm’s current and 

expected financial performance. We complement the thrid study with an 
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examination of a firm’s supplier orientation. We thus examine the shareholder 

value by assessing the interrelated effects of adopting multiple external 

orientations on a firm’s financial performance.  

 

1.4. Research Questions and Objectives 

Consequently, based on the problem statement and the overall research 

framework, the central research question of this dissertation is formulated as 

follows:  

What is the impact of suppliers on the ability of a focal firm to satisfy customers, 

society and shareholders? 

In three separate studies, each of the stakeholder perspectives will be worked 

out. The three studies each have a different focus, objective and sub-research 

question. Figure 1.2 shows the span of each study in the overall research 

framework by means of the different shaded areas.  

The first study (Chapter 2) examines how firms try to create value for 

customers. The objective of the study is to investigate the effects of a market 

orientation on a firm’s innovativeness and customer satisfaction. The research 

question of study one is:  

What is the impact of a supplier on the ability of a focal firm to achieve customer 

satisfaction through market orientation and innovativeness? 

The second study (Chapter 3) elaborates on how firms create societal value. 

The objective of the second study is to better understand the relationship 

between corporate social responsibility (CSR) and innovativeness in supply chain 

relationships and the respective effects on corporate reputation and customer 

satisfaction. The research question of study two is therefore:  

What is the impact of a supplier on the ability of a focal firm to act socially 

responsible and foster its CSR reputation and customer satisfaction? 
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The third study (Chapter 4) examines the shareholder perspective by means of 

an assessment of a firm’s financial performance, which includes current 

financial performance and expected financial performance. The objective of the third 

study is to combine insights from the first two studies to examine market 

orientation, CSR orientation and supplier orientation in relation to a firm’s 

current and expected financial performance. The research question, related to 

this objective, is:  

What is the impact of multiple external orientations at a focal firm and its 

suppliers on the ability of a focal firm to achieve current and expected firm 

performance? 

 

1.5. Theoretical Perspective 

The conceptual framework presented in Figure 1.2 is built upon three theories: 

the resource management view (derived from the resource-based view), the 

resource dependence theory, and the stakeholder theory. The resource 

management view focuses on the deployment of resources and capabilities 

within the firm. The resource dependence theory complements these with a 

focus on suppliers. The stakeholder theory focuses on the stakeholders to be 

satisfied. Each of our studies focuses on a different area in the supply chain by 

adopting a different theory for developing the research hypotheses.  

The first study examines market orientation, which is a rather mature field of 

research, at least at the level of the individual firm. It is thus theoretically 

interesting to focus particularly on the understanding of market orientation 

and innovativeness at the buyer-supplier interface. We will use the resource 

dependence theory to develop our hypotheses in the first study (Chapter 2). In 

accordance with the resource dependence theory, we will introduce three 

control variables relevant for the resource dependence theory: market 

turbulence, technology turbulence and competitive intensity.  

The relationship between CSR orientation and innovativeness has received less 

attention in academic research and has been described predominantly 
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conceptually. In the second study we are thus interested in the relationship 

between CSR and innovativeness, initially at the firm level, subsequently in 

the buyer-supplier relationship. Therefore, we will use the resource 

management view to develop our hypotheses in the second study (Chapter 3). 

By doing so, we will extend this study with two internal moderating variables, 

i.e. a CSR-based reward system and top management support.  

Finally, with regard to examining multiple external orientations in the third 

study (Chapter 4), we tune into the core of the stakeholder theory. By adopting 

stakeholder theory as guiding perspective, we are able to hypothesize on the 

interaction effects between market orientation, CSR orientation and supplier 

orientation on a firm’s financial performance. The respective studies will 

discuss relevant literature, the different theoretical perspectives, 

operationalizations, the applied methodology and the theoretical and 

managerial implications.  

The use of multiple theoretical perspectives enriches our research design, but 

also complicates the operationalization of concepts used. We aim to define our 

concepts in such a way that they fit each of the theoretical perspective while 

remaining comparable over de course of the dissertation. We therefore decided 

to define the different external orientations in our conceptual framework based 

on the definition of a market orientation suggested by Deshpandé and Farley 

(1998), which is the "set of cross-functional processes and activities directed at 

creating and satisfying customers through continuous needs assessment 

(p.213)." This definition reflects each of our theories used. That is, the projected 

outcome is satisfying a specific stakeholder, which is targeted by stakeholder 

theory. It acknowledges information gathering through continuous needs 

assessment which is important in the resource dependence theory. It also 

creates purpose for the use of resources and capabilities within the firm as is 

suggested by the resource management view. By using this definition as point 

of departure, we will be able to develop a set of definitions that are applicable 

within each study, fitting each of the three theories used.  

Similarly, each theory has a different argumentation for why these external 

orientations would foster innovativeness. What they have in common is that 
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innovativeness is a firm-wide attitude and openness to change. Each external 

orientation provides a source for new ideas. In stakeholder theory 

innovativeness is the firm’s future-orientation and proficiency in adapting to 

stakeholder requirements. For the resource dependence theory innovativeness 

implies a willingness to share information and use it to anticipate changing 

customer demands. In the resource management view, innovativeness takes 

place at initiation stage of the innovation process where the firm recognizes 

the need for developing new ideas and capabilities. Table 1.1 summarizes how 

the external orientations and innovativeness tune into the three theoretical 

perspectives.  

Table 1.1 – Theoretical Perspectives on External Orientations and Innovativeness 

 Key characteristics for 

use in the study 

External orientation Innovativeness 

Stakeholder 

theory  

Awareness of 

stakeholder demands 

is important to better 

satisfy different 

stakeholders  

An external 

orientation is a 

strategic concern 

because it says 

something about what 

a firm wants to 

achieve: satisfying 

multiple stakeholders 

The firm’s future-

orientation and 

proficiency in adapting 

to the environment 

determines a firm’s 

continuous 

performance 

Resource 

dependence 

theory 

Information processing 

is important to adapt 

to the environment 

and improve a firm’s 

competitive position 

An external 

orientation focuses on 

the gathering of 

information to 

increases the sense of 

control over an 

uncertain 

environment 

Organizational 

innovativeness implies 

a willingness to share 

information and use it 

to anticipate changing 

customer demands  

Resource 

management  

Not the presence of 

resources, but the 

purposefully 

deployment of them is 

a source for 

competitive advantage 

 

An external 

orientation gives 

purpose to the firm 

and the deployment 

of its internal 

resources 

Organizational 

innovativeness relates 

to the initiation stage of 

the innovation process 

where the firm 

recognizes the need for 

developing new ideas 
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Each of the chapters will discuss the concepts in more detail. An overview of 

the names and definitions of the key concept presented in the overall research 

framework are listed in Table 1.2. 

Table 1.2 – Names and Definition of the Main Concepts in the Dissertation 

Variable Definition 

Supplier’s end-user 

orientation 

represents the orientation of the supplier on the customer of 

the focal firm, the end-user, through continuous needs 

assessment (adapted from Deshpandé and Farley, 1998). 

Supplier’s CSR orientation describes the set of cross-functional processes and activities 

directed at continuously identifying and embedding 

environmental, social and ethical needs in business processes. 

Supplier’s innovativeness measures the notion of openness to new ideas as an aspect 

of a firm's culture (Hurley and Hult, 1998) at the supplier. 

Focal firm’s market 

orientation 

is the "set of cross-functional processes and activities 

directed at creating and satisfying customers through 

continuous needs assessment" (Deshpandé and Farley, 1998, 

p 213). 

Focal firm’s CSR orientation is the set of cross-functional processes and activities directed 

at continuously identifying and embedding environmental, 

social and ethical needs in business processes.  

Focal firm’s supplier 

orientation 

represents the set of cross-functional processes and activities 

directed at developing and managing an excellent supply base 

(adapted from Deshpandé and Farley, 1998; Hult et al., 2008) 

Focal firm’s innovativeness measures the notion of openness to new ideas as an aspect 

of a firm's culture (Hurley and Hult, 1998). 

Short-term performance evaluates return on equity, profit margin and net profits 

over the last three years compared to competitors (Narver 

and Slater, 1990; Spanos and Lioukas, 2001). 

Long-term performance evaluates return on equity, profit margin, return on 

investment and net profits expected in the coming five years 

compared to current business performance (in 2007)(Narver 

and Slater, 1990; Spanos and Lioukas, 2001). 

Customer satisfaction assesses the satisfaction that accumulates across a series of 

transactions or service encounters (Lam et al., 2004). 

CSR reputation  is defined as the perceptual representation of the firm's 

overall CSR appeal when compared with other rivals 

(Hansen, Samuelsen and Silseth, 2008, p.208). 
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1.6. Research Design 

The problem statement, overall research framework and research questions 

call for a research design that examines the contribution of multiple parties 

operating in a supply chain. At least a focal firm and a supplier need to be 

involved to examine the impact of suppliers on the ability of the focal firms to 

satisfy customers, society and shareholders. We opted for a research design 

that examines three firms that are directly involved in upstream and 

downstream flows of products, services, and/or information, i.e. a supplier, a 

focal firm and a customer (Mentzer et al., 2001). Adopting a supply chain 

design, consisting of multiple small supply chains, is rather unique. Most 

studies in supply chain management adopt a single informant design. 

Researchers stated that such a single informant design is far from ideal, but 

regarded identifying multiple, well-qualified respondents in supply chains as 

extremely difficult (Min, Mentzer and Ladd, 2007; Roy, Sivakumar and 

Wilkinson, 2004). Those few studies that involve multiple parties – at most two 

– focus on the buyer-supplier relationship as a unit of analysis, not on the 

individual firm’s characteristics (Baker, Simpson and Siguaw, 1999; Homburg 

and Stock, 2004). We thus respond to a call for research in supply chain 

management in which “a multiple informant design with supply chain data 

(supplier firm, focal firm, and customer firm) more fully reflects the supply 

chain” (Min et al., 2007, p 518). 

We extend the understanding of supply chain management practices by means 

of a survey administered along three members of a coherent supply chain: a 

supplier, a focal firm and a customer. We invited general managers to 

participate in the research with one of their key suppliers and one of their key 

customers. This supplier and customer are (1) one of their top three 

suppliers/customers and (2) crucial for running business operations of the 

focal firm. In that way we intended to capture the firm-level potential and 

desired impact on firm effectiveness (Kotabe, Martin and Domoto, 2003). The 

survey administration resulted in 88 completed supply chains consisting of a 

supplier, a focal firm and a customer. Each of the three studies uses a different 

subset of the data collected to test our hypotheses. The respective studies will 
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report on the data collection procedures and the sample characteristics in more 

detail. 

In the next chapters, we will address the impact of suppliers on the ability of a 

firm to satisfy its stakeholders from three perspectives. Firstly, we elaborate on 

the customer value perspective (Chapter 2), then on the societal value 

perspective (Chapter 3), and we conclude by addressing the shareholder value 

perspective (Chapter 4). Each of these chapters builds on the overall research 

framework, but is written in such way that it can be read as an independent 

research studies.  

 



 

Chapter 2  

Creating Customer Value: Customer Satisfaction, 

Market Orientation and Innovativeness 2 

 

The second chapter of this dissertation elaborates on the potential contribution of 

suppliers to increase customer satisfaction by means of market orientation and 

innovativeness. Firstly, the chapter introduces market orientation as a concept that 

concerns both a buyer and a supplier in their efforts to serve a joint market. Then, the 

concept of a supplier’s end-user orientation is introduced to describe the supplier’s 

activities directed at creating and satisfying the customer of the focal firm through 

continuous needs assessment. The research in this chapter adopts the resource 

dependence theory to hypothesize how a supplier’s end-user orientation and 

innovativeness influence the focal firm and downstream end-user satisfaction. The 

results draw from the survey of 88 matched sets consisting of a supplier, a focal firm 

and a customer. The findings suggest that a focal firm’s responsiveness to customer 

demands depends on innovativeness, and not on market orientation and supplier’s 

end-user orientation. 

  

                                                           

 

 
2 Next to Mirjam Kibbeling, also Hans van der Bij, Arjan van Weele and Tony 

DiBenedetto contributed to this research project. We thank Fred Langerak for his 

helpful comments on an earlier version of the working paper. This research was 

presented at the doctoral consortium of the IMP Conference 2008 (Uppsala, Sweden) 

and the BETA conference 2009 (Enschede, The Netherlands). 
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2.1. Introduction 

In this chapter we will elaborate on the ways through which suppliers may 

contribute to delivering value to one specific stakeholder, i.e. the customer. We 

seek to understand how firms and their suppliers depend on each other for 

realizing customer satisfaction through market orientation and innovativeness. 

Market orientation encompasses the “set of cross-functional processes and 

activities directed at creating and satisfying customers through continuous 

needs assessment" (Deshpandé and Farley, 1998, p 213).” Through the ongoing 

monitoring of customers, their needs and their market conditions, firms are 

able to adapt their products and services to what is valued by customers 

(Atuahene-Gima et al., 2005; Day, 1994; Kohli and Jaworski, 1990; Narver and 

Slater, 1990). 

Researchers addressing market orientation and innovation have 

predominantly focused on the firm’s internal processes and activities 

(Deshpandé and Farley, 1998; Jaworski and Kohli, 1993; Kohli and Jaworski, 

1990; Langerak, 2001). Most of these researchers ignore that firms increasingly 

depend on their suppliers for the processes and activities to satisfy customer 

demands, as was discussed in Chapter 1. Firms need to leverage not only their 

own resources and capabilities, but also the resources and capabilities of 

supplying firms (Jacobides, 2005; Joshi, 2009). This means that firms need to 

obtain knowledge of downstream customer markets also to direct the 

resources and capabilities of their supply chain partners to create superior 

value (Drucker, 2008; Jacobides, 2005; Joshi, 2009). 

So far, few studies have examined the effects of market orientation in relation 

to supply chain considerations (Langerak, 2001; Siguaw, Simpson and Baker, 

1998). Siguaw, Simpson and Baker (1998) examined supplier-distributor dyads 

and showed that a distributor’s market orientation is related to a supplier’s 

market orientation. Langerak (2001) examined supplier-manufacturer-

customer relationships and found that a market orientation positively affects 

the sales person’s and purchaser’s behavior in favor of more cooperative 

buyer-supplier relationships. Few other studies addressed market orientation 

and supply chain management. Where this was done, it was done primarily 

from the perspective of the individual firm (Min et al., 2007; Song and Thieme, 
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2009). The general outcome of these studies is that a market orientation among 

supply chain partners is required to improve their buyer-supplier relationship 

and market performance.  

However, these studies fall short in explaining market-oriented behavior in 

supply chains in several ways. Firstly, the focus of previous research studies 

dealt predominantly with explaining the performance of the individual firm 

(with the exception of Siguaw et al., 1998). None of the previous research 

studies examines the effects of market orientation beyond the focal firm, i.e. at 

downstream customers. Secondly, the role of innovation and innovativeness 

seems absent in examining the effects of a market orientation in supply chains. 

This is rather surprising because innovation is argued to be a key element in 

market orientation as well as in supply chain management (Min et al., 2007). 

Suppliers’ knowledge and intelligence has become essential to develop the 

proper responses to changing customer needs (Roy et al., 2004). Therefore, an 

examination of the effects of a suppliers’ innovativeness on a focal firm’s 

effectiveness seems warranted. Thirdly, previous research studies focused on 

relational characteristics, addressing shared norms, values and systems in 

supply chain relationships (Mentzer et al., 2000). Few of the studies address the 

effects of a supplier’s market-orientation and innovativeness on the attained 

customer satisfaction downstream the supply chain.  

Against this background, this chapter examines the impact of firms and their 

suppliers, who are oriented towards the same downstream customer market, 

on customer satisfaction. This means that the supplier is concerned with the 

developments in the market of customer of the focal firm. We will refer to the 

customer of the focal firm as the ‘end-user.’ The term end-user is used in a 

general sense to refer to industrial customers, and intermediary customers in a 

business to business context3. The supplier’s market orientation towards this 

end-user will be defined as the supplier’s end-user orientation. We refer to 

                                                           

 

 
3 To avoid confusion between the different customer roles in a supply chain, we use the 

term end-user for the customer of the focal firm. The end-user in this chapter is 

equivalent to the ‘customer’ in the previous and following chapters.  
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customer satisfaction as end-user satisfaction. Accordingly, the question that 

we want to answer in this first study is: What is the impact of a supplier on the 

ability of a focal firm to achieve end-user satisfaction through market orientation and 

innovativeness? 

Since research on market orientation within the individual firm is rather 

mature (see for instance the meta-analyses of Grinstein, 2008; Kirca et al., 2005), 

our interest is especially drawn towards the relationship between the focal 

firm and its suppliers. As presented in the Chapter 1, the theory that best 

describes inter-firm dependencies and linkages is the resource dependence 

theory (RDT). In short the RDT advocates that to anticipate and adapt to the 

developments in the customer market, firms establish relationships with 

suppliers that can secure the resources and the capabilities necessary to realize 

customer satisfaction (Pfeffer and Salancik, 1978). 

We examine two variables at the focal firm: a focal firm’s market orientation 

and a focal firm’s innovativeness. At the supplier we propose a similar 

mechanism consisting of a supplier’s end-user orientation – this is the 

orientation of the supplier on the customer of the focal firm – and a supplier’s 

innovativeness. In our study we hypothesize and test the interrelationships 

among these variables and evaluate the effects on end-user satisfaction. We 

control for the effects of market turbulence, technology turbulence and 

competitive intensity with respect to the relationships between the focal firm 

and the supplier (Jaworski and Kohli, 1993). The research hypotheses are 

empirical tested with data collected at 88 matched chains consisting of a 

supplier, a focal firm and a customer.  

This study contributes to theory in three ways. Firstly, we explicitly focus on 

the linkages between the supplier, the focal firm and the customer. In the RDT, 

the role of suppliers in business-to-business relationships has been examined 

to a limited extent. Secondly, we contribute to the research stream on market 

orientation and innovation by introducing the concept of a supplier’s end-user 

orientation. Thirdly, this study contributes to supply chain research by 

examining the effects of market orientation and innovativeness, both at the 

supplier and the focal firm, on end-user satisfaction.  
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2.2. Theoretical Background: a Resource Dependence Perspective 

The resource dependence theory (RDT) provides a sound theoretical 

background to explain why a supplier’s end-user orientation may contribute 

to a firm’s effective response to end-user needs. Foremost, the RDT typically 

looks beyond the boundaries of the individual firm for explaining a firm’s 

success (Christensen and Bower, 1996; Pfeffer and Salancik, 1978). A firm’s 

success depends in the first place on its ability to satisfy the needs of its 

customers (Christensen and Bower, 1996; Pfeffer and Salancik, 1978). In the 

RDT, customer satisfaction is the most important indicator of a firm’s success. 

Generation of market intelligence is essential to improve the firm’s awareness 

and responsiveness to changing market demands (Handfield, 1993; Olson et 

al., 1995; Pfeffer and Salancik, 1978). Moreover, as we have argued earlier, the 

RDT acknowledges that firms are not self-sufficient in responding to changing 

market demands and need to establish linkages with suppliers to obtain access 

to the resources and capabilities necessary to create value for customers 

(Pfeffer and Salancik, 1978; Stock, 2006; Ulrich and Barney, 1984). Thus, in 

adapting and anticipating the changing demands in customer markets, firms 

depend on the resources from the suppliers to assure that customer demands 

are satisfied (Pfeffer and Salancik, 1978; Ulrich and Barney, 1984).  

 

2.2.1. Market orientation and End-User Orientation 

In the research tradition of market orientation, various definitions of market 

orientation exist (Kirca et al., 2005). Market orientation has been discussed 

from a behavioral and a cultural perspective. The behavioral perspective 

focuses on the activities directed at generation, dissemination and 

responsiveness to market intelligence (Kohli and Jaworski, 1990). The cultural 

approach concentrates on organizational norms and values that enhance a 

firm-wide behavior in accordance with market orientation. Interestingly, 

Deshpandé and Farley (1998) made a parsimonious synthesis of these 

definitions and measurements scales. They conclude with a definition that 

describes market orientation as “the set of cross-functional processes and 

activities directed at creating and satisfying customers through continuous 
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needs assessment” (Deshpandé and Farley, 1998). This definition fits well to 

the RDT, because especially intelligence on customer needs is of great 

importance. Namely, in the RDT, management recognizes its environmental 

dependencies and guides the firm towards adjusting to these realities 

(Christensen and Bower, 1996). Therefore, information gathering on 

developments in the business environment is essential to direct organizational 

response (Handfield, 1993; Olson et al., 1995; Pfeffer and Salancik, 1978; Sirmon 

et al., 2007).  

The RDT does not specifically elaborate on the internal processes related to 

market orientation. However, it stresses the need to establish effective linkages 

with other firms to be able to perform better in the market place. As such, the 

RDT acknowledges that the resources and capabilities, which are required to 

develop and deliver products and services that are valued by customers, not 

only reside within the boundaries of the individual firm. For that purpose, 

firms establish supplier relationships that enable them to actually fulfill 

downstream customer demands (Handfield, 1993). It is easier to collaborate 

with suppliers that are focused on the same customer market and contribute 

through information sharing, communication, commitment, and innovation 

(Handfield, 1993; Siguaw et al., 1998; Song and Thieme, 2009). Collaborative 

supplier relationships based on a market orientation that focus on the same 

target market allows both suppliers and focal firms to rethink how they design 

their internal organization in order to respond to customers jointly (Stock, 

2006). As such a supplier’s end-user orientation facilitates the supplier and the 

focal firm in better serving end-user demands.  

Accordingly, we define a supplier’s end-user orientation in line with the market 

orientation definition of Deshpandé and Farley (1998) by the set of cross-

functional processes and activities directed at creating and satisfying end-users 

through continuous needs assessment. “A market-driven business develops a 

comprehensive understanding of its customers’ business and how customers 

in the immediate downstream markets perceive value” (Slater and Narver, 

1994, p.22). Thus, through an end-user orientation, the supplier’s information 

domain extends beyond the focal firm (Ganesan et al., 2009), and fosters skills 

in understanding both the end-user’s demands and the interpretation of the 
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focal firm of those demands. When these two dimensions are deeply 

embedded in the supplier’s processes, internal activities can be better directed 

toward anticipating and responding to changing market requirements (Pfeffer 

and Salancik, 1978).  

 

2.2.2. Organizational Innovativeness 

In Chapter 1, we introduced market orientation and end-user orientation as 

external orientations that allow the firm to be more successful in matching its 

business activities to external requirements and expectations. As such, a 

market orientation nourishes availability of market knowledge and thus 

creates opportunities for greater experimentation (Han et al., 1998). “Being 

oriented towards markets provides a source of ideas for change and 

improvement” (Hurley and Hult, 1998, p.44). Although the RDT is not very 

specific about these internal processes, it implicitly assumes that the presence 

of market intelligences fosters the actual use of that intelligence to develop 

more innovative and competitive product and service solutions. Since firms 

increasingly depend on suppliers for innovative solutions (Roy et al., 2004), 

they have involved suppliers by means of early supplier involvement in new 

product development and sophisticated supplier development programs 

(Dutta and Weiss, 1997; Shane and Ulrich, 2004). The more the supplier is 

knowledgeable of the customer market of the focal firm, i.e. end-user oriented, 

the more the focal firm will directly benefit from the knowledge, capabilities 

and resources that reside with the supplier.  

From an RDT point of view, the concept of innovativeness is not concerned 

with the number of innovations produced by the firm, but rather with 

willingness of the firm to share information and to use it to move beyond the 

status quo and translate ideas into value propositions that anticipate ever 

changing customer demands (Hurley and Hult, 1998; Maciariello, 2009; Menon 

and Varadarajan, 1992). Innovativeness represents an organizational 

capability, in the sense that it deals with the adaptation, integration and 

configuration of internal and external information, resources, and functional 

competences that match the requirements of a changing environment (Teece et 
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al., 1997). We thus focus on organizational innovativeness as a firm’s 

characteristic rather than the innovativeness of projects or product (Garcia and 

Calantone, 2002).  

In sum, market orientation is necessary to reduce uncertainty of customer 

demand. It thereby guides the allocation of resources within the firm as well as 

the need to search of external resources that can support the processes of 

creating value for customers. A market orientation implies the willingness to 

use that information in favor of the firm’s innovative response. Foremost, 

firms depend on suppliers to support them with their end-user orientation and 

innovativeness to be able to increase customer satisfaction. 

 

2.3. A Conceptual Model for Market Orientation in Supply Chains 

Based on the previous discussion, we build a conceptual model that describes 

how a supplier impacts the ability of a focal firm to achieve end-user 

satisfaction through market orientation and innovativeness. In this conceptual 

framework, we examine a supplier’s end-user orientation and supplier’s 

innovativeness in relation to a focal firm’s market orientation and focal firm’s 

innovativeness. The customer of the focal firm, i.e. the end-user, evaluates the 

effectiveness of the supplier and the focal firm to deliver customer value. 

Customer value is thus represented by the accumulated satisfaction over de 

course of multiple business encounters (Hsieh, Chiu and Hsu, 2008). Figure 2.1 

outlines the hypothesized relationships between supplier’s end-user 

orientation and supplier’s innovativeness, focal firm’s market orientation, focal 

firm’s innovativeness, and end-user satisfaction.  

Previous researchers have shown that the effect of a market orientation 

depends upon environmental factors (De Luca, Verona and Vicari, 2010; 

Jaworski and Kohli, 1993; Narver and Slater, 1990; Petersen, Handfield and 

Ragatz, 2003). Firms establish linkages with suppliers when the context is 

more turbulent, competitive and thus uncertain. Therefore we control for 

market turbulence, technology turbulence and competitive intensity in the 

relationship between the focal firm and its key supplier (Jaworski and Kohli, 

1993).  
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Figure 2.1 - Conceptual Model On Supply Chain Effects Of Market Orientation  

and Innovativeness 

 

2.4. Research Hypotheses 

In the resource dependence theory (RDT), firms find themselves in the 

awkward position of pressure from two sides of the supply chain. A firm’s 

success is fully attributed to the firm’s effectiveness to satisfy downstream 

customer demands. At the same time a firm heavily depends on suppliers to 

be able to respond to these customer requirements. The RDT, thus, suggests 

two explanations for why firms would want to pursue a market orientation, 

become innovative and establish supplier relationships. On the one hand, 

downstream demand from customers and on the other hand, a firm’s supplier 

dependence (Handfield, 1993; Sherer and Lee, 2002). For the development of the 

hypotheses, we apply the reasoning of downstream demand and supplier 

dependence to describe how market orientation and innovativeness in supply 

chain relationships affect each other and potentially realize increased customer 

satisfaction. 
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2.4.1. Downstream Demand  

Although the customer plays a crucial role in market orientation research, 

most researchers have been concerned with firm performance rather than with 

realized customer satisfaction (Kirca et al., 2005). Nevertheless, it is the 

customer who will spend the financial resources necessary to secure the 

continuation of the firm. Therefore, a firm will try to make the customer more 

dependent on the firm by offering competitive customer value propositions 

that secure customer satisfaction, customer retention and thereby customer’s 

financial resources (Christensen and Bower, 1996). To control the uncertainty 

related to the demands of customers, an important though difficult managerial 

task is to accurately picture the focal firm’s market environment and adjust 

organizational action accordingly (Pfeffer and Salancik, 1978). A market 

orientation provides this picture of the customer markets, the challenges 

involved, and the opportunities for developing current and future demands 

(Nonaka, 1994). Information availability will guide the processes of decision 

making and adaptation to customer demands. Applied to our model, the more 

the focal firm is market oriented, the more its management will guide the firm 

towards satisfying end-user needs. It is very likely that the more market 

oriented the focal firm the more it will be able to adequately respond to the 

end-user’s demands. We therefore hypothesize:  

HYPOTHESIS 1 – Focal firm’s market orientation is positively related to end-user 

satisfaction.  

 

We expect the aforementioned reasoning to apply to the supplier as well. The 

more knowledgeable the supplier on developments in the end-user market, 

the more end-user knowledge can and will be embedded in the supplier’s 

internal processes. By doing so, the supplier may directly impact customer 

perceptions of satisfaction. An illustrative example is the automotive industry 

where collaboration with suppliers is common for complete modules, ranging 

from seats to brake systems (Yu, 2008b). Each automotive supplier is expert on 

a specific module that directly reaches the end-user and can therefore greatly 

impact customer perceived comfort, safety and customer satisfaction. From a 
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resource dependence perspective this may even be a favored supplier strategy 

to achieve that downstream customers start to rely on and explicitly demand 

for specific supplier components or services. We therefore hypothesize:  

HYPOTHESIS 2 – Supplier’s end-user orientation is positively related to end-user 

satisfaction.  

 

In the RDT, it is also suggested that the more a firm is aware of its customer 

markets, the more it realizes its dependence on suppliers to respond to 

customer demands (Langerak, 2001; Pfeffer and Salancik, 1978). A market-

oriented firm is likely to establish linkages with suppliers that have knowledge 

about their end-user markets. Consequently, market-oriented firms carefully 

evaluate, select, and retain those suppliers that fit their market orientation 

strategy and that are willing to provide skills and abilities to assist the focal 

firm in meeting end-user needs. Careful supplier selection and inter-firm 

relationship management become key to leverage the suppliers’ skills and 

abilities for the betterment of the supply chain collaboration (Heide and John, 

1990; Stump and Heide, 1996; Van Weele, 2005; Zenz, 2009).  

The supplier on the other side of the relationship deals with a market-oriented 

focal firm and is confronted with these selection criteria and relationship 

management programs. Previous research studies in channel relationships 

demonstrated that firms tend to copy behavior from their supply chain 

partners (McFarland, Bloodgood and Payan, 2008). In case of collaboration 

with a market-oriented focal firm, the demand imposed on the supplier is to 

satisfy end-user demands. As the evaluation of the supplier is related to 

satisfying end-user demands, it is thus likely that the supplier will anticipate 

the objective of the focal firm and focus on end-user demands. Accordingly, 

the importance of downstream demand explains why a supplier will develop a 

stronger end-user orientation due to a focal firm’s market orientation. We 

therefore hypothesize: 

HYPOTHESIS 3. Focal firm’s market orientation is positively related to supplier’s 

end-user orientation. 
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Market orientation – and the market intelligence obtained – has been strongly 

associated with innovativeness (Atuahene-Gima, 1996; Deshpandé and Farley, 

2004). That is, market intelligence leads to the acceptance of the fact that the 

environment continuously changes. The intelligence will be applied to solve a 

problem or exploit an opportunity in that environment (Menon and 

Varadarajan, 1992; Slater and Narver, 2000). Market-oriented firms 

differentiate from other firms by their proficiency in revealing latent customer 

needs and their willingness to fulfill current end-user demands through 

current resources, and to anticipate future demand by exploring new 

opportunities (Menguc and Auh, 2006). Especially the meta-analysis of Kirca et 

al. (2005) clearly shows the relationship between market orientation and 

innovativeness, and between focal firm’s innovativeness and customer 

satisfaction. We will test these relationships. Because they have been 

extensively researched, we do not formulate separate hypotheses.  

We apply the reasoning of Kirca et al. (2005) to the supplier. A supplier’s end-

user orientation allows the supplier to embed knowledge en downstream 

customer markets into its business processes. A supplier’s end-user orientation 

provides the supplier with the opportunity to better respond to its customer’s 

demands. Consequently, the supplier becomes proficient in searching for new 

ideas and solutions. It is precisely this culture of proclivity, receptivity and 

inclination to adopt new that enables the firm to forgo old habits that can 

respond to market developments (Menguc and Auh, 2006; Menon and 

Varadarajan, 1992). Therefore we hypothesize:  

HYPOTHESIS 4. Supplier’s end-user orientation is positively related to supplier’s 

innovativeness. 

 

2.4.2. Resource Dependence  

Earlier we explained that an RDT perspective on innovativeness assigns an 

important role to the input of suppliers to the focal firm. So, beyond internal 

stimuli of market intelligence, a focal firm’s innovativeness is also driven by 

innovativeness of its major suppliers (Roy et al., 2004). Here the effect of 

supplier dependence comes into play. As very few firms are internally self-
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sufficient with respect to critical resources, firms depend on their suppliers for 

complementing external resources to fulfill customer demands (Heide, 1994; 

Heide and John, 1990).  

The supplier’s innovative response can affect the customer directly and 

indirectly. The more innovative the supplier, the more open it is to ideas and 

the more innovations it is able to bring to the market successfully (Hurley and 

Hult, 1998; Simpson, Siguaw and Enz, 2006). These innovations in specific 

components or services are often directly related to the performance of the 

products the focal firm brings to the end-user market (Song and Di Benedetto, 

2008). New product performance fosters customer satisfaction through 

increased market appeal and the firm’s recognition as a leader in the market 

(Simpson et al., 2006). Therefore we hypothesize: 

HYPOTHESIS 5. Supplier’s innovativeness is positively related to end-user 

satisfaction. 

 

One of the major benefits from strategic linkages with suppliers is the flow of 

information that is established (Handfield, 1993). Firms benefit mostly from 

supplier relationships through intensive information sharing, and routines of 

communication that are directed at collaborative value creation (Stock, 2006). 

The result is that a more innovative supplier brings in new ideas, 

opportunities and innovations into the focal firm (Azadegan et al., 2008; 

Ganesan et al., 2009). These external insights allows for application within the 

focal firm’s processes (Lee and Colarelli O'Connor, 2003). It is through supply 

chain linkages that the focal firm can exploit opportunities that could not have 

been develop internally (Ha and Tong, 2008). Therefore we hypothesize:  

HYPOTHESIS 6. Supplier’s innovativeness is positively related to focal firm’s 

innovativeness. 

 

2.4.3. Moderating Effects of Supplier’s End-User Orientation and Innovativeness 

The previous six hypotheses describe the main effects model, in which the 

supplier variables are directly related to the focal firm’s variables and the 
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customer variables. However, the theoretical perspective of the RDT suggests 

that the impact of the focal firm on its customers depends on the suppliers it 

collaborates with. Thereby the RDT suggests the likely presence of moderating 

effects. That is, the focal firm is better able to satisfy the end-user when it 

cooperates with suppliers that are aware of the same end-user’s demands. 

Such a coalition of a supplier and focal firm will be able to obtain a more 

powerful position in the market through the products and services that are 

better tailored to the end-user’s needs. This leads us to the expectation that the 

extent to which a firm cooperates with end-user oriented suppliers, determines 

the effect of the focal firm’s market orientation on end-user satisfaction. 

Therefore we hypothesize:  

HYPOTHESIS 7 – Supplier’s end-user orientation moderates the relationship 

between focal firm’s market orientation and end-user satisfaction. 

 

Secondly, rather than a focal firm’s innovativeness or a supplier’s 

innovativeness, the combined efforts will increase the originality, newness and 

quality of the product of service that consequently impacts customer 

perceptions (Kirca et al., 2005). An innovative focal firm that cooperates with 

innovative suppliers is more adaptive to developments in the upstream 

markets that can respond to customer requirements in the downstream 

markets more adequately. Therefore we hypothesize:  

HYPOTHESIS 8 – Supplier’s innovativeness moderates the relationship between 

focal firm’s innovativeness and end-user satisfaction. 

 

In the tradition of the RDT, situational factors such as complex and turbulent 

markets or the level of competitiveness determine the extent to which a firm is 

subject to downstream demand and resource dependence. For instance, if 

customer preferences are uncertain or change rapidly, firms will continually 

adjust in order to satisfactorily cater to customers’ changing preferences 

(Stock, 2006). Likewise, in high turbulent environments firms are more 

dependent on one another for expertise, information and other resources 

needed to satisfy changing customer demands (Olson et al., 1995). It is thus 
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likely that environmental factors such as market turbulence, technology 

turbulence and competitive intensity (Jaworski and Kohli, 1993) affect the 

relationships between the supplier and the focal firm. Along with the focus of 

this study on the buyer-supplier interface, we will test the effects of these 

environmental conditions on the relationships between the focal firm and its 

supplier.  

 

2.5. Method 

The firm level of analysis was used to ensure consistency with previous 

research (Bansal, 2005; Hult, Ketchen and Arrfelt, 2007; Narver and Slater, 

1990). Additionally, data were collected through survey administration to 

remain consistent with extent research in the fields of strategic management 

and marketing (Kirca et al., 2005; Venkatraman, 1989).  

 

2.5.1. Pretest 

A questionnaire served as the primary means for data collection. The original 

questionnaire was developed in English and translated to Dutch to allow both 

Dutch focal firms and international supply chain partners to participate in the 

research. The Dutch version was prepared using the parallel-

translation/double translation method (Adler, 1983; Sekaran, 1983). The 

English questionnaire was translated in Dutch by two independent translators, 

and two others independently translated the Dutch version back into English. 

Minor inconsistencies were discussed with all four translators and the final 

Dutch questionnaire was slightly modified for meaning.  

In our questionnaire we used existing item scales from literature where 

possible. This means that only for the supplier’s end-user orientation we 

developed a new scale inspired by validated scales of market orientation. We 

pre-tested the questionnaire to assess the adapted and translated scales. The 

pretest was conducted in three supply chains by interviewing three focal firms, 

three suppliers and three customers. The respondents were asked to fill out the 

questionnaire and “think aloud” during reading and answering the questions 
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(Hunt, Sparkman and Wilcox, 1982). The interviews were recorded and 

carefully monitored by two researchers. The analysis of the pre-test interviews 

resulted in adaptations for wording and instructions. Appendix 1 provides the 

measurement scales of the survey constructs and the response formats (1-7 

point Likert scale).  

 

2.5.2. Measures 

Focal firm variables. At the focal firm we assessed the focal firm’s market 

orientation and the focal firm’s innovativeness. We apply the market 

orientation scale of Deshpandé and Farley (1998), who define market 

orientation by “the set of cross-functional processes and activities directed at 

creating and satisfying customers through continuous needs assessment” 

(p.213). Our 4-item scale included items such as ‘data on customer satisfaction 

are spread at all levels in this business on a regular basis’ and ‘we measure 

customer satisfaction systematically.’ In our research, the variable 

innovativeness is an attitudinal characteristic of the firm. We therefore 

adopted the definition and scale of Hurley and Hult (1998) that measures 

innovativeness as “the notion of openness to new ideas as an aspect of a firm's 

culture (p.44).” For the focal firm’s innovativeness we used a 3-item scale, 

including items such as ‘in our management team we actively seek innovative 

ideas’ and ‘in our firm, innovation is readily accepted in program/project 

management.’  

Supplier variables. At the supplier we asked for the supplier’s end-user 

orientation and supplier’s innovativeness. The supplier’s end-user orientation 

scale was adapted from Deshpandé and Farley (1998). We reformulated their 

definition and items to let supplier’s end-user orientation encompass all cross-

functional processes and activities directed at creating and satisfying the end-

user through continuous needs assessment. This 5-item scale includes items 

such as ‘our business activities originate from our customer’s customers (i.e. 

end-user) needs’ and ‘we actively talk with this specific customer about its 

customers’ needs.’ For the supplier’s innovativeness we used the same 3-item 

scale – based on Hurley and Hult (1998) – as discussed among the focal firm 

variables.  
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Customer variable (dependent variable). Few studies on market orientation 

assess the effects of market orientation at the customer. Customer satisfaction 

seems an appropriate measure for an overall evaluation of a firm’s products 

and services (Hsieh et al., 2008). Consequently, we define end-user satisfaction 

by the satisfaction that accumulates across a series of transactions of service 

encounters (Lam et al., 2004). End-user satisfaction was measured at the 

customer (end-user) by a 4-item scale on cumulative satisfaction based on 

Homburg and Stock (2004). Examples of items, which were used, are ‘we enjoy 

collaborating with this supplier’ and ‘we are very pleased with the additional 

services this firm delivers.’ 

For the control variables we used a subset of the items suggested by Jaworski 

and Kohli (1993) and that have been applied by several authors (Olson et al., 

1995; Stock, 2006). We asked the respondents from the focal firms to evaluate 

their perceptions of market turbulence, technological turbulence and 

competitive intensity by means of the items provided in Appendix 1.  

 

2.5.3. Sample and Data Collection 

Our research design applies to supply chains in a business-to-business context. 

To reflect a realistic supply chain we collected survey data from three parties 

operating in a matched supply chain: a supplier, a focal firm and a customer. 

The respondents participating in this research were typically executives from 

companies based in The Netherlands and Flanders, Belgium. We selected 

executives as key respondents for our survey because we deemed them to be 

the most knowledgeable about the external orientations of their firms. 

Additionally, by surveying executives we align to the firm-level perspective of 

the resource dependence theory (Pfeffer and Salancik, 1978). We asked the 

participating executives to identify one of their key suppliers and one of their 

key customers using the following criteria: (1) one of their top three 

suppliers/customers that (2) is perceived crucial for running business 

operations of the focal firm. Key rather than average suppliers and customers 

were selected because of their potential and desired impact on firm success 

and hence on the likely reliability of potential supply chain effects (Kotabe et 

al., 2003).  
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We recruited executives from the databases of three professional platforms: 

CSR Netherlands (MVO Nederland, 382), VOKA Chamber of Commerce 

Kempen (400), and buyers’ cooperative INKA (103). Because it was likely that 

not all firms from the databases were directly involved in supplier 

relationships or business-to-business customer relationships, we approached a 

selected group of executives (528) by telephone and invited them to fill out the 

questionnaire through a web-enabled survey tool or through a digital survey 

format by email. We asked them to provide the names and telephone numbers 

of their contact persons at a key supplier and a key customer. We personally 

contacted the suggested supplier and customer for participation and sent them 

an invitation to the web-enabled survey.  

In total 528 executives were contacted for participation. Of them 182 (34.5%) 

indicated to participate in the research and received a link or copy to their 

personal questionnaire. We received 125 (68.7% of the sent questionnaires) 

completed questionnaires after several reminders by email and phone. We 

obtained the contact details of 98 suppliers and 95 customers (53.3% of the 

participants that received the questionnaire). These 193 contact persons at 

supplier and customer firms received our questionnaire, and 185 were 

returned after several reminders. The final number of returned and useable 

questionnaires was 264, representing 88 chains with complete data from all 

three supply chain partners (48.4% of the participants that received the 

questionnaire). The focal firms of these 88 supply chains were operating in the 

following industries:  

• Manufacturing (36 firms: 40.9 %) 

• Construction (22 firms: 25.0 %) 

• Information and communication (11 firms: 12.5 %) 

• Wholesale and retail trade (7 firms: 7.9 %) 

• Administrative and support service activities (4 firms: 4.5 %) 

• Other industries (8 firms: 9.1 %) 
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We controlled for industry type and found no significant differences in our 

sample on the dependent variable, end-user satisfaction. In addition, we 

compared the weighted average in our sample regarding sales volume and 

number of employees (245 million euro; 794 full-time employees) with the 

weighted average of Dutch industrial statistics (444 million euro; 899 full-time 

employees). Small firms seem to be somewhat overrepresented in our sample. 

To test for possible non-response bias, we followed the extrapolation method 

of Armstrong and Overton (1977) comparing early (half split completed 

matched questionnaires in one chain) with late responses on end-user 

satisfaction. The results indicated no significant differences at a 95% 

confidence interval.  

 

2.5.4. Analysis 

Table 2.1 displays the descriptive statistics and correlations for the main 

constructs in our conceptual model. 

 

Table 2.1 - Descriptive Statistics and Correlation Matrix 

  Mean St. Dev. A B C D Respondent 

Supplier’s end-user orientation A 5.48 .81     Supplier 

Supplier’s innovativeness B 5.54 1.01 .19    Supplier 

Focal firm’s market orientation  C 4.68 1.82 .07 .16   Focal Firm 

Focal firm’s innovativeness D 5.27 1.29 .04 .24* .24*  Focal Firm 

End-user satisfaction E 5.70 .71 -.01 -.06 .05 .24* Customer 

* p < 0.05 

 

We began by purifying our measurement scales by performing an exploratory 

factor analysis (EFA) using principle component analysis in SAS 9.2. The 

analysis was performed for the supplier, focal firm and customer variables. 

After performing the EFA, we reviewed each construct and deleted items that 

loaded on multiple constructs or had low item-to-construct loadings (<.40). 

Subsequently, we performed a confirmatory factor analysis (CFA) for the 
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constructs per respondent by maximum likelihood estimation in LISREL 8.8 to 

check for possible additional adjustments. The measurement model based on 

the results of the CFA is presented in Table 2.2.  

 

Table 2.2 - Confirmatory Factor Analysis: Factor Loadings, T-Values, Cronbach’s α, Average 

Variances Extracted (AVE) and Composite Reliabilities (CR) 

Construct  

 

Item Factor 

Loadings  

T-Value Cronbach’s α, 

AVE and CR 

Supplier’s end-user 

orientation 

 

SEO1 

SEO2 

SEO3 

SEO4 

SEO5 

.64 

.59 

.82 

.70 

.69 

6.20 

5.62 

8.45 

6.84 

6.78 

 

α = .82 

AVE =.48 

CR =.82 

Supplier’s innovativeness 

 

SINN1 

SINN2 

SINN3 

.55 

.50 

.93 

4.41 

4.10 

6.20 

α = .68 

AVE =.47 

CR =.71 

 χ2=18.13, df=19, RMSEA=.000, ECVI=.61, NFI=.93, NNFI=1.00, 

PNFI=.63, CFI=1.00, IFI=1.00, GFI=.95, AGFI=.91, PGFI=.50 

Focal firm’s market 

orientation 

 

MO1 

MO2 

MO3 

MO4 

.40 

.84 

.74 

.62 

3.38 

8.08 

6.97 

5.76 

α = .73 

AVE =.45 

CR =.75 

Focal firm’s 

innovativeness 

 

INN1 

INN2 

INN3 

.57 

.70 

.73 

4.79 

5.72 

5.94 

α = .71 

AVE =.45 

CR =.71 

 χ2=21.70, df=13, RMSEA=.088, ECVI=.59, NFI=.87, NNFI=.90, 

PNFI=.54, CFI=.94, IFI=.94, GFI=.93, AGFI=.86, PGFI=.43 

End-user satisfaction 

 

EUS1 

EUS2 

EUS3 

EUS4 

.80 

.89 

.67 

.84 

8.69 

10.09 

6.84 

9.26 

α = .88 

AVE =.61 

CR =.86 

 χ2=2.23, df=2, RMSEA=.037, ECVI=.21, NFI=.99, NNFI=1.00, PNFI=.33, 

CFI=1.00, IFI=1.00, GFI=.99, AGFI=.94, PGFI=.20 

 

In Table 2.2, we also report Cronbach’s alpha, the average variance extracted 

and composite reliabilities for the five constructs in the sample. Each of the 

measurement models has a reasonable to good fit (Hair et al., 2006). The 

construct reliabilities ranged from .68 to .88, which indicated that the 

reliabilities were in the acceptable range suggested in literature (Nunnally, 

1978). The scales demonstrate convergent validity because all loadings on the 

respective constructs are highly significant (p<.001) and standardized loadings 
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of the items were all but one greater than .50 (Fornell and Larcker, 1981). The 

composite reliabilities representing the shared variance among a set of 

observed variables measuring an underlying construct were above the .70 

threshold (Fornell and Larcker, 1981). The average variance extracted (AVE) 

indicates whether the variance due to measurement error is larger than the 

variance captured in the constructs (Fornell and Larcker, 1981). Not all AVEs 

passed the .50 threshold. Nevertheless, all of them were above .45, indicating 

no severe violation of discriminant validity. As an additional analysis we 

followed Bagozzi, Yi and Philip’s (1991) recommendation to examine whether 

a one-factor model fit better than the hypothesized two-factor model for the 

supplier and the focal firm. In each case, the chi-square of the constrained one-

factor model was significantly greater than of the two-factor model, Δχ2/Δdffocal 

firm= 49.3/1 and Δχ2/Δdfsupplier= 32.32/1, suggesting discriminant validity. The 

absence of inter-factor correlations with a confidence interval containing a 

value of one (p<.01) and insignificance in the Lagrange multiplier test of all 

item-level correlations between constructs (Kim, Cavusgil and Calantone, 

2006) also directed at discriminant validity. Examination of the patterns of 

item-item correlations and item-total correlations indicated that there were no 

deviations from internal and external consistency. Thus, we conclude that the 

measurement model adequately fits the data, and the testing of the structural 

model is appropriate.  

In the second step, the structural relations among the constructs in Figure 2.1 

were examined with path analysis using the maximum likelihood estimation 

procedure in LISREL 8.8. Because of our limited sample size (88), we adopt a 

two-step approach. Firstly, we estimate the model for the main effect. This 

model is simple and our sample will be able to generate stable results. In the 

second step, we add the interaction and moderating terms. The number of 

estimates in the complex model may result in instable outcomes. The path 

coefficient estimates resulting from the first, main model, analysis are 

presented in Figure 2.2.  
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Focal Firm End-userSupplier

Supplier’s end-

user orientation

Supplier’s 

innovativeness

Focal firm’s 

market 

orientation

Focal firm’s 

innovativeness

End-user 

satisfaction

.29 † .24 *

.29 *.33 *

.07 n.s.

-.18 n.s.

-.02 n.s.

.02 n.s. 

 

χ2=1.84, df=2, RMSEA=.000, ECVI=.32, NFI=.91, NNFI=1.06, PNFI=.18, CFI=1.00,  

IFI=1.01, GFI=.99, SRMR=.038, AGFI=.94, PGFI=.13. 

Figure 2.2 - Standardized Path Coefficient Estimates (And T-Values)  

Of The Final Model 

 

To evaluate the fit of this model we look at the fit indices. Multiple fit indices 

have been developed to help researcher interpret the fit of their structural 

models. Three groups of fit indices can be identified: absolute, relative and 

parsimonious fit indices (Hair et al., 2006). Absolute fit indices determine how 

well a model fits the sample data, derived from the obtained and implied 

covariance matrices. In the category of absolute fit indices exist for instance the 

model Chi-square (χ2), the Root Mean Square Error of Approximation 

(RMSEA), the Goodness-of-fit index (GFI), the adjusted goodness of fit index 

(AGFI), the χ2/df ratio, and the Expected Cross-Validation Index (ECVI). 

Relative fit indices compare the Chi-square for the estimated model to the Chi-

square of the so-called null model, a model that specifies that all measured 

variables are uncorrelated. Several relative fit indices exist, including the 

Comparative Fit Index (CFI), the Incremental Fit Index (IFI), and the Normed 

Fit Index (NFI). Parsimonious fit indices penalize complicated models and 

thus favor simpler theoretical models over more complex ones. Parsimonious 

fit indices include the PGFI (based on the GFI), the PNFI (based on the NFI), 

and the PCFI (based on the CFI).  
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While the number of fit indices increases with the further development of 

structural equation modeling in management science, it is not evident which 

indices to report. This generally depends on the personal preferences of the 

researcher, reviewer and functional discipline. In the evaluation of our models 

we report the commonly reported χ2, degrees of freedom (df), CFI, GFI, NFI, 

and NNFI (McDonald and Ho, 2002). Hu and Bentler (1999) also suggest 

reporting the RMSEA and SRMS. For completeness purposes, we report, next 

to the previously mentioned indices, the ECVI, PNFI, AGFI, and PGFI. We add 

the IFI in our evaluation because especially the CFI and IFI are relatively 

unaffected by sample size (Bollen, 1990).  

 

Table 2.3 – Cut-Off Values for the Reported Goodness-Of-Fit Indices 

Goodness of fit index Cut-off value  

χ2/df ratio < 3.8 

RMSEA < 0.08 (Bagozzi and Yi, 1988) 

NFI >.90 (Bagozzi and Yi, 1988) 

>.95 (Hu and Bentler, 1999) 

NNFI >.90(Bagozzi and Yi, 1988) 

>.95 (Hu and Bentler, 1999) 

CFI >.90 (Bagozzi and Yi, 1988) 

>.95 (Hu and Bentler, 1999) 

IFI >.90 (Bagozzi and Yi, 1988) 

>.95 (Hu and Bentler, 1999) 

SRMR < 0.08 (Hu and Bentler, 1999) 

GFI >.90 (Bagozzi and Yi, 1988) 

AGFI >.90 (Bagozzi and Yi, 1988) 

 

The interpretation of these fit indices is facilitated by so called ‘cut-off values.’ 

We presented an overview of the cut-off values in Table 2.3. Generally 

accepted is a cut-off value of .90 for relative fit indices (Bagozzi and Yi, 1988). 

More recently, Hu and Bentler (1999) have suggested more stringent cut-off 

values, suggesting value for CFI to be greater than .95. NFI and NNFI cut-off 

value range as low as .80 up to suggested values of .95. There is debate about 

whether or not parsimonious fit indices are appropriate and their cut-off 

values remain unclear. Parsimonious fit indices are especially helpful to 
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compare multiple models. The model with the lower parsimonious values is 

preferred.  

For the examination of our models we are interested in the IFI and CFI for 

their insensitivity for data sets with small sample sizes. Furthermore, we want 

to assure that the Χ2/df ratio, RMSEA, SMSR and GFI pass the suggested 

thresholds. The fit of the main model presented in Figure 2.2 was χ2=1.84, df=2, 

RMSEA=.000, ECVI=.32, NFI=.91, NNFI=1.06, PNFI=.18, CFI=1.00, IFI=1.01, 

GFI=.99, SRMR=.038, AGFI=.94, PGFI=.13. We see that the χ2/df ratio is good, 

the RMSEA and SRMR are well below the threshold, and also CFI and IFI 

provide very good outcomes. This means that the model fit the data well, 

according to the indices that matter most to our research design.  

Next, we reran the model, including the interaction terms for ‘supplier’s end-

user orientation x focal firm’s market orientation,’ and ‘supplier’s 

innovativeness x focal firm’s innovativeness’ on the dependent variable end-

user satisfaction. Furthermore, we inserted additional paths for the 

environmental characteristics on the relationships between the focal firm and 

its suppliers. We opt for a method often used in structural equation modeling: 

interaction by product terms (Cortina, Chen and Dunlap, 2001). The model fit 

was χ2=50.68, df=32, RMSEA=.082, ECVI=2.97, NFI=.83, NNFI=.55, PNFI=.22, 

CFI=.88, IFI=.91, SRMR=.053 GFI=.93, AGFI=.72, PGFI=.23. Compared to the 

main effect model, the fit with our data decreases, although not significantly 

(Δχ2/df=48.84/30). However, the statistical software warned for instable 

outcomes of the path analyses, because the number of estimated paths 

surpasses the amount of data we have. We thus reflect on the outcomes of the 

main model and complement those with the suggestions from the moderated 

model.  

 

2.6. Results 

The results in Figure 2.2 only partially support our conceptual model. In 

general, we find that end-user satisfaction is affected by focal firm’s 

innovativeness. We did not find support for the relationship between focal 

firm’s market orientation and end-user satisfaction as was suggested in 
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hypothesis 1. Likewise, hypothesis 2 which relates supplier’s end-user 

orientation to end-user satisfaction was not supported either. Although not 

explicitly hypothesized in our conceptual model, we confirm the relationships 

from the meta-analysis of Kirca et al. (2005) in our sample. We observed a 

positive association between focal firm’s market orientation and focal firm’s 

innovativeness (β=.24; p<.05) and a positive association between focal firm’s 

innovativeness and end-user satisfaction (β=.29; p<.05). In relation to the 

supplier variables, hypothesis 3 suggested a positive relationship between 

focal firm’s market orientation and supplier’s end-user orientation. This 

relationship was not supported by our findings. Hypothesis 4 related 

supplier’s end-user orientation to supplier’s innovativeness. This hypothesis 

was very weakly supported with a β-coefficient of .29 (p<.10). Hypothesis 5, 

which suggested a positive relationship between supplier’s innovativeness 

and end-user satisfaction, was not supported by our findings. Finally, 

hypothesis 6 suggesting a positive impact of supplier’s innovativeness on focal 

firm’s innovativeness was supported (β=.33; p<.05).  

In the second model, we included the interaction terms between the focal firm 

and the supplier. The model indicated a positive effect of the interaction 

between suppliers innovativeness * focal firm’s innovativeness on customer 

satisfaction (β=.12; p<.05). We found a negative relationship of the interaction 

between supplier’s end-user orientation * focal firm’s market orientation on 

end-user satisfaction (β=-.21; p<.05). The interaction between technology 

turbulence and supplier’s innovativeness negatively affects focal firm’s 

innovativeness (β=-.34; p<.01). Market turbulence has a positive effect on the 

relationship between focal firm’s market orientation and supplier’s end-user 

orientation (β=.18; p<.05). In Appendix 3, we visually represent the moderation 

and interaction effects. Although these results may provide interesting 

directions for future research, these are based on an unstable model. The 

relationship focal firm’s market orientation – focal firm’s innovativeness, it 

becomes insignificant. An overview of the accepted and rejected hypotheses is 

presented in Table 2.4. 
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Table 2.4 – An Overview of the Accepted and Rejected Hypotheses 

HYPOTHESIS 1 
Focal firm’s market orientation is positively related to 

end-user satisfaction.  
Rejected 

HYPOTHESIS 2 
Supplier’s end-user orientation is positively related 

to end-user satisfaction.  
Rejected 

HYPOTHESIS 3 
Focal firm’s market orientation is positively related to 

supplier’s end-user orientation. 
Rejected 

HYPOTHESIS 4 
Supplier’s end-user orientation is positively related 

to supplier’s innovativeness. 
Rejected 

HYPOTHESIS 5 
Supplier’s innovativeness is positively related to end-

user satisfaction. 
Rejected 

HYPOTHESIS 6 
Supplier’s innovativeness is positively related to 

focal firm’s innovativeness. 
Accepted 

HYPOTHESIS 7 

Supplier’s end-user orientation moderates the 

relationship between focal firm’s market orientation 

and end-user satisfaction. 

Accepted for a 

negative 

relationship 

HYPOTHESIS 8 

Supplier’s innovativeness moderates the relationship 

between focal firm’s innovativeness and end-user 

satisfaction. 

Accepted 

 

 

2.7. Discussion and Conclusion 

The objective of this study was to understand how suppliers support firms to 

create customer value through market orientation and innovativeness 

(Jaworski and Kohli, 1993; Kirca et al., 2005; Narver and Slater, 1990). For that 

purpose, the concept of a supplier’s end-user orientation was introduced set of 

cross-functional processes and activities directed at creating and satisfying end-

users through continuous needs assessment. By doing so, the study clarified 

how a supplier’s end-user orientation and a supplier’s innovativeness relate to 

end-user satisfaction. Hypotheses were developed applying insights from the 

resource dependence theory (Pfeffer and Salancik, 1978). 

The results of the study provide a picture in which the effects of a key supplier 

on the customer of the focal firm, i.e. the end-user, are rather limited. End-user 

satisfaction is, in our model, attributed to focal firm’s innovativeness only. The 

focal firm’s innovativeness depends, on the one hand, on a focal firm’s market 
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orientation. On the other hand, a focal firm’s innovativeness is the result of a 

suppliers’ innovativeness. In the interaction model we find suggestions that a 

supplier’s innovativeness strengthens the impact of the focal firm’s 

innovativeness on end-user satisfaction. Thus collaboration with innovative 

suppliers seems to support the focal firm to better respond to customer 

demands.  

Moreover, we observe that the focal firm’s market orientation does not relate 

to end-user satisfaction. Likewise, supplier’s end-user orientation is not related 

to end-user satisfaction. So, none of the market orientations is related to the 

customer of the focal firm. In addition, we find no relationship between a focal 

firm’s market orientation and the supplier’s end-user orientation. Thus, a 

market orientation does not affect the buyer-supplier interface in our model. 

Finally, we find a weak (p<.10), thus non-significant relationship between the 

supplier’s end-user orientation and the supplier’s innovativeness. Although 

market orientation stimulates innovativeness, we cannot confirm the effect of a 

supplier’s end-user orientation on a supplier’s innovativeness. Supplier’s end-

user orientation is in that sense a construct that is isolated in our research 

outcomes. In the moderated model we expected that a supplier’s end-user 

orientation would strengthen the impact of a market orientation on customer 

satisfaction. We found the opposite; the moderated model suggests that 

supplier end-user orientation negatively moderates this relationship. From our 

result it seems that market orientation in itself does not provide the 

competitive edge for customers. A market orientation is primarily affecting 

organizational response, within the firm (Kirca et al., 2005), but not beyond the 

firm as far as it concerns our model.  

 

2.7.1. Theoretical Contribution 

Our findings have several theoretical implications. Firstly, we contribute to the 

resource dependence theory by exploring and testing supply chain relationships 

based on the theoretical arguments of downstream demand and resource 

dependence. Our findings demonstrate that firms depend on a supplier’s 

innovativeness. Supplier’s innovativeness positively affects focal firm’s 
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innovativeness and, with caution, supplier’s innovativeness positively 

moderates the effect of a focal firm’s innovativeness on end-user satisfaction. 

However, we did not find relationships that made a case for the downstream 

demand argument of the RDT (focal firm’s market orientation positively 

affecting supplier’s end-user orientation). It thus seems that firms are more 

dependent on supplier than they can impact the behavior of theses suppliers. 

This dependence on the supplier’s innovative capabilities approaches the idea 

of open innovation. Our findings support Chesbrough’s (Chesbrough, 2003; 

Chesbrough, Vanhaverbeke and West, 2006) claim that firms rely on externally 

developed as well as internal knowledge to improve innovation and create 

value (Chesbrough, 2003; Chesbrough et al., 2006; Huston and Sakkab, 2006). 

While some studies have elaborated on supplier involvement (Echtelt et al., 

2008), the role of suppliers as valuable partners in open innovation has been 

relatively underresearched. Dependence on supplier’s innovativeness provides 

a fruitful track for future research in which, for instance, the dyadic 

perspective on supplier involvement and customer of choice, addressing both 

partners in the buyer-supplier interface would be of major interest.  

Secondly, our findings contribute to the understanding of the role of market 

orientation within and beyond the firm. We see more effects from market 

orientation within the firm than beyond the firm. Although researchers in the 

marketing discipline may like to see that firms affect each other with market-

oriented behavior in a business-to-business setting (Min et al., 2007), our 

findings remain close to one of the first definitions of market orientation by 

Kohli and Jaworkski (1990), who state that the market-oriented firm has the 

internal abilities to obtain, diffuse, and utilize customer information to develop 

innovative offerings that satisfy customer demand (see also Jaworski and 

Kohli, 1993). Thus, the research outcomes suggest that market orientation 

enables the use of innovative capabilities within the firm; it has less meaning 

for managing supply chain relationships.  

Thirdly, our results contribute to the field of purchasing and supply management 

by showing that suppliers may indirectly affect downstream customers via 

focal firm’s innovativeness. On the one hand, these results emphasize the 

importance of focal firm’s innovativeness towards customers (e.g. Lee and 
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Colarelli O'Connor, 2003). On the other hand, these also imply that a focal 

firm’s innovativeness depends on both internal and external factors. Firms 

have a role to play and a responsibility in developing, identifying and 

unlocking supplier knowledge and capabilities (Menon and Pfeffer, 2003). This 

role and responsibility relate to the selection of suppliers and the management 

of the established relationship. The role of purchasing and supply 

management becomes more evident as a firm’s key capability. More research 

is required with respect to the development of the specific internal capabilities 

to unlock the innovative value potential of suppliers. Firms that develop the 

capability to leverage supplier capabilities provide an additional source for 

competitive advantage. Thus, a supplier relationship management capability 

becomes an important internal resource (Ha and Tong, 2008).  

 

2.7.2. Practical Implications 

How could practitioners interpret these results? Our study is one of the few 

that surveys multiple supply chain partners to assess the suppliers’ effects on 

end-user satisfaction. Our findings therefore provide practitioners with 

insights on how customer value is created through lining up with innovative 

suppliers. For the focal firm, our findings emphasize the importance of 

innovativeness to be able to satisfy customer demands. More importantly, 

innovativeness is not only an effect of market-oriented behavior within the 

firm, but equally depends on the supplier’s innovativeness. A major 

consequence for practitioners in the field of purchasing and supply 

management is that they, firstly, need to identify qualified and innovative 

suppliers. Secondly, after the contract settlement, practitioners need to enable 

suppliers to share their best and most up-to-date knowledge with the focal 

firm to embed these supplier insights into the firm’s business processes. 

Knowing this, suppliers are able to establish stronger relationships with the 

focal firm by continuously seeking new ideas and embedding them in their 

customer value propositions. As suppliers do not have a direct effect on their 

downstream markets, but only reach the end-user only through the focal firm, 

the supplier can secure its own survival by investing in the well-functioning of 

the focal firm.  
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2.7.3. Limitations and Future Research  

This study is subject to limitations that provide avenues for future research. 

Firstly, although the effort of collecting data at one supplier, one focal firm and 

one customer was intense, we have to acknowledge that these supply chains 

miss upon the fact that firms work with multiple suppliers and for multiple 

customers. The same holds true for the supplier and the customer, who also 

relate to multiple supply chain partners. Refinement of the relationships in the 

context of focal firms in relation to multiple suppliers and/or customers, would 

add a network perspective on supply chain interactions. Additional insight 

could be obtained by examining multiple buyer-supplier relationships within 

a few firms.  

Secondly, by pioneering with data collection in supply chains, the data set is 

rather small in number of chains, which limits the examination of potentially 

interesting moderating effects. Therefore, the core of this study can only 

conclude on the main effects between the supplier, the focal firm and the 

customer. The main effects of our conceptual model were only partially 

supported. In the second analysis we found that our main effects may be 

subject to the dynamics in the business environment, i.e. market turbulence 

and technology turbulence. This warrants further examination of these and 

other control variables in a larger data set. Other control variables that attract 

our interest are the type of product or service the supplier and focal firm 

exchange, the production methods (continuous processing, batch, project 

based) and the integration of communication infrastructure between the focal 

firm and its supplier.  

Finally, this research adopted the resource dependence theory and 

consequently studies all variables at the firm level. With innovativeness 

demonstrating inter-firm effects, future research would benefit from 

embedding multiple dimensions of innovation. Future research could, for 

instance, address the different types of innovation, i.e. incremental and radical 

innovation in line with Song and Thieme (2009) who found that supplier’s 

market intelligence gathering may have different effect for radical and 

incremental innovation depending on the stages of the product development 

process. Similarly, alternative differentiations of innovation are for instance at 
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the product level of project level. Such an approach would allow for 

differentiation based on product, process and process innovations 

To conclude, the market pressure that individual firms face, are a source for 

innovation and change. This first study has shown the strategic relevance to 

develop relationships with suppliers especially with those suppliers that are 

able to anticipate environmental change through innovativeness, to realize 

superior value for customers. In the next chapter we will continue our 

examination of supplier’s potential value contribution to creating societal 

value by means of corporate social responsibility and innovativeness in supply 

chain relationships.  





 

Chapter 3  

Creating Societal Value: Corporate Social 

Responsibility and Innovativeness 4 

 

The third chapter of this dissertation addresses the societal value perspective. We 

introduce Corporate Social Responsibility (CSR) as a guiding principle for developing 

a firm’s innovativeness. We examine how CSR orientation and innovativeness relate 

to each other and how they impact a firm’s CSR reputation and customer’s 

satisfaction. Next, CSR orientation and innovativeness are further examined in 

relation to supplier’s CSR orientation and supplier’s innovativeness. In this chapter 

we adopt the resource management view to formulate our hypotheses. The results 

drawn from a survey of 88 matched supply chains suggest the following. CSR 

orientation seems a driver of innovativeness at both the focal firm and the supplier. 

This effect is moderated by a CSR-based reward system. The study also reports an 

unexpected, negative relationship between the supplier’s CSR orientation and the focal 

firm’s innovativeness. 

                                                           

 

 
4 Next to Mirjam Kibbeling, also Hans van der Bij, Arjan van Weele and Tony 

DiBenedetto contributed to this research project. Earlier versions of this research were 

presented at the doctoral consortium of the Academy of Management Conference 2009 

(Chicago IL, United States) and the IPSERA Conference 2010 (Lappeenranta, Finland).  
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3.1. Introduction  

In the second study of this dissertation we want to understand the impact of 

suppliers on the ability of a focal firm to deliver value for society. According to 

the overall research framework in Chapter 1, we examine the impact of a focal 

firm and a supplier on CSR reputation and customer satisfaction using the 

concepts CSR orientation and innovativeness.  

Corporate Social Responsibility (CSR) – the concept whereby firms integrate 

both social and environmental concerns in their business operations (Bansal, 

2005) – is an increasingly popular topic for explaining a firm’s competitive 

position as well as the firm’s contribution to society (Hart, 1995; Orlitzky, 

Schmidt and Rynes, 2003; Vilanova, Lozano and Arenas, 2009). The interest for 

CSR is caused, on the one hand, by the awareness of customers, investors and 

employees for corporate social behavior (Sen et al., 2006; Wagner, Lutz and 

Weitz, 2009). On the other hand, firms cope with an increased scarcity of 

natural resources and social capital, which urges them to reconsider the 

company’s impact on environmental and societal degradation (Hart, 1995). 

Despite the current popularity, research on the relationship between a CSR 

orientation and competitiveness remains inconclusive (Barnett and Salomon, 

2006; Margolis and Walsh, 2003; McWilliams and Siegel, 2000; Orlitzky et al., 

2003).  

Researchers have suggested that CSR potentially impacts firm competitiveness 

and society through innovation (Husted and Allen, 2007; Porter and Kramer, 

2006). Even though innovation is regarded strategically relevant for both CSR 

and firm competitiveness (Husted, 2000; Porter and van der Linde, 1995a), 

empirical support for the link between CSR and innovation has been limited to 

moderating effects based on R&D expenditure and industry characteristics 

(Hull and Rothenberg, 2008; McWilliams and Siegel, 2000). These moderating 

effects however, do not explain the potential development of a firm’s 

innovative capabilities which are necessary to respond to CSR requirements. 

Moreover, most research on the relationship between CSR and innovation has 

only been conducted at the industry-level (Jennings and Zandbergen, 1995; 

Porter and van der Linde, 1995b). 



Creating Societal Value 71 

Departing from our overall research framework in Chapter 1, this study 

elaborates on the effects of CSR and innovativeness on a firm’s CSR reputation 

and customer satisfaction. Firstly, we examine CSR and innovativeness at the 

individual firm. We assess the value that is created by CSR and innovativeness 

by means of the focal firm’s CSR reputation and its customer’s satisfaction. 

Customers appear to be important evaluators of the societal value delivered 

through products, services, and reputation (Sen et al., 2006). Since firms rely on 

suppliers for matters such as acquisition of raw materials and components, 

energy, and labor (Carter and Rogers, 2008; Klassen, 2009), we also examine 

CSR and innovation at a key supplier of the focal firm. In doing so, we 

acknowledge that CSR practices relate to upstream and downstream supply 

chain partners (Klassen, 2009). Consequently, the central question of this 

chapter is: What is the impact of a supplier on the ability of a focal firm to act socially 

responsible and foster its CSR reputation and customer’s satisfaction?  

We start our theoretical development with the reasoning of Porter and Kramer 

(2006) who suggest that business impacts society through a sense-and-

response mechanism. A CSR orientation supports firms to ‘sense’ the 

demands, developments and expectations in society. Based on this societal 

intelligence, firms can ‘respond’ to these societal demands through the 

development of innovative solutions. The reasoning of this sense-and-response 

mechanism nicely fits a recent research stream on resource management 

(Sirmon et al., 2007). This resource management view explains why a firm’s 

resources may be regarded valuable by its stakeholders. Through a specific 

stakeholder orientation (sense), firms are better able to purposefully direct 

their resources, capabilities and competences to match the needs of these 

stakeholders (response) (Sirmon et al., 2008; Sirmon and Hitt, 2009; Sirmon et 

al., 2007). We will thus use the resource management view to develop our 

conceptual model and hypotheses.  

To test our hypotheses, we use the data that were collected in 88 supply chains 

consisting of a supplier, a focal firm and a customer. We examine two 

variables at the focal firm: CSR orientation and innovativeness. At the 

supplier, we investigate the same variables. As dependent variables in our 

research model, we use the focal firm’s CSR reputation and customer 



72 Chapter 3 

satisfaction5 (Gautam, Jay and Waleed, 2004), both evaluated by the customer. 

Because of the internal focus of the resource management view, we include 

two moderating variables on the relationship between focal firm’s CSR and 

innovativeness, i.e. the presence of a CSR-based reward system and top 

management support for CSR.  

Our study contributes to the development of theory in four ways. Firstly, we 

contribute to the resource management view by elaborating on the role of an 

external orientation in developing the innovative capabilities of the firm. 

Secondly, we complement the resource management view with internal 

moderating variables that potentially facilitate effective resource management. 

Thirdly, we elaborate on the relationship between CSR and innovativeness in a 

supply chain context, thereby extending the application of the resource 

management view beyond the boundaries of the individual firm. Fourthly, we 

contribute to a managerial understanding of the effects of CSR practices on 

innovativeness in supply chain relationships. 

 

3.2. Theoretical Background: a Resource Management View 

Porter and Kramer (2006) argue that the activities of business and society are 

interrelated and that they depend on each other for future developments and 

progress. They suggest that the well-functioning of society requires business to 

develop products, processes and technologies that meet societal needs. By 

committing to Corporate Social Responsibility (CSR) orientation, an individual 

firm stimulates an outside-in sensing process for gaining intelligence on societal 

requirements. Moreover, Porter and Kramer (2006) suggest that a firm’s 

contribution to the development of society resides in its (innovative) response 

to these societal needs. Such a response requires adaptation of internal 

business practices within the firm, related to pollution prevention, product-

stewardship, sustainable development (Hart, 1995), safety, wellness and 

                                                           

 

 
5 Customer satisfaction in this Chapter equals the concept of end-user satisfaction used 

in the previous Chapter.  
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diversity (Klassen, 2009). Innovativeness then acts as the inside-out response 

mechanism through which a firm is able to adequately fulfill societal demands 

through the way it develops products, conducts processes, selects partners, 

and finds new concepts. The reasoning of Porter and Kramer is illustrative, but 

lacks a sound theoretical basis, as well as empirical support.  

 

3.2.1. The Resource Management View 

For further examination of the sense-and-response mechanism we adopt the 

resource management view, which was briefly discussed in Chapter 1. The 

resource management view states that a firm’s resources do not exist in 

isolation; their value is determined by the context in which they are applied 

(Katila and Shane, 2005). The resource management view complements the 

resource-based view with an explanation of how firms transform resources to 

create value (Sirmon et al., 2007). This is done through the structuring, 

bundling and leveraging of the firm’s internal resources. Essential is that these 

processes are guided by an external orientation (Sirmon et al., 2007). The role 

of an external orientation, of any nature, is to provide the necessary 

information for strategic guidance and management decisions. “(..) Effectively 

and efficiently managing resources within a firm’s given environmental 

context, ultimately determines the amount of value the firm maintains and 

generates over time (p.274).” A CSR orientation is such an external orientation 

that creates value by the way internal resources and capabilities are used and 

adapted to satisfy societal needs.  

 

3.2.2. CSR Orientation 

CSR has become an increasingly important external orientation for many firms 

due to an increased dependence on the natural environment, the desired 

transparency in global business networks and changes towards more ethically-

concerned stakeholder demands. Corporate Social Responsibility (CSR) is an 

external orientation that intends to integrate external developments related to 
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the society and the environment into the firm’s business operations (Bansal, 

2005). The parallel to the idea of Porter and Kramer (2006) is clear. A CSR 

orientation is a means through which a firm identifies and integrates external 

demands from society in its strategic guidance to adjust the firm-wide resource 

management practices. A CSR orientation puts specific and often constraining 

requirements on the firm’s current resources as well as on the development of 

capabilities to realize a societal contribution. The development of new 

capabilities may determine the extent to which the firm can actually deliver 

valuable, appropriate and sustainable solutions for society. In accordance with 

the theoretical development in Chapter 1 and the definition of market 

orientation in Chapter 2, we define CSR orientation as the set of cross-

functional processes and activities directed at continuously identifying and 

integrating environmental and societal needs in business processes (adapted 

from Deshpandé and Farley, 1998).  

 

3.2.3. CSR Orientation and Innovativeness 

When adopting a CSR orientation, firms are likely to adapt and change 

products, processes, and business concepts to make them correspond to their 

CSR ambitions (Nijhof et al., 2008). A CSR orientation thus becomes input for a 

larger planning and decision-making process that requires changes in the 

internal resource management practices. The pursuit of a CSR orientation 

often leads to a thorough review of the current operational processes, the used 

materials and components, and the products, services or processes the firm 

wants to deliver. As a result, firms that want to reduce energy consumption, 

ban toxic chemicals, or increase the usage of recyclable materials, cannot do 

otherwise than to leave their old resource management practices.  

We therefore argue – in line with Porter and Kramer (2006) – that adopting a 

CSR orientation fosters a change in the way a firm manages its resources. A 

greater need for an innovative and creative response will arise: “Necessity is 

the mother of invention” (Cummings, 1965, p. 220). This necessity evokes the 

search for new combinations of resources which can be interpreted as a firm’s 

innovativeness. Innovativeness in this context refers to the openness of a firm’s 
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members to unconventional knowledge bases and new opportunities (Hurley 

and Hult, 1998). It happens at the initiation stage of the innovation process 

where the firm recognizes the need for developing ideas and for searching 

new resource combinations. As such, innovativeness represents a key 

capability through which firms develop solutions for the CSR challenges they 

face.  

The effect of a CSR orientation on the development of innovativeness is 

hampered or fostered by the internal adoption of CSR practices. Two 

important antecedents in that respect are top management support and the 

internal reward system. The effect of a CSR orientation is stronger when 

resource management practices are supported by the top management and 

rewards. 

 

3.2.4. CSR Orientation and Innovativeness in Supply Chains  

The development of CSR practices depends to a large extent on the interaction 

and collaboration with supply chain partners such as customers and suppliers. 

Customers are directly affected by the focal firm’s CSR ambitions. Empirical 

studies reveal that solutions developed in a constrained setting are more 

creative and innovative than those that developed through a conventional way 

of working (Moreau and Dahl, 2005). This is particularly interesting because 

customers seem to be receptive to the originality of these creative outcomes 

(Dahl and Moreau, 2002). One of the prospected benefits of pursuing a CSR 

orientation is a better reputation with stakeholders. Firms that comply with 

the expectations of external stakeholders, for instance through providing social 

and environmental transparency and engaging stakeholder groups, tend to 

lower the risk of consumer boycotts and actions by non-governmental 

organizations (Carter and Rogers, 2008). Moreover, as some consumer groups 

specifically choose to purchase CSR related products, a good CSR reputation 

may positively influence its customers’ goodwill and purchasing behavior 

(Godfrey, Merrill and Hansen, 2009).  

Likewise, firms demand from their suppliers to contribute to sustainable 

supply chain practices (Carter and Jennings, 2004; Jiang, 2009). Although the 
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resource management view is focused on management of the firm’s internal 

resources and capabilities, other researchers have suggested that firms obtain 

competitiveness through developing internal capabilities as well as through 

leveraging capabilities of their suppliers (Azadegan et al., 2008). In the 

previous two chapters we have discussed the increasing dependence of firms 

on supplier resources and capabilities. Accordingly, we may expect that the 

acquisition of resources is also guided by the firm’s external orientation. It thus 

seems appropriate to take supplier’s CSR and innovative capabilities into 

account when discussing the effects of resources on CSR reputation and 

customer satisfaction.  

Based on the foregoing, we conclude that CSR orientation can be described as 

an antenna that enables firms to sense societal needs and requirements. 

Innovativeness is the capability through which firms are able to respond to 

these societal needs. This sense-and-response mechanism will foster their CSR 

reputation with many different stakeholders, amongst whom their customers. 

A CSR orientation also directs the acquisition of resources from suppliers. 

Moreover, innovativeness as a supplier capability is a potential valuable 

source for a focal firm for creating competitive advantage. 

 

3.3. A Conceptual Model for CSR Orientation and Innovativeness 

The conceptual model we propose in this study is presented in Figure 3.1. This 

conceptual model follows the reasoning developed in the theoretical 

background and applies it to three partners in a supply chain: a supplier, a 

focal firm and a customer. We examine CSR orientation and innovativeness at 

the focal firm. We also examine two moderating variables at the focal firm: 

CSR top management commitment and a CSR-based reward system. A similar 

mechanism of CSR orientation and innovation is assumed at the supplier. The 

effects of CSR orientation and innovativeness are evaluated at the customer of 

the focal firm by measuring CSR reputation and customer satisfaction. 
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Figure 3.1 - Conceptual Model on Supply Chain Effects of  

CSR Orientation and Innovativeness 

 

3.4. Research Hypotheses  

In line with our previous discussion, we postulate that CSR orientation is the 

sensing mechanism for identifying social and environmental requirements that 

a firm wants to embed in its processes. We suggest that this CSR orientation 

generally constrains the use of certain inputs and thereby invokes 

innovativeness in the firm. Innovativeness represents the response to changing 

stakeholder demands. This sense-and-response mechanism within firms is 

expected to create value for to customers and society as a whole.  

 

3.4.1. CSR Orientation and Innovativeness 

A firm committed to CSR, will use, change its resource management practices 

in such a way that CSR determines the ways through which the firm develops 

products, processes and new business propositions in accordance to 

developments and expectations in society (Porter and Kramer, 2006). 

Consequently, a CSR orientation will impact the firm’s proposition towards its 

customer, its internal processes, and the acquisition of resources with its 

suppliers. In contrast to other external orientations such as the previously 
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discussed concept of market orientation, a CSR orientation is specifically 

interesting because it posits constraints on the resources currently used. From 

research on behavior in constrained settings we learn that when the expected 

resources are no more available, people search beyond their immediate 

workgroup and develop a more innovative and open attitude (Moreau and 

Dahl, 2005). Adopting a CSR orientation generally implies that firms start 

doing things differently. Thereby, a CSR orientation influences the design of 

new resource management strategies, the change of routines, the development 

and diffusion of knowledge, and the openness to new opportunities in the 

environment (Sirmon et al., 2007). Thus, firms have to move beyond the status 

quo to find new ideas, resources, and capabilities to develop an adequate 

response (Dahl and Moreau, 2002). Therefore we hypothesize:  

HYPOTHESIS 1a. Focal firm’s CSR orientation is positively related to focal firm’s 

innovativeness. 

The supplier firm operates in a similar way when it comes to adopting a CSR 

orientation. Therefore, we hypothesize a similar relationship to exist between 

supplier’s CSR orientation and supplier’s innovativeness:  

HYPOTHESIS 1b. Supplier’s CSR orientation is positively related to supplier’s 

innovativeness. 

 

3.4.2. CSR Orientation, Innovativeness, Reputation and Customer Satisfaction 

In addition, CSR orientation might directly affect a firm’s customer. Today 

CSR is valued by many stakeholder of the firm, and enhances the CSR 

reputation of the firm, which, in turn, may positively affect the firm’s 

competitiveness. A firm’s reputation in society is based on a perceptual 

representation of the firm's CSR actions (Hansen et al., 2008). Supported by 

annual reports and experiences of employees, customers and investors, a CSR 

orientation contributes to a better CSR reputation of the firm in society. Our 

interest goes to the CSR reputation of the focal firm assessed by the customer. 

Therefore we hypothesize: 

HYPOTHESIS 2. Focal firm’s CSR orientation is positively related to its CSR 

reputation. 
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A firm’s reputation affects customer satisfaction as well as customer loyalty, 

customer trust and customer retention (Walsh et al., 2009b; Walsh, Beatty and 

Shiu, 2009a). From consumer studies we know that an increase in CSR 

reputation increases the willingness of consumers to buy from, work for, or 

invest in a firm (Bansal, 2005). A good CSR reputation creates goodwill for the 

firm amongst its stakeholders as well as affective commitment towards the 

stakeholder-firm relationship and a motivation to maintain that relationship 

(Dahui, Browne and Chau, 2006). A positive CSR reputation could therefore 

result into a higher appreciation and satisfaction by current customers. 

Therefore we hypothesize: 

HYPOTHESIS 3. CSR reputation is positively related to customer satisfaction. 

 

The resource management view suggests that newness, innovativeness and 

originality very likely create value to customers (Sirmon et al., 2007). As we 

have argued in Chapter 2, innovativeness allows firms to improve the firm’s 

processes and bring better and more innovative products and services to the 

market. Innovativeness is known to result in more implementations and 

realizations of products and processes that better serve current and future 

customer markets (Hurley and Hult, 1998; Menguc and Auh, 2006). Bringing 

more diverse and external ideas and concepts into the innovation process 

increases creativity of the solution (Dahl and Moreau, 2002; Moreau and Dahl, 

2005) and the performance of the new product in the customer market 

(Simpson et al., 2006; Song and Di Benedetto, 2008). Therefore we hypothesize:  

HYPOTHESIS 4. Focal firm’s innovativeness is positively related to customer 

satisfaction. 

 

3.4.3. CSR Orientation and Innovativeness in Supply Chains 

A CSR orientation is not only applied to the resources within the individual 

firm, but equally applies to the resources the firm acquires from its suppliers. 

“SCM [Supply Chain Management] accounts for the majority of most firms' 

external spending, and has a large influence on the social, economic and 
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environmental aspects of many areas of business” (Tate, Ellram and Kirchoff, 

2010). In line with the previous sections, we may expect that the more CSR-

oriented the focal firm, the more stringent the demands imposed on the 

supplier’s CSR practices. Labor conditions, compliance with regulations, 

material requirements, and energy consumption are only few of the topics that 

are addressed in supplier relationship management (Klassen, 2009). Because 

firms are held responsible for the sustainability and social practice in their 

supply chains (Tate et al., 2010), they try to collaborate with CSR-oriented 

suppliers, or enforce improvement of the suppliers’ CSR profile. We expect 

that the more CSR-oriented the focal firm, the more CSR-oriented the suppliers 

it deals with. Therefore we hypothesize:  

HYPOTHESIS 5. Focal firm’s CSR orientation is positively related to supplier’s 

CSR orientation. 

 

We have argued in Chapter 2 that most firms depend on the contribution of 

their key suppliers for complementing external resources and capabilities to 

fulfill demands (Heide, 1994; Pfeffer and Salancik, 1978). Also the resource 

management view acknowledges that firms benefit from access to valuable, 

unique, inimitable and non-substitutable supplier resources. Thus, suppliers 

with innovative capabilities will be able to bring the focal firm the input that 

allows the focal firm to respond to customer needs more adequately. Therefore 

we hypothesize:  

HYPOTHESIS 6. Supplier’s innovativeness is positively related to focal firm’s 

innovativeness. 

 

3.4.4. Moderating Effects of Top Management Support and CSR-Based Reward 

The resource management view takes a managerial perspective on resources 

and their deployment. Such a managerial perspective implies that managerial 

action affects the relationship between a CSR orientation and innovativeness. 

Two crucial antecedents with respect to the adoption of new business practices 

are top management support and an appropriate reward system (Jaworski and 
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Kohli, 1993; Kirca et al., 2005). Top managers shape the values and orientations 

of a firm (Day, 1994; Webster, Jr., 1988). Employees tend to focus their efforts 

on activities that receive administrative and/or social reward (Schafer 

Mahoney and Thorn, 2006). We thus believe that top management support for 

CSR and a CSR-based reward system enhance the effect of a focal firm’s CSR 

orientation on its innovativeness. We thus hypothesize:  

HYPOTHESIS 7: Top management emphasis positively moderates the relationship 

between focal firm’s CSR orientation and innovativeness. 

HYPOTHESIS 8: A CSR-based reward system positively moderates the 

relationship between focal firm’s CSR orientation and innovativeness. 

 

3.5. Method 

 

3.5.1. Measures 

In our questionnaire we used existing item scales from literature where 

possible. This means that for CSR orientation we developed a new scale. 

Appendix 1 provides the measurement scales of the survey and the response 

format (1-7 point Likert scale). 

Focal firm variables. At the focal firm we assessed a focal firm’s CSR 

orientation and focal firm’s innovativeness. CSR orientation should represent 

the identification and embedding of societal demands in business operations 

and the willingness to provide a response to societal needs. The orientation 

scale for market orientation served as a starting point for describing CSR 

orientation. We adapted the items in the short scale of Deshpandé and Farley 

(1998) with the three dominant application domains for corporate social 

responsibility of Bansal (2005): environmental assessment, social issue 

management, and ethical business behavior (Brammer and Pavelin, 2006; 

Clarkson, 1995; Waddock and Graves, 1997). After the pre-test, modification, 

exploratory and confirmatory factor analyses, we continued with a 7-item scale 

for the focal firm’s CSR orientation (α=.87), including items such as ‘we 
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monitor the environmental impact of our business (unit),’ and ‘we ask our 

customers to evaluate our corporate social responsibility activities.’ In our 

research innovativeness is an attitudinal characteristic of the focal firm. Similar 

to the previous chapters we used the scale of Hurley and Hult (1998) (for more 

detailed information the reader is referred to section 2.5.2 on page 52) . 

Top management support for CSR is adapted from the scale of top 

management support suggested by Jaworski and Kohli (1993) and measured 

by a 3-item scale including items such as ‘we try to convince employees that 

our business activities must match societal needs’ and ‘we constantly 

propagate that social responsibility is one of the pillars our business is based 

on.’ The scale for CSR-based reward system initially consisted of two items, 

one representing recognition and one representing monetary incentives for 

senior managers. After the factor analyses we continue with a single item, 

‘corporate social responsibility is one of the criteria that influence senior 

manager's pay in this business unit.’ 

Supplier variables. At the supplier, we asked for the supplier’ CSR orientation 

and supplier’s innovativeness. The original supplier’s CSR orientation scale 

was identical to the scale of the focal firm’s CSR orientation. After the factor 

analyses, we continued with the 4-item subset of the scale (α=.90) including 

items such as ‘we define corporate social responsibility as one aspect of our 

strategy for competitive advantage’ and ‘we know that we care more about the 

environment than our main competitors.’ For supplier’s innovativeness – 

slightly adapted from Hurley and Hult (1998) – we used a 2-item scale 

consisting of the items ‘in our firm it is readily accepted to develop (technical) 

innovations based on research results’ and ‘in our firm, innovation is 

considered crucial in project management.’  

Customer variables. At the customer we measured customer satisfaction and 

the CSR reputation of the focal firm. Customer satisfaction was defined by the 

satisfaction that accumulates across a series of transactions or service 

encounters (Lam et al., 2004). Customer satisfaction was measured with the 

same 4-item scale as end-user satisfaction in the previous chapter (section 2.5.2 

starting on page 52). Our scale for CSR reputation is inspired by existing 

literature on customer-based corporate reputation (Hansen et al., 2008; Walsh 
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et al., 2009b; Walsh et al., 2009a). Our construct was measured using a one-

dimensional scale addressing the business-to-business exchange relationship 

(Hansen et al., 2008, p.208). We define CSR reputation as the perceptual 

representation of the firm's overall CSR appeal when compared with rivals. 

Our 7-item scale evaluated CSR reputation in general, CSR reputation 

compared to competitors, and CSR reputation perceived by colleagues. 

Questions were for instance, ‘compared to its competitors, this supplier 

delivers the most environmentally friendly products/services’ and ‘this 

supplier is an example of a socially responsible actor in business.’ 

 

3.5.2. Sample and Data Collection 

In this research project we followed the same approach for data collection as 

presented in the previous chapter (Chapter 2 on Customer Value). For details 

on the data collection we refer to paragraph 2.5.3 on page 53. 

 

3.5.3. Analysis 

Table 3.1 displays the descriptive statistics for and correlations between the 

main constructs in our conceptual model. We began by purifying our 

measurement scales by performing an exploratory factor analysis (EFA) using 

principal component analysis in SAS 9.1. After performing the EFA we 

reviewed each construct and deleted items that loaded on multiple constructs 

or had low item-to-construct loadings. Subsequently, we performed a 

confirmatory factor analysis (CFA) by means of the maximum likelihood 

estimation in LISREL 8.72 to check for additional adjustments. Because of the 

limited number of matched chains, we performed separate CFA’s for each of 

the respondent groups: for the customer variables, the focal firm variables and 

the supplier variables. The measurement models based on the results of the 

CFA’s are presented in Table 3.2. 
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Table 3.1 - Descriptive Statistics and Correlation Matrix 

  Mean St. 

dev. 

A B C D E Respondent 

Customer satisfaction A 5.70 .71      Customer 

CSR reputation B 4.64 .92 .41*     Customer 

Focal firm CSR orientation C 4.50 1.53 .20 .32**    Focal firm 

Focal firm innovativeness D 5.28 1.29 .24** .04 .32*   Focal firm 

Supplier CSR orientation  E 4.99 1.39 .04 .13 .15 -.10  Supplier 

Supplier innovativeness F 5.40 1.41 -.10 .08 .22** .22** .35** Supplier 

** p < 0.01, * p < 0.05 

 

In Table 3.2 we also report Cronbach’s alphas for the five constructs in the 

sample. The construct reliabilities ranged from .66 to .90, which indicated that 

all reliabilities but one were in the acceptable range suggested in literature 

(Nunnally, 1978). The measurement model for each subset of the variables 

demonstrated a good fit (Hair et al., 2006). The scales demonstrate convergent 

validity because all loadings on the respective constructs are highly significant 

(p<.001) and standardized loadings of the items were greater than .50 (Fornell 

and Larcker, 1981). The composite reliabilities were also well above the .70 

threshold (Fornell and Larcker, 1981). The average variance extracted (AVE’s) 

were all but one above the .50 threshold. A statistical check for a one-factor 

model is the Harman's single-factor test (Podsakoff et al., 2003). We forced the 

constructs per respondent into a one factor model in a confirmatory factor 

analysis. The customer model demonstrated a change in Δχ2/dfcustomer=16.63/1 

and the focal firm/supplier model a change of respectively Δχ2/dffocal 

firm=50.24/1, Δχ2/dfsupplier=18.58/1, both indicating an extremely bad fit, 

significantly worse than the fit of our measurement model reported Table 3.2. 

We also concluded discriminant validity from the absence of inter-factor 

correlations with a confidence interval containing a value of one (p<.01) and 

insignificance in the Lagrange multiplier test of all item-level correlations 

between constructs (Kim et al., 2006). Examination of the patterns of item-item 

correlations and item-total correlations indicated that there were no deviations 

from internal and external consistency. Thus, we conclude that the 

measurement model adequately fits the data, and the testing of the structural 

model is appropriate.  
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Table 3.2 - Confirmatory Factor Analysis: Factor Loadings, T-Values, Cronbach’s α, Average 

Variances Extracted (AVE) and Composite Reliabilities (CR) 

Construct  

 

Item Factor Loadings T-Value Cronbach’s α, 

AVE and CR 

Customer satisfaction 

 

CS1 

CS2 

CS3 

CS4 

.80 

.89 

.68 

.84 

8.66 

10.15 

6.90 

9.26 

α = .86 

AVE =.65 

CR =.88 

CSR reputation SOV1 

SOV2 

SOV3 

SOV4 

SOV5 

SOV6 

SOV7 

.80 

.65 

.89 

.68 

.70 

.66 

.84 

8.75 

6.62 

10.24 

6.98 

7.15 

6.68 

9.39 

α = .90 

AVE =.56 

CR =.90 

 

χ2=48.35, df=41, RMSEA=.045, ECVI=1.13, NFI=.95, NNFI=.99, PNFI=.71, CFI=.99, IFI=.99, GFI=.91, 

AGFI=.85, PGFI=.56 

Focal firm’s CSR 

orientation 

SO1 

SO2 

SO3 

SO4 

SO5 

SO6 

SO7 

.77 

.69 

.79 

.63 

.69 

.65 

.62 

8.16 

7.00 

8.44 

6.24 

6.90 

6.46 

6.10 

α = .87 

AVE =.50 

CR =.85 

 

Focal firm’s 

innovativeness 

INN1 

INN2 

INN3 

.58 

.68 

.74 

4.98 

5.74 

6.16 

α = .70 

AVE =.45 

CR =.81 

χ2=38.29, df=34, RMSEA=.038, ECVI=.92, NFI=.94, NNFI=.99, PNFI=.71, CFI=1.00, IFI=1.00, GFI=.92, 

AGFI=.87, PGFI=.57 

Supplier’s CSR 

orientation  

SSO1 

SSO2 

SSO3 

SSO4 

.78 

.67 

.78 

.64 

7.83 

6.48 

7.62 

6.09 

α = .90 

AVE =.51 

CR =.81 

Supplier’s 

innovativeness 

SINN1 

SINN3 

.92 

.56 

5.11 

4.03 

α = .66 

AVE =.57 

CR =.71 

χ2=9.99, df=8, RMSEA=.053, ECVI=.41, NFI=.95, NNFI=.98, PNFI=.51, CFI=.99, IFI=.99, GFI=.96, 

AGFI=.90, PGFI=.37 
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Similar to our approach in Chapter 2, we ran two analyses. Firstly, we conduct 

the analysis for the main model. Secondly, we conduct an analysis that 

includes the moderating effects. The structural relations among the constructs 

were examined with path analysis using the maximum likelihood estimation 

procedure in LISREL 8.72. The structural model of the main model provided 

an acceptable fit. Examination of the modification indices suggested that one 

additional respecification would significantly improve the fit, and make 

theoretical sense (Young, 1977). In our theoretical development we 

acknowledged that a CSR orientation initially constrains moving space of the 

firm. We also suggested that firms prefer to cooperate with CSR-oriented 

suppliers. However, we did not incorporate the effect of the supplier’s CSR 

constrains on the focal firm. The focal firm is confronted with the supplier’s 

restrictions that are inherent to the supplier’s developing CSR orientation, but 

is not in the position to do something about these restrictions. In the discussion 

section we will elaborate on this additional path. We reran the path model on 

the sample with an additional arrow between the supplier’s CSR orientation 

and focal firm’s innovativeness. This arrow made sense and significantly 

improved the fit: Δχ2/df=4.98/1. The path coefficient estimates resulting from 

this analysis of the main effects are presented in Figure 3.2. The model fit was 

χ2=9.13 df=7, RMSEA=.059, ECVI=.43, NFI=.86, NNFI=.90, PNFI=.40, CFI=.95, 

IFI=.96, SRMR=.054, GFI=.97, AGFI=.90, PGFI=.32. Considering the χ2/df-ratio, 

RMSEA, CFI, IFI and SRMR, the main model fits our data well. 

 



Creating Societal Value 87 

Focal Firm CustomerSupplier

Supplier’s CSR 

orientation

Supplier’s

innovativeness

Focal firm’s CSR 

orientation
CSR reputation

Focal firm’s

innovativeness

Customer

satisfaction

.48** (H1b) .36* (H1a)

.18* (H4)

.28* (H2)

.38* (H3)

.35* (H6)

-.37*

.19 n.s. (H5) 

 

χ2=9.13 df=7, RMSEA=.059, ECVI=.43, NFI=.86, NNFI=.90, PNFI=.40, CFI=.95, IFI=.96, SRMR=.054, 

GFI=.97, AGFI=.90, PGFI=.32 

* p<0.05 

Figure 3.2 - Standardized Path Coefficient Estimates of the Main Model 

Next, we examined the model including top management support and the 

CSR-based rewards systems. Several fit indices improve, some other become 

worse. The difference between the two models cannot be readily compared, 

because they include a different number of variables. However, when we 

compare the models on the Δχ2/df-ratio, we see that the moderated model 

performs ca. 19% worse than the main model. Additionally, the coefficients of 

the path estimates seem sensitive to the inclusion of the moderator variables 

and seem inflated. This may be due to multicollinearity between the variables 

and the small sample size. We thus are cautious with the interpretation of the 

result of the moderated model as presented in Figure 3.3. In Appendix 3, we 

visually represent the moderation effect of a CSR-based reward system. 
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Focal Firm CustomerSupplier

Supplier’s CSR 

orientation

Supplier’s 

innovativeness

Focal firm’s CSR 

orientation
CSR reputation

Focal firm’s 

innovativeness

Customer 

satisfaction

.48 ** 

(H1b )

2.24 ns  (H1a)

.20 * (H2 )

.25 ** (H3 )

.41 * (H6 )

.12 ns (H5 )

.39 ** (H4 )

CSR Top 

Management 

Emphasis

CSR-based

Reward 

System

.02 ns  (H)

.19**  

(H8)

.84**  (H1)

.-.08 ns  

(H7)

-.33 *

 
χ2=38.97 df=25, RMSEA=.0087, ECVI=1.14, NFI=.89, NNFI=.92, PNFI=.49, CFI=.96, IFI=.96, 

SRMR=.068, GFI=.92, AGFI=.82, PGFI=.42 

** p<0.05, ** p<0.01 

Figure 3.3 - Standardized Path Coefficient Estimates of the Moderated Model 

 

3.6. Results 

The results in Figure 3.2 support our conceptual model to a large extent. In 

general, we found support for the relationship between CSR orientation and 

innovativeness, both at the supplier and the focal firm. We did not find a direct 

relationship between a focal firm’s CSR orientation and a supplier’s CSR 

orientation. However, a supplier’s innovativeness affects a focal firm’s 

innovativeness, which in turn is associated with customer satisfaction. To 

recap the results of each hypothesis, we report the results from the main effects 

models in Figure 3.2. Hypothesis 1a, relating CSR orientation and 

innovativeness at the focal firm was supported with a β-coefficient of .36 

(p<.05) and hypothesis 1b at the supplier was supported with a β-coefficient of 

.48 (p<.01). Hypothesis 2, which expected a positive relationship between a 

focal firm’s CSR orientation and CSR reputation was supported (β=.28; p<.05). 

Also hypothesis 3, which related CSR reputation to customer satisfaction was 

supported (β=.38; p<.05). In line with hypothesis 4, we observed a positive 

relationship between a focal firm’s innovativeness and customer satisfaction 

(β=.38; p<.05). Hypothesis 5 suggested a positive relationship between a focal 

firm’s CSR orientation and a supplier’s CSR orientation. This relationship was 
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not supported by our findings. Finally, hypothesis 6, suggesting a positive 

impact of supplier’s innovativeness on focal firm’s innovativeness, was 

supported (β=.35; p<.05). Although not hypothesized in our conceptual model, 

our data revealed a negative association between a supplier’s CSR orientation 

and focal firm’s innovativeness (β=-.37; p<.05). We will elaborate on a potential 

explanation in the discussion section.  

The moderator model in Figure 3.3 provides a similar picture as the results 

without the moderators. These are all signs that caution is required for 

interpreting the moderator outcomes. The relationship between a focal firm’s 

CSR orientation and a focal firm’s innovativeness changes due to the 

moderating effects. CSR top management emphasis shows only a direct effect 

on focal firm’s CSR orientation (β=.84; p<.01). The interaction term between 

CSR-based reward system and CSR orientation positively affects focal firm’s 

innovativeness (β=.19; p<.01). As the relationship between focal firm’s CSR 

orientation and innovativeness turns insignificant, the reward system seems to 

fully moderate the relationship between CSR and innovativeness. Table 3.3 

provides an overview of the accepted and rejected hypotheses.  

 

Table 3.3 – An Overview of the Accepted and Rejected Hypotheses 

HYPOTHESIS 1a 
Focal firm’s CSR orientation is positively related to 

focal firm’s innovativeness. 
Accepted 

HYPOTHESIS 1b 
Supplier’s CSR orientation is positively related to 

supplier’s innovativeness. 
Accepted 

HYPOTHESIS 2 
Focal firm’s CSR orientation is positively related to its 

CSR reputation. 
Accepted 

HYPOTHESIS 3 
CSR reputation is positively related to customer 

satisfaction. 
Accepted 

HYPOTHESIS 4 
Focal firm’s innovativeness is positively related to 

customer satisfaction. 
Accepted 

HYPOTHESIS 5 
Focal firm’s CSR orientation is positively related to 

supplier’s CSR orientation. 
Rejected 

HYPOTHESIS 6 
Supplier’s innovativeness is positively related to focal 

firm’s innovativeness. 
Accepted 
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HYPOTHESIS 7 

Top management emphasis positively moderates the 

relationship between focal firm’s CSR orientation and 

innovativeness. 

Rejected 

HYPOTHESIS 8 

A CSR-based reward system positively moderates the 

relationship between focal firm’s CSR orientation and 

innovativeness. 

Accepted 

 

 

3.7. Discussion and Conclusion 

The key objective of this study was to examine the impact of a supplier on the 

ability of a focal firm to act socially responsible and foster its CSR reputation 

and customer satisfaction. The relationship between CSR and innovativeness 

had been noted by other researchers, but in this study we have empirically 

tested this relationship. We have built on the resource management view, 

suggesting that CSR orientation is a guiding principle that constrains a firm’s 

current product and process solutions and therefore fosters the innovativeness 

of the firm. Overall, our findings support our claim that a CSR orientation 

enhances firm innovativeness. This relationship seems moderated by a CSR-

based reward system. The focal firm’s CSR orientation enhances the firm’s 

CSR reputation at its customers, which in turn affects the customer’s 

satisfaction with the focal firm. Focal firm’s innovativeness also affects 

customer satisfaction. Moreover, innovative suppliers foster the focal firm’s 

innovativeness. We found a negative relationship between a supplier’s CSR 

orientation and a focal firm’s innovativeness. The direct effect of a supplier’s 

CSR orientation on a focal firm’s innovativeness is negative, while the indirect 

path – via supplier’s innovativeness – positively impacts a focal firm’s 

innovativeness. 

 

3.7.1. Theoretical Contribution 

These findings have several implications for theory. Firstly, an intriguing 

finding of this study is the negative direct impact of the supplier’s CSR 

orientation and the focal firm’s innovativeness. The implication is that a 

supplier’s CSR orientation affects a focal firm’s innovativeness both positively 
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(through facilitating innovation) and negatively (through potential pitfalls). 

Given the mixed pattern, the current popularity of sustainable supply chain 

management should be viewed and embraced with caution. When developing 

CSR practices with supply chain partners, managers should avoid over-

optimism.  

There are far fewer studies reporting pitfalls of sustainable supply chain 

management than of its benefits. One of the pitfall characteristics among these 

studies is an over-emphasis on supplier compliance to codes of conduct 

(Nidumolu et al., 2009). Supplier codes of conduct generally represent an 

administrative enforcement of CSR requirements by means of paperwork, 

rigid specifications and frequent supplier audits (Jiang, 2009). Such an 

administrative enforcement may facilitate compliance according to the books, 

but lacks the richness of information to be exchanged between the focal firm 

and the supplier. Supplier codes of conduct do not lead to new insights, new 

product solutions or an effective exchange of knowledge, and may distract the 

attention of the innovative potential of the supplier’s CSR practices. Remote 

supervision of supplier compliance thus seems to impede the development of 

innovative solutions because of an administrative focus. The results of our 

study show that the richness of information and knowledge is created within 

the supplier innovation processes. When CSR practices are embedded within 

the supplier firm to develop innovative solutions, the focal firm will be able to 

capture rich, new and thus valuable insights from a supplier’s CSR orientation. 

A keen understanding of the supplier’s innovative potential would guide 

sustainable supply chain management beyond administrative compliance 

practices towards sustainable innovation management.  

Secondly, our results have implications for the resource management view. The 

findings in this chapter emphasize the importance of an external orientation 

for developing the internal firm’s capabilities. Similar to the previous chapter, 

the external orientation is only related to innovativeness. A CSR orientation (or 

market orientation) seems to give purpose and consequently value to the 

firm’s resources and capabilities. Also, the absence of a relationship between 

the focal firm’s CSR orientation and supplier’s CSR orientation favors an 

internal resource management view. The external orientation does not seem 
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useful for managing the resources, strategic guidance or capabilities of 

suppliers. Apparently, supplier capabilities need to be given purpose by the 

use within the processes of the focal firm.  

Finally, we contribute to the research stream on Corporate Social Responsibility. 

We have observed that the focal firm’s CSR orientation is not related to the 

supplier’s CSR orientation. Which is a rather surprising result, regarding the 

emphasis of firms on sustainable supply chain management (Krause, Vachon 

and Klassen, 2009; Linton, Klassen and Jayaraman, 2007). It seems that that 

talking about sustainable supply chains is not the same as realizing sustainable 

supply chains. One explanation may be that firms are still more concerned 

with their CSR reputation in relation to their customers than with their 

suppliers (Klassen, 2009; Wagner et al., 2009). Another explanation can be the 

existing focus on operational standard, such as ISO 14001, SA 8000, FSC and 

FLA in supply chain management, which often do not include stakeholder 

requirements (Mueller, Dos Santos and Seuring, 2009). Both these explanations 

suggest that a strategic view on CSR in supply chain relationships is scarcely 

developed.  

This suggests that our measurement scale for CSR orientation is valuable for 

future research. The development of such a scale was necessary because 

existing scales focus on the desired output of CSR practices, such as a 

percentage of realized energy reduction, the coverage of codes of conduct in 

the supply base, or the quality of CSR reports (Bansal, 2005; Tate et al., 2010). 

Instead of realized CSR targets, our scale describes the firm’s strategic 

direction aimed at identification of and response to societal, environmental 

and ethical requirements. With our newly develop scale, researchers will be 

able further examine CSR orientation within the firm and in the buyer-supplier 

interface. 

 

3.7.2. Practical Implications 

How can managers interpret these results? Firstly, the key outcome of this 

study is that CSR seems a driver of innovativeness. This result provides firms 

with a positive incentive to further explore and develop their CSR practices. 
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The adoption of CSR within their organizations can be promoted by top 

management support. Next to management support, embedding CSR in the 

reward systems of senior managers will facilitate a more open attitude for CSR 

opportunities. Benefits for the firm are twofold. A socially responsible attitude 

will realize a better reputation at the customer. Both the reputation and the 

firm’s increased innovative efforts will affect the satisfaction of the customer 

with the focal firm. It thus seems that a CSR orientation is highly appreciated 

by business customers. At the same time it is a driver of innovation with the 

firm.  

Secondly, we have found that CSR in supplier relationship management is 

more complex than meets the eye. The outcomes of this second study suggest 

that if a firm wants to benefit from the supplier’s CSR practices, it demands 

time, attention and maybe even investments from the focal firm. Focusing too 

heavily on supplier’s CSR compliance, for instance by overemphasizing 

supplier codes of conduct, may decrease the potential value contribution of the 

supplier to the focal firm. Managers need to allow the supplier to embed CSR 

requirements and ambitions into its business processes, products and services. 

Value creation through CSR in supply chains seems to require a long-term 

orientation that focuses on both CSR and innovation.  

Thirdly, similar to the results in Chapter 2, we see that supplier’s 

innovativeness stimulates a focal firm’s innovativeness. Key suppliers thus 

have valuable innovative potential. This potential needs to be unlocked within 

the focal firm’s processes. Our studies suggest that the value of supplier 

innovativeness is determined by the purpose that the focal firm gives to these 

supplier inputs. This means that those functions that interact with suppliers 

such as purchasing, production and product development need to be well 

aware of the strategic objective of the firm with regard to CSR. The 

responsibility of deployment of the supplier’s potential seems to reside with 

the focal firm.  

 



94 Chapter 3 

3.7.3. Limitations and Future Research  

Our research is not without limitations, unfortunately. Some of the limitations 

related to the research design, were already discussed in Chapter 2. We have 

some limitations that are specific to this chapter. Firstly, we have measured the 

realization of societal value through the firm’s CSR reputation at the customer. 

However, a CSR reputation with a customer does not equal the societal value 

that may be created in the eyes of political groups, government, specific 

societal stakeholders. It may be complicated to develop an appropriate 

assessment of societal value. However, considering the outcomes of this study, 

researchers should make efforts to survey multiple societal stakeholders to 

obtain a more all-round and maybe diverse evaluation of the potential value 

that the firm and its suppliers create for society.  

A second limitation is the firm-level unit of analysis adopted in this study. We 

have approached CSR and innovativeness from a rather abstract and strategic 

point of view. Since we sketched these traits, we suggest further examining 

CSR and innovation with more nuances. For instance, our measure for CSR 

orientation may be divided into three different dimensions of CSR: social, 

environmental and ethical. Also, innovativeness could be examined for 

different types of innovation such as product, process or business innovation. 

Future research could examine, for instance, whether social dimensions of CSR 

relate to process innovations, or whether environmental aspects are more often 

embedded in product innovations. Alternatively, we may expect different 

innovation outcomes from collaboration with suppliers than with customers. 

By doing so, we would be able to deepen the understanding which CSR 

dimensions affect which type business processes. 

Finally, our research focuses on innovativeness in the broadest sense. Our 

current research set up can therefore not differentiate between general 

innovations and CSR-related innovations. Considering the desired impact on 

societal and environmental development, future research may want zoom in 

on the role of CSR-related innovations on society and customers. Extending 

this research would further complement to the idea of Porter and Kramer 

(2006), which suggests that business and society interact through the 

continuous development of innovations and changing societal requirements. 
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Thereby we will be able to integrate the macro-economic perspective of Porter 

and Kramer with the micro-economic rationale of Corporate Social 

Responsibility in business practices.  

In conclusion, in this chapter we have examined the impact of suppliers on the 

ability to create societal value. CSR orientation seems to act as a guiding 

principle that drives competitiveness though innovativeness and CSR 

reputation. The next chapter will develop a shareholder perspective and look 

at the ability of a firm and its suppliers to realize financial performance by 

adopting three different stakeholder orientations, i.e. market orientation, CSR 

orientation and supplier orientation.  





 

Chapter 4  

Firm Performance: Managing for Multiple 

Stakeholders 6 

 

This chapter presents the third and final study of this dissertation and deals with a 

shareholder value perspective. We examine the interrelated effects of market 

orientation, CSR orientation and supplier orientation on a firm’s financial 

performance. Firstly, this chapter discusses how stakeholder theory is related to the 

different types of external orientation. Then, we build a conceptual model that relates 

the different external orientations to innovativeness, and current and expected 

financial performance. Using data from 88 buyer-supplier relationships, we reveal that 

a mediation model of external orientations fits better our data than an interaction 

model. 

 

                                                           

 

 
6 Next to Mirjam Kibbeling, Hans van der Bij, Arjan van Weele and Tony DiBenedetto 

contributed to this research project.  
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4.1. Introduction 

In this chapter we elaborate on the shareholder perspective by using the 

stakeholder theory as guiding theoretical perspective. We argue that managing 

for multiple stakeholders is more beneficial for the firm’s financial 

performance than a single focus on creating shareholder value. We bring 

forward several concepts and insights from the previous two chapters to 

develop a more complete and unified view on how firms may realize financial 

performance through adopting market orientation, CSR orientation and 

supplier orientation.  

During the past decade it has become clear that firms need to meet the 

interests of multiple stakeholders. Pursuing shareholder value as a main 

objective of the firm, meets increasing resistance (Heracleous and Lan, 2010). 

Some researchers suggest that the 21st century will be characterized by a 

customer dominance (Martin, 2010); others expect that business practice will 

be shaped by the limits of the natural ecosystem, in favor of a more social and 

environmental business rationale (Hart, 1995; Tate et al., 2010). While firms 

turn away from a single orientation on creating shareholder value (Clinton, 

2009), they commit to complex ambitions to serve a wider array of 

stakeholders such as customers, society and the environment (Harrison et al., 

2010). For attaining these ambitions, firms are more than ever dependent on 

their suppliers’ resources, competences and capabilities, required to fulfill 

multiple stakeholder needs and requirements in a timely fashion. 

Against this background, we want to relate market orientation and CSR 

orientation, as described in Chapter 2 and 3, to a firm’s current and expected 

performance. From existing research we know that market orientation is 

associated with innovation, product success, and ultimately to superior 

financial performance (Kirca et al., 2005; Kohli and Jaworski, 1990; Narver and 

Slater, 1990). Similarly, several researchers have suggested that CSR also 

contributes to improving the firm’s financial performance (Berman et al., 1999; 

Hull and Rothenberg, 2008; Luo and Bhattacharya, 2006; Porter and Kramer, 

2006). Little research, however, deals with the effects of multiple external 

orientations on a firm’s financial performance. Moreover, collaboration with 
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strategic suppliers is necessary to weigh and act upon the different stakeholder 

interests and create outstanding performance (Freeman, Andrew and Parmar, 

2004). The contribution of suppliers to such a stakeholder view on 

performance has not been addressed yet. 

Based upon literature we did not find any research that addressed: (1) whether 

multiple external orientations interact with each other, (2) whether these 

interactions impact innovativeness and financial performance, and (3) whether 

suppliers contribute to financial performance through external orientations 

and innovativeness. Therefore, the final study in this dissertation aims to 

answer the following research question: What is the impact of multiple external 

orientations at a focal firm and its suppliers on the ability of a focal firm to achieve 

current and expected firm performance? 

We complement market orientation and CSR orientation with the concepts of 

supplier orientation. Supplier orientation is defined as the processes and 

activities that are necessary to identify, select and collaborate with the most 

adequate suppliers. Rather than a focus on the least costly supplier, a supplier 

orientation is interested in a collaborative buyer-supplier relationship through 

which the supplier can best support the focal firm’s business processes. We 

adopt stakeholder theory as a guiding perspective to relate market orientation, 

CSR orientation and supplier orientation to the firm’s financial performance.  

In this final study, we adopt a dyadic perspective, focusing on the focal firm 

and one of its major suppliers. At the focal firm we examine three possibly 

interrelated external orientations: market orientation, CSR orientation and 

supplier orientation. At the supplier we study the supplier’s end-user 

orientation7 and the supplier’s CSR orientation. Moreover, we assess 

innovativeness at both the focal firm and the supplier. Finally, we explore 

effects of the external orientations and innovativeness on both current and 

expected financial performance. Using survey data from 88 matched buyer-

                                                           

 

 
7 For more detail on supplier’s end-user orientation, we refer to page 39 of Chapter 2. 
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supplier dyads existing of a focal firm and a major supplier, we test the 

relationships as well as the interaction effects between the external 

orientations.  

The current study responds to calls for cross-disciplinary research in the fields 

of marketing, corporate social responsibility, purchasing and supply 

management and stakeholder theory (Freeman et al., 2007). This study is, to 

our knowledge, the first in examining the effects of three external orientations 

on a firm’s financial performance. We are able to integrate the insights of our 

previous two studies on a more comprehensive model of stakeholder theory.  

 

4.2. Theoretical Background: a Stakeholder Perspective 

Stakeholder theory was first introduced in strategic management by Freeman 

(1984). The main premise of stakeholder theory is that firms have a 

responsibility to satisfy a broad array of stakeholder groups based on their 

specific demands (Harrison et al., 2010). Research into stakeholder theory can 

be categorized by three types: normative, descriptive and instrumental 

(Donaldson and Preston, 1995). Normative research focuses on how firms 

should deal with stakeholders and is at the core of the traditional theory of 

Freeman (1984). Descriptive research examines how firms actually deal with 

stakeholders. Instrumental research focused on the effects of a stakeholder 

orientation on business performance and stakeholder outcomes (Berman et al., 

1999). The latter has been relatively underresearched (Donaldson and Preston, 

1995). Examining the effect of multiple external stakeholder orientations on 

financial performance would, according to these definitions, contribute to the 

instrumental perspective on stakeholder theory.  

As mentioned in Chapter 1, stakeholders of a firm include suppliers, 

customers, shareholders, employees, society, the media, political action 

groups, communities, and governmental organizations. Through external 

orientations towards these stakeholder groups, firms may create the proper 

attitudes and behaviors for satisfying multiple stakeholders (Gatignon and 
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Xuereb, 1997; Narver and Slater, 1990). The projected outcomes of orientations 

towards these stakeholders are twofold. Firstly, external stakeholder 

orientations intend to realize stakeholder satisfaction. In line with this 

reasoning, we have examined the impact of market orientation and CSR 

orientation on external customer perceptions in the previous two chapters. 

Secondly, external stakeholder orientations result in firm competitiveness and 

performance. That is, focus on stakeholder satisfaction encourages managers 

and employees to get a sense of the value that the firm wants to create. In their 

interactions with these stakeholders, they bring the firm forward and allow 

generating outstanding performance (Freeman et al., 2004). The development 

of trusting relationships with these stakeholders gives them also the 

opportunity to deal better with changes in the environment (Freeman et al., 

2007; Harrison et al., 2010). Consequently, a firm’s specific strategy to meet 

different stakeholder demands, often lead to the development of new 

knowledge and innovative product and process solutions (Plaza-Ubeda, de 

Burgos-Jimenez and Carmona-moreno, 2010). Adopting orientations towards a 

broad range of stakeholders is expected to provide a greater potential for 

developing a competitive advantage that satisfies different stakeholders as 

well as the shareholders of the firm though increased financial performance 

(Greenley and Foxall, 1998).  

 

4.3. A Conceptual Model for Multiple External Orientations 

Based on the previous discussion of the stakeholder theory, we build a 

conceptual model that examines whether market orientation, CSR orientation 

and supplier orientation interact with each other, whether these interactions 

impact innovativeness and a firm’s current and expected financial 

performance. It also examines whether suppliers contribute to the firm’s 

financial performance through these external orientations and innovativeness. 

The conceptual framework is presented in Figure 4.1. At the focal firm, we 

examine market orientation, CSR orientation, supplier orientation, 

innovativeness and performance. At the supplier we examine supplier’s end-

user orientation, supplier’s CSR orientation and supplier’s innovativeness.  
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Figure 4.1 – Conceptual Model for Multiple External Orientations 

 

4.4. Research Hypotheses 

The conceptual model of this study is partially based on the work done in 

Chapter 2 and Chapter 3. In the next three sections we will, first, briefly 

summarize how market orientation and CSR orientation are related to 

innovativeness. We will also reflect on the impact of market orientation and 

CSR orientation on the firm’s financial performance. Secondly, we will 

elaborate on the concept of supplier orientation and its expected effect on 

innovativeness and financial performance. Finally, we discuss the interaction 

effects that we may expect between the multiple orientations.  

 

4.4.1. Market Orientation, Corporate Social Responsibility and Financial 

Performance  

Market orientation aims at creating superior value for customers relative to the 

firm’s competitors, and reflects the set of cross-functional processes and 

activities directed at creating and satisfying customers through continuous 

needs assessment (Deshpandé and Farley, 1998, p 213). In contrast to market 

orientation, the focus of a CSR orientation concerns the expectations of society 

(van Beurden and Gössling, 2008). The focus in the first two studies of this 

dissertation was to on the impact of a market orientation on their projected 
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stakeholders, i.e. customers and society. From previous research we know that 

a market orientation and CSR have also been associated with a firm’s financial 

performance. Market orientation has been frequently analyzed in relation to 

various measures of firm performance, such as overall firm performance, 

profitability, return on assets or return on investment (Kirca et al., 2005; Narver 

and Slater, 1990). Similarly, CSR has become a popular concept for explaining 

a firm’s competitiveness (Hart, 1995; Porter and van der Linde, 1995b). It thus 

seems likely that a firm is able to improve the firm’s financial position through 

market orientation and CSR orientation. They seem to affect the current 

financial performance outcomes as well as the expected performance 

outcomes. Based on stakeholder theory’s future-orientation, we may expect 

that knowledge of stakeholders will increase the current and expected future 

performance. Therefore we hypothesize:  

HYPOTHESIS 1a – Focal firm’s market orientation is positively related to current 

and expected financial performance.  

HYPOTHESIS 1b – Focal firm’s CSR orientation is positively related to current 

and expected financial performance.  

 

In our previous two studies, we have shown the importance of innovativeness 

on creating value for customers and society. Because innovativeness is tightly 

linked to entrepreneurship, innovation and product success (Day, 1994; 

Deshpandé and Farley, 2004; Han et al., 1998; Hurley and Hult, 1998; Menon 

and Varadarajan, 1992; Slater, 1997; Stoelhorst and van Raaij, 2004), it is likely 

that the different external orientations also support the firm’s performance 

through innovativeness. Therefore we hypothesize:  

HYPOTHESIS 2a – Focal firm’s market orientation is positively related to focal 

firm’s innovativeness.  

HYPOTHESIS 2b – Focal firm’s CSR orientation is positively related to focal 

firm’s innovativeness.  

HYPOTHESIS 3 – Focal firm’s innovativeness is positively related to focal firm’s 

current and expected financial performance.  
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4.4.2. Focal Firm’s Supplier Orientation, Supplier’s End-User Orientation and 

Supplier’s CSR Orientation 

The external orientations towards stakeholders give firms the opportunity to 

develop relationships that can advance the firm’s interests over time (Freeman 

et al., 2004). This is especially valuable in an era in which firms rely on 

suppliers to realize customer satisfaction, societal value and outstanding 

performance. We already described the trend towards outsourcing of business 

activities in the previous chapters. We may conclude that suppliers have 

become important stakeholders to the firm, as well as crucial partners to solve 

problems and exploit opportunities (Nidumolu et al., 2009; Tate et al., 2010). 

Suppliers thus seem to represent a stakeholder group that needs to be 

acknowledged for their potential contribution to the firm. We thus want to 

introduce the concept of supplier orientation to describe firms that engage in 

such processes and activities directed at developing and operating excellent 

supplier relationships may be better able to attract and develop more effective 

buyer-supplier relationships. A supplier orientation goes beyond the efficient 

management of the physical processes from raw material to final user (Hult et 

al., 2008; Roy et al., 2004). It insists on selecting the most adequate suppliers 

rather than least costly supplier, and on managing the buyer-supplier interface 

in such a way that the suppliers are motivated to innovate and support the 

focal firm’s business processes. Consequently, we complement our research on 

market orientation and CSR orientation with the concept of a supplier 

orientation. Supplier orientation, like market orientation and CSR orientation, 

is examined as a driver of financial performance as well as a source for focal 

firm’s innovativeness. Therefore, we hypothesize: 

HYPOTHESIS 1c – Focal firm’s supplier orientation is positively related to the 

firm’s current and expected financial performance. 

HYPOTHESIS 2c – Focal firm’s supplier orientation is positively related to focal 

firm’s innovativeness. 
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Moreover, as we suggested earlier, the supplier’s efforts to act upon these 

market and CSR ambitions will support the firm to more effectively and 

efficiently realize outstanding performance. We thus include the supplier’s 

end-user orientation and supplier’s CSR orientation in our research. For more 

details on these concepts we refer to their definitions in Chapter 2 and 3. The 

supplier’s external orientations seem to support the focal firm through the 

supplier’s innovativeness. To reflect the complete model we – similarly to the 

previous chapters – hypothesize:  

HYPOTHESIS 4a – Supplier’s end-user orientation is positively related to 

supplier’s innovativeness. 

HYPOTHESIS 4b – Supplier’s CSR orientation is positively related to supplier’s 

innovativeness. 

HYPOTHESIS 5 – Supplier’s innovativeness is positively related to focal firm’s 

innovativeness. 

 

4.4.3. Interaction Effects of External Orientations  

Whereas the previous studies each examined an individual external 

orientation, the objective of this final study focuses on their interactions. 

Stakeholder theory argues that pursuing multiple external orientations 

provides the firm with more resources to find success (Freeman et al., 2007). 

Their efforts cannot exclusively provide financial reward, but also mobilize 

outcomes for the different stakeholder groups. Overall, the stakeholder theory 

suggests that the more stakeholder orientations are embedded in the firm’s 

activities and processes, the more leads the firm obtains to achieve success 

(Preston and Donaldson, 1999). Thus when a market orientation, CSR 

orientation and/or supplier orientation are present within a firm, the firm may 

expect to achieve better financial returns, now and in the future. Therefore we 

hypothesize the following series of hypotheses:  
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HYPOTHESIS 6a – The interaction between a focal firm’s market orientation and 

a focal firm’s CSR orientation positively affects the firm’s current and expected 

financial performance.  

HYPOTHESIS 6b – The interaction between a focal firm’s market orientation and 

a focal firm’s supplier orientation positively affects the firm’s current and expected 

financial performance.  

HYPOTHESIS 6c – The interaction between a focal firm’s CSR orientation and a 

focal firm’s supplier orientation positively affects the firm’s current and expected 

financial performance.  

HYPOTHESIS 6d – The interaction between a focal firm’s market orientation, 

CSR orientation and supplier orientation positively affects the firm’s current and 

expected financial performance.  

 

As mentioned earlier, developing different stakeholder orientations in parallel 

provides unique, diverse and extended knowledge on changing stakeholder 

demands, requirements and developments. These firms are able to develop 

valuable relationships with their stakeholders that can reflect on specific 

product or service solutions. Both the seemingly conflicting interests of 

stakeholder and the intensive stakeholder collaboration may cause cross-

fertilization between stakeholder perspectives. For instance, intelligence on the 

development in the natural environment may result in products that are 

highly appreciated by customers who are not primarily environmentally 

concerned. Overall, stakeholder theory suggests that the adoption of multiple 

stakeholder orientations within a firm facilitates the development of new 

knowledge and innovation solutions for complex issues (Plaza-Ubeda et al., 

2010). Therefore we hypothesize:  

HYPOTHESIS 7a – The interaction between a focal firm’s market orientation and 

a focal firm’s CSR orientation positively affects the firm’s innovativeness.  

HYPOTHESIS 7b – The interaction between a focal firm’s market orientation and 

a focal firm’s supplier orientation positively affects the focal firm’s innovativeness.  
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HYPOTHESIS 7c – The interaction between a focal firm’s CSR orientation and a 

focal firm’s supplier orientation positively affects the focal firm’s innovativeness.  

HYPOTHESIS 7d – The interaction between a focal firm’s market orientation, 

CSR orientation and supplier orientation positively affects the focal firm’s 

innovativeness.  

 

4.5. Method  

4.5.1. Measures  

Most of the measures used in this study have already been described in 

Chapter 2 (section 2.5.2 on page 52) and Chapter 3 (section 3.5.1 on page 81). 

New in this study are the concept of a supplier orientation and the 

performance measures. We will discuss them in this section. To refresh the 

definition of the constructs that were introduced in the previous chapters, the 

definitions are summarized Table 4.1. The measurement scales are presented 

in Appendix 1.  

 

Table 4.1 - Description of Survey Measures 

Variable Definition 

Supplier’s end-user 

orientation 

represents the orientation of the supplier on the customer of 

the focal firm, the end-user, through continuous needs 

assessment (adapted from Deshpandé and Farley, 1998). 

Supplier’s CSR orientation describes the set of cross-functional processes and activities 

directed at continuously identifying and embedding 

environmental, social and ethical needs in business processes. 

Supplier’s innovativeness measures the notion of openness to new ideas as an aspect of 

a firm's culture (Hurley and Hult, 1998) at the supplier. 

Focal firm’s market 

orientation 

is the "set of cross-functional processes and activities directed 

at creating and satisfying customers through continuous needs 

assessment" (Deshpandé and Farley, 1998, p 213). 

Focal firm’s CSR orientation is the set of cross-functional processes and activities directed 

at continuously identifying and embedding environmental, 

social and ethical needs in business processes.  
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Focal firm’s supplier 

orientation 

represents the set of cross-functional processes and activities 

directed at developing and managing an excellent supply base 

(adapted from Deshpandé and Farley, 1998; Hult et al., 2008) 

Focal firm’s innovativeness measures the notion of openness to new ideas as an aspect of 

a firm's culture (Hurley and Hult, 1998). 

Short-term performance evaluates return on equity, profit margin and net profits over 

the last three years compared to competitors (Narver and 

Slater, 1990; Spanos and Lioukas, 2001). 

Long-term performance evaluates return on equity, profit margin, return on 

investment and net profits expected in the coming five years 

compared to current business performance (in 2007)(Narver 

and Slater, 1990; Spanos and Lioukas, 2001). 
 

 

 

Focal firm’s supplier orientation. A supplier orientation as a strategic means 

to manage the firm effectively, has not yet received much research attention. 

Hult, Ketchen, Adams and Mena (2008) have introduced supplier orientation 

as a sub category of supply chain management. They refer to supplier 

orientation as the processes that enable the progress of value from raw 

material to final user and back to redesign and final disposal. Their concept of 

supplier orientation is instrumental to supply chain activities. However, these 

authors do not acknowledge suppliers as essential stakeholders for achieving 

firm performance. Therefore, we combine the formulations of the scale 

suggested by Hult, Ketchen, Adams and Mena (2008) with the market 

orientation scale of Deshpandé and Farley (1998) to fully represent the set of 

cross-functional processes and activities directed at developing and managing 

an excellent supply base. Examples of measures that we used are: ‘in our 

company we consider our main suppliers as drivers of competitive advantage’ 

and ‘we systematically monitor developments in the supply market.’  

Focal firm’s financial performance. Performance was evaluated by the focal 

firm. An instrumental perspective on stakeholder theory suggests that 

establishing constructive stakeholder relationships should contribute to the 

effectiveness of the firm, not only in the short run, but equally in the long run 

(Freeman et al., 2007). Therefore we examined both the firm’s evaluation of 
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current financial performance compared to its major competitors, and the firm’s 

expected financial performance compared to current performance.  

We use subjective measures to assess current and expected financial 

performance. Researchers that used both subjective and objective measures of 

performance found strong correlations between the two (Min et al., 2007). 

Antecedent-justification suggested that self-reported perceptual measures 

represent objective performance measures well. In particular, the use of 

comparison measures such as performance compared to major competitors or 

relative to current performance is recommended to more objectively assess a 

firm’s financial performance. We examine current performance based on 

return on equity, profit margin and net profits compared to competitors over 

the last three years (Narver and Slater, 1990; Spanos and Lioukas, 2001). For 

expected performance we asked whether return on equity, profit margin, 

return on investment and net profits were in the next five years expected to 

change compared to the current firm’s performance (Narver and Slater, 1990; 

Spanos and Lioukas, 2001). 

 

4.5.2. Sample and Data Collection 

The data collection for this study is similar to the method that was used in first 

and second study of this dissertation (Chapter 2 and 3). The sample for this 

study exists of 88 dyads existing of a focal firm and a supplier. For a more 

detailed description of the data collection procedure we refer to paragraph 

2.5.3 on page 53.  

 

4.5.3. Analysis 

All constructs were subject to an exploratory factor analysis (EFA) using 

principal component analysis in SAS 9.2. Subsequently, we performed a 

confirmatory factor analysis (CFA) by maximum likelihood estimation in 

LISREL 8.8. to check for the robustness of the measures in this study. The 

measurement model for the supplier has a good fit indicated by χ2=25.51, 
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df=24, RMSEA=.027, ECVI=.78 NFI=.92, NNFI=.99, PNFI=.61, CFI=1.00, 

IFI=1.00, SRMR=.059, GFI=.94, AGFI=.89, PGFI=.50, and for the focal firm by 

χ2=227.60, df=194, RMSEA=.045, ECVI=3.97 NFI=.84, NNFI=.95, PNFI=.71, 

CFI=.96, IFI=.96, SRMR=.071, GFI=.81, AGFI=.75, PGFI=.62 (Hair et al., 2006). 

The results of the CFA are similar to those of Chapter 2 and Chapter 3. 

Therefore we will not report them here. Table 4.2 displays the descriptive 

statistics, correlations and for the constructs in our conceptual model.  

 
Table 4.2 - Descriptive Statistics and Correlation Matrix 

  Mean SD A B C D E F G H 

Focal firm’s market 

orientation 
A 4.27 2.61         

Focal firm’s CSR 

orientation 
B 4.65 1.59 .24*        

Focal firm’s supplier 

orientation 
C 4.88 1.13 .41** .36**       

Focal firm’s 

innovativeness 
D 5.28 1.27 .19 .36** .21      

Supplier’s end-user 

orientation 
E 5.44 .93 .06 -.06 .02 .09     

Supplier’s CSR 

orientation 
F 5.16 1.46 .01 .07 -.07 -.15 .19    

Supplier’s 

innovativeness 
G 5.40 1.41 .21* .18 .12 .22* .23* .38**   

Current performance H 4.67 1.42 .21 .20 .38** .27* .02 -.17 .16  

Expected performance K 4.66 1.38 -.06 .08 -.03 .29** -.07 .01 -.03 -.13 

* p < 0.05, ** p < 0.01 

 

In Table 4.3, we also report Cronbach’s alpha, the average variance extracted 

(AVE) and the composite reliability (CR) for the constructs in the sample. The 

construct reliabilities ranged from .68 to .88, which indicated that the 

reliabilities were in the acceptable range suggested in literature (Nunnally, 

1978). The scales demonstrate convergent validity because all loadings on the 

respective constructs are highly significant (p<.001) and standardized loadings 

of the items were all greater than .50 (Fornell and Larcker, 1981). The 
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composite reliabilities, representing the shared variance among a set of 

observed variables measuring an underlying construct, were all but one above 

the .70 threshold (Fornell and Larcker, 1981).  

 

Table 4.3 – Cronbach’s alphas (α), Average Variances Extracted (AVE) , Composite Reliabilities 

(CR) and Respondents of the Constructs 

 α AVE CR Respondent 

Focal firm’s market orientation .78 .55 .78 Focal firm 

Focal firm’s CSR orientation .83 .50 .83 Focal firm 

Focal firm’s supplier orientation .71 .38 .71 Focal firm 

Focal firm’s innovativeness .70 .44 .70 Focal firm 

Supplier’s end-user orientation .75 .51 .81 Supplier 

Supplier’s CSR orientation .81 .51 .76 Supplier 

Supplier’s innovativeness .68 .55 .63 Supplier 

Current performance .95 .87 .95 Focal firm 

Expected performance .96 .85 .96 Focal firm 

 

The average variance extracted (AVE) captures whether the variance due to 

measurement error is larger than the variance captured in the constructs 

(Fornell and Larcker, 1981). Not all AVEs pass the .50 threshold. Thus, as an 

additional analysis we followed Bagozzi, Yi and Philip’s (1991) 

recommendation and examined whether a one-factor model fits better than the 

hypothesized six-factor model for the focal firm. The chi-square of the 

constrained one-factor model was significantly greater than for hypothesized 

factor model (Δχ2/Δdffocal firm= 227.60-1158.88/15=62.1), suggesting discriminant 

validity. The absence of inter-factor correlations with a confidence interval 

containing a value of one (p<.01) and insignificance in the Lagrange multiplier 

test of all item-level correlations between constructs (Kim et al., 2006) also 

directed at discriminant validity. Examination of the patterns of item-item 
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correlations and item-total correlations indicated that there were no deviations 

from internal and external consistency. Thus, we conclude that the 

measurement model adequately fits the data, and the testing of the structural 

model is appropriate.  

We test our structural model in three steps. Firstly, we examine the main 

model. Next, we test the interaction model as presented in the conceptual 

framework. We find that the interaction model does not fit our data well. 

Based on this observation, we will elaborate our analyses according to the 

recommendation of Baron and Kenny (1986). That is, if an interaction model 

does not provide satisfactory outcomes, a mediation model is worth 

examining. We thus include a third analysis to test for mediation effects 

between the three external orientations at the focal firm. Moreover, each of the 

model outputs suggests adding the relationship between supplier’s CSR 

orientation and focal firm’s innovativeness based on the highest modification 

index. Because this relationship was already developed in Chapter 3, we will 

add this path to each of our analyses. We examined these three models using 

the maximum likelihood estimation procedure in LISREL 8.8. We now discuss 

each of the three models.  

Firstly, we ran the relationships in the main model. The model fit of the main 

model was χ2=16.17, df=11, RMSEA=.074, ECVI=.97, NFI=.87, NNFI=.82, 

PNFI=.27, CFI=.95, IFI=.96, SRMR=.060, GFI=.96, AGFI=.84, PGFI=.23. 

Considering the χ2/df-ratio, RMSEA, CFI, IFI and SRMR, the main model fits 

our data rather well. Secondly, we ran the interaction model as presented in 

the hypotheses. The model fit indices were χ2=28.10, df=18, RMSEA=.080, 

ECVI=2.32, NFI=.92, NNFI=.79, PNFI=.18, CFI=.96, IFI=.97, SRMR=.054, 

GFI=.96, AGFI=.74, PGFI=.16. These results indicated also a reasonable fit with 

the data. Surprisingly, none of the interaction terms were significant. 

Additionally, few significant relationships were left from the main models and 

the outcomes of the previous chapters. Unsatisfied about these outcomes, we 

further explored the data for mediation according to Baron and Kenny (Baron 

and Kenny, 1986). In the correlation matrix we observed strong and significant 

correlations between the focal firm’s market orientation, CSR orientation and 
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supplier orientation. This may suggest the presence of a mediation model 

rather than an interaction model 

Accordingly, we ran the statistical analysis for a third model without the 

interaction terms and with specified paths between the focal firm’s market 

orientation, CSR orientation and supplier orientation. For the direction of the 

arrows we depart from Greenley and Foxall (1998) who consider any other 

stakeholder orientations the next step after a market orientation. In line with 

this reasoning, we may expect that a market orientation enhances a CSR 

orientation and a supplier orientation. Also, it seems more likely that a CSR 

orientation invokes concerns with regard to supply chain management rather 

than the inverse (Carter and Jennings, 2004). Therefore we added three 

additional paths from market orientation to CSR orientation, from market 

orientation to supplier orientation and from CSR orientation to supplier 

orientation. We reran the model and the data fit the model well: χ2=18.75, 

df=16, RMSEA=.044, ECVI=.88, NFI=.85, NNFI=.93, PNFI=.38, CFI=.97, IFI=.98, 

SRMR=.064, GFI=.95, AGFI=.87, PGFI=.34.  

The outcome of the third, mediation, model is positive in the sense that all 

added paths are significant and the traits of the main model are maintained. It 

seems that the mediation model provides a slightly better fit of the data than 

the main and interaction model. If we compare the interaction and mediation 

model based on their improvement of the χ2/df ratio with the main model, we 

calculate a 6% decrease of model fit for the interaction model, and a 20% 

improvement of model fit for the mediation model. In sum, we decide to 

report the results of the mediation model because it provides the best model fit 

as well as an insightful response to the question how multiple external 

orientations are related to each other. Figure 4.2 shows the results for the 

significant path coefficients for the mediation model.  
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Supplier Focal firm

Focal firm’s

performance

Focal firm’s 

Innovativeness

Expected financial 

performance

Current financial 

performance

Supplier’s end-user 

orientation

Supplier’s CSR 

orientation
Focal firm’s CSR 

orientation

Focal firm’s  supplier 

orientation

Supplier’s 

Innovativeness

Focal firm’s market 

orientation

.39**

(H2b )

.36* (H3 ).43* (H5)

.44** 

(H4b)

-.43**

.54* 

(H1c )

.23*

.29**
.30**

 
χ2=18.75, df=16, RMSEA=.044, ECVI=.88, NFI=.85, NNFI=.93, PNFI=.38, CFI=.97, IFI=.98, 

SRMR=.064, GFI=.95, AGFI=.87, PGFI=.34. 

* p > .05; ** p > .01 

Figure 4.2 - Standardized Path Coefficient Estimates with Multiple Orientations 

 

4.6. Results  

Market orientation. The results report no relationship between a supplier’s 

end-user orientation and supplier’s innovativeness (H4a), as well as no 

relationship between focal firm’s market orientation and focal firm’s 

innovativeness (H2a). Market orientation is not related to financial performance 

(H1a).  

CSR orientation. We find a direct relationship between a focal firm’s CSR 

orientation and focal firm’s innovativeness (H2b;β=.39; p<.01) and between a 

supplier’s CSR orientation and supplier’s innovativeness (H4b;β=.44; p<.01). 

The additional path from the modification indices between a supplier’s CSR 

orientation and focal firm’s innovativeness is – similar to the results in Chapter 

3 – significant and negative with a β of -.43 (p<.01). Focal firm’s CSR 

orientation is not related to financial performance (H1b).  

Supplier orientation. We find no relationship between focal firm’s supplier 

orientation and focal firm’s innovativeness (H2c). Focal firm’s supplier 

orientation is strongly related to current financial performance (H1c;β=.54; 

p<.05).  
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Innovativeness. We observe a significant relationship between a supplier’s 

innovativeness and focal firm innovativeness (H7;β=.43; p<.05). Focal firm’s 

innovativeness is positively related to expected financial performance 

(H5;β=.36; p<.05).  

Interaction effects. We do not find any of the hypothesized interaction effects 

in our initial conceptual model (H2 and H4).  

Mediation effects. We find that a focal firm’s market orientation positively 

affects a focal firm’s supplier orientation (β=.30;p<.01) and focal firm’s CSR 

orientation (β=.23;p<.05). Focal firm’s CSR orientation relates to focal firm’s 

supplier orientation (β=.29; p<.01).  

Table 4.4 presents an overview of the accepted and rejected hypotheses of the 

final model.  

Table 4.4 – An Overview of the Accepted and Rejected Hypotheses 

HYPOTHESIS 1a 
Focal firm’s market orientation is positively related 

to current and expected financial performance. 
Rejected 

HYPOTHESIS 1b 
Focal firm’s CSR orientation is positively related to 

current and expected financial performance. 
Rejected 

HYPOTHESIS 1c 

Focal firm’s supplier orientation is positively 

related to the firm’s current and expected financial 

performance. 

Accepted for 

current 

performance 

HYPOTHESIS 2a 
Focal firm’s market orientation is positively related 

to focal firm’s innovativeness. 
Rejected 

HYPOTHESIS 2b 
Focal firm’s CSR orientation is positively related to 

focal firm’s innovativeness. 
Accepted 

HYPOTHESIS 2c 
Focal firm’s supplier orientation is positively 

related to focal firm’s innovativeness. 
Rejected 

HYPOTHESIS 3 

Focal firm’s innovativeness is positively related to 

focal firm’s current and expected financial 

performance. 

Accepted for 

expected 

performance 

HYPOTHESIS 4a 
Supplier’s end-user orientation is positively related 

to supplier’s innovativeness. 
Rejected 

HYPOTHESIS 4b 
Supplier’s CSR orientation is positively related to 

supplier’s innovativeness. 
Accepted 
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HYPOTHESIS 5 
Supplier’s innovativeness is positively related to 

focal firm’s innovativeness. 
Accepted 

HYPOTHESIS 6a 

The interaction between a focal firm’s market 

orientation and a focal firm’s CSR orientation 

positively affects the firm’s current and expected 

financial performance. 

Rejected 

HYPOTHESIS 6b 

The interaction between a focal firm’s market 

orientation and a focal firm’s supplier orientation 

positively affects the firm’s current and expected 

financial performance. 

Rejected 

HYPOTHESIS 6c 

The interaction between a focal firm’s CSR 

orientation and a focal firm’s supplier orientation 

positively affects the firm’s current and expected 

financial performance. 

Rejected 

HYPOTHESIS 6d 

The interaction between a focal firm’s market 

orientation, CSR orientation and supplier 

orientation positively affects the firm’s current and 

expected financial performance. 

Rejected 

HYPOTHESIS 7a 

The interaction between a focal firm’s market 

orientation and a focal firm’s CSR orientation 

positively affects the firm’s innovativeness. 

Rejected 

HYPOTHESIS 7b 

The interaction between a focal firm’s market 

orientation and a focal firm’s supplier orientation 

positively affects the focal firm’s innovativeness. 

Rejected 

HYPOTHESIS 7c 

The interaction between a focal firm’s CSR 

orientation and a focal firm’s supplier orientation 

positively affects the focal firm’s innovativeness. 

Rejected 

HYPOTHESIS 7d 

The interaction between a focal firm’s market 

orientation, CSR orientation and supplier 

orientation positively affects the focal firm’s 

innovativeness. 

Rejected 

 

 

4.7. Discussion and Conclusion 

In the previous sections we examined whether multiple external orientations 

interact with each other, and whether these interactions impact innovativeness 

and financial performance. Because the interaction model led to unsatisfactory 

outcomes, we have examined a mediation model with regard to market 

orientation, CSR orientation and supplier orientation. Indeed, the model 

without interactions and with paths between the different external orientations 
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provides better results. Based on these outcomes we may suggest that (1) 

external orientations mediate at the level of the individual firm, (2) both 

suppliers and supplier orientation have an impact on financial performance, 

and (3) a CSR orientation drives out the effect of market orientation on 

innovativeness. We will discuss each of these outcomes along with their 

theoretical contribution.  

 

4.7.1. Theoretical Contribution  

Firstly, the empirical results build a case in favor of stakeholder theory. Whereas 

strategic management is traditionally concerned with the identification of the 

single, best strategy for firm success (Hoskisson et al., 1999; Venkatraman, 

1989), our results support the idea of stakeholder theory by arguing that 

different types of orientations foster different business processes and 

performance outcomes. Market orientation, CSR orientation and supplier 

orientation each have a different and positive, effect on the firm’s strategic 

directions, processes and performance outcomes. Market orientation 

stimulates the adoption of a CSR orientation and/or a supplier orientation. A 

CSR orientation seems to increase innovativeness. A supplier orientation is 

associated with the firm’s current financial performance. These results seem to 

favor a multiple stakeholder approach, because they appeal to a broad set of 

resources and capabilities of the firm. Reflecting on the suggestion of Freeman, 

Wick and Parmar (2004), it seems that the adoption of multiple stakeholder 

perspectives literally accounts for more resources, and greater capabilities to 

deal with any stakeholder-related challenge. Thus, while not all orientations 

are associated with financial performance or innovativeness, the pursuit of 

different types of external orientations develop a wider array of stimuli for 

organizational and technological innovation, and thereby serve as a source of 

competitive advantage.  

Moreover, the adoption of one external orientation seems to stimulate the 

development of another external orientation. Market orientation for instance, 

presenting one of the first widely adopted external stakeholder orientations, 



118  Chapter 4 

seems a point of departure for committing to other stakeholders in the field, 

such as society and suppliers. Our results show a strong effect of market 

orientation on CSR orientation. This may be explained by the market benefits 

from CSR practices, such as buying behavior, reputation and goodwill (Luo 

and Bhattacharya, 2006; Sen et al., 2006). These market benefits make it 

profitable for a market-oriented firm to adopt a CSR orientation. Market 

orientation also impacts supplier orientation, which can be understood by the 

increased outsourcing and corresponding dependence on suppliers and 

supply chain management for serving customers (Min et al., 2007). But also 

CSR orientation affects supplier orientation. For similar reasons as for market 

orientation, firms depend on their supplier to develop their CSR practices and 

claim a CSR reputation (Carter and Rogers, 2008; Krause et al., 2009). These 

outcomes are very valuable because we have obtained a better understanding 

of how the pursuit of multiple stakeholder perspectives affects a firm.  

Secondly, we contribute to research in purchasing and supply management by 

stressing the role of the supply management for attaining financial 

performance. Of all the external orientations examined, only supplier 

orientation is directly related to performance, particularly to current financial 

performance. This outcome seems to suggest that firms that are focused on 

matching their suppliers to their business will see immediate returns. This 

observation is remarkable because supplier orientation is only marginally 

researched (Hult et al., 2008), and has not yet been examined in a stakeholder 

context. The concept clearly provides fertile ground for future research. 

Supplier orientation is not a set of activities performed by the purchasing 

function, but a firm-wide attention and recognition of supplier as innovative 

contributors to the business processes. Such an attitude contrasts with the 

conclusions of recent research that supplier relationship management and 

selection criteria are still predominantly operational in nature with a focus on 

quality, delivery and price/cost (Ho, Xu and Dey, 2010).  

Moreover, the supplier also contributes, indirectly, to the firm’s expected 

financial performance. A supplier’s innovativeness is strongly associated with 

a focal firm’s innovativeness, which in turn affects the focal firm’s expected 

performance outcomes. In previous research it has been suggested, but not 
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empirically tested, that firms depend on the innovation generated within 

buyer-supplier relationships (Boudreau and Lakhani, 2009; Roy et al., 2004; 

Schiele, 2006). All of the studies in this dissertation show that the supplier has 

an important facilitating role in achieving performance through 

innovativeness. In order to benefit from a supplier‘s innovativeness, it is 

necessary that, firstly, the supplier is willing to open up its most advanced 

innovative solutions to the focal firm, and secondly, the focal firm has to be 

receptive to the input of the supplier. Only a collaborative setting that aims at 

facilitating for sharing ideas, knowledge and creativity seems to fuel 

innovativeness in the buyer-supplier relationship. The results of our study 

make a case for supplier relationship management by showing that both 

supplier innovativeness and a focal firm’s supplier orientation significantly 

contribute to a firm’s current and expected performance. 

Thirdly, it is surprising that the relationship between a focal firm’s market 

orientation and innovativeness is absent in this final study, while this 

relationship has been largely supported by literature as well as by our first 

study (Chapter 2). Apparently, the consideration of multiple external 

orientations in a larger, more comprehensive model seems to affect the relative 

position of a single orientation, in this case market orientation. From a 

methodological point of view, this observation shows that researchers should 

be concerned with the number of orientations they include in their models. 

Considering our observation that many researchers examine external 

orientations individually, we recommend extending research beyond an 

individual orientation and research discipline. In case of our model, we may 

wonder whether the strong effect of a CSR orientation on innovativeness 

surpasses the effect of a market orientation. We may also want to further 

examine the mediating role of CSR orientation between market orientation and 

innovativeness. After all, our findings suggest that CSR is a more dominant 

driver of innovativeness than market orientation.  
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4.7.2. Practical Implications  

Our research results provide several insights for practitioners. In the debate on 

which stakeholders to satisfy, we can confirm that firms are better off when 

they try to meet the interests of multiple stakeholders. The results of this study 

show that a market orientation, CSR orientation and supplier orientation call 

on complementary forms of success. Also for satisfying demanding 

shareholders, a multiple stakeholder approach will be able to realize adequate 

performance, today and in the future.  

Next, our results reveal that existing knowledge on within-firm relationships 

do not directly apply to buyer-supplier relationships. We have to acknowledge 

that practitioners, especially those working in the dynamics of inter-firm 

relationships, are facing a challenging task to formulate new rules of the game. 

For instance, selecting suppliers for their strategic objectives, i.e. external 

orientations, is not enough to assure valuable supplier contribution to the focal 

firm’s processes. Practitioners better focus on the innovative capabilities of 

these suppliers. The identification of innovative capabilities may not be 

evident though. The agenda of purchasing and supply management 

consequently needs to move from sourcing activities focusing on innovative 

products towards sourcing activities related to the innovative capabilities of key 

suppliers.  

The outcomes also emphasize that especially a supplier orientation is 

important to realize superior firm performance. Important for practitioners is 

the observation that a supplier orientation is not merely about the purchasing 

function but rather about a firm-wide attitude towards suppliers. It thus seems 

important to create awareness of suppliers and supply management for the 

firm’s financial performance. This awareness needs to go hand in hand with 

the development of sophisticated supplier selection procedures that allow for 

identifying the most innovative suppliers. Investing in supplier selection and 

relationship management serves as a means for increasing flexibility, 

innovativeness, time to market that sees return in innovative solutions and 

superior firm performance. 
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4.7.3. Limitations and Further Research 

Our research is subject to limitations, which may provide opportunities for 

future research. We will discuss three limitations that are directly related to the 

set up of the third study. Firstly, our study has explored the impact of external 

orientations on focal firm performance. We have used subjective performance 

measures to assess the focal firm’s financial performance. In future research 

we may want to extend these performance measures. We could question, for 

instance, whether an individual firm’s performance represents the ultimate 

goal when competition takes place between supply chains (Jacobides, 2005). It 

may be better to focus on performance outcomes that consider multiple 

assessments of performance, such as measures for supplier performance, focal 

firm performance, and an evaluation of supply chain performance to fully 

reflect the effects of collaboration in supply chains. Similarly, we could further 

develop our model based on objective performance outcomes. Considering the 

importance of innovativeness, future research would benefit from innovation 

performance indicators, such as number of innovations, and percentage of 

profitable innovations. Also the use of stock prices as a measure of shareholder 

value is definitely interesting. Such an examination requires a research set up 

with firms that operate on the stock exchange and would focus more 

specifically on the analysis of certain behavior and/or events on stock price 

fluctuations.  

Secondly, our results have shown that research into external orientations may 

be subject to the kind and number of orientations included. In our study we 

included three major external orientations, i.e. market orientation, CSR 

orientation and supplier orientation. Generally, a firm copes with more, direct 

and indirect stakeholders than these three. Future research could further 

extend and elaborate on the stakeholders, such as those mentioned in the 

introduction of this chapter, i.e. employees, the media, political action groups, 

communities, and governmental organizations. Additionally, internal 

orientations have not been included in our study, but could be valuable for 

further examination. Especially an employee orientation may be very helpful 

in a firm’s effort to satisfy the many external stakeholders of the firm.  
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Thirdly, we have introduced supplier orientation as a concept that may 

support the focal firm in achieving better firm performance. In our conceptual 

model, however, we have not surveyed the supplier as being a stakeholder, 

but rather as a contributor to firm performance. It is very likely that the 

contribution of the supplier to a firm depends on the supplier’s satisfaction 

with the focal firm. Supplier satisfaction may thus be an additional variable to 

examine innovativeness in the buyer-supplier interface. 

To conclude, the third and final study has demonstrated that the pursuit of 

multiple external orientations results in an overall better performing firm. We 

have brought all concepts of this dissertation together in a more complete 

perspective on the role of suppliers in the pursuit of value creation. The next 

and final chapter will summarize the outcomes and reflect on the research 

conducted.



 

Chapter 5  

Conclusions   

 

This final chapter reflects on the research results, research questions, and the design of 

this dissertation. Firstly, the results of the three independent studies are discussed. 

After answering the central research question, the chapter continues with the 

theoretical and practical implications of this dissertation. The chapter concludes with a 

discussion of the limitations and avenues for future research. 
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5.1. Synopsis 

We started this dissertation with the observation that the current business 

dynamics call for an integrated view on how firms identify, manage and 

leverage value from suppliers to improve their firm’s competitiveness. 

Academic research has not yet been able to provide an adequate answer to this 

call. Accordingly, the objective of the dissertation was the following: examine 

whether and through which mechanisms a key supplier (1) affects the firm’s 

ability to respond to different stakeholders and (2) influences the value created 

for the different stakeholders targeted.  

Using insights from the stakeholder theory, the resource management view 

and the resource dependence theory, we developed an overall research 

framework. From stakeholder theory we derived three important stakeholder 

groups to be satisfied: customers, society and shareholders. Next, we used the 

resource management view, a recent offspring of the resource-based view, to 

describe the mechanism through which a firm is able to satisfy these 

stakeholders. To be exact, the adoption of external orientations, such as a 

market orientation or a CSR orientation, supports firms to embed stakeholder 

requirements in their business processes. These external orientations also 

guide the development of innovative capabilities. Finally, the resource 

dependence theory suggests that firms heavily rely on external supplier 

capabilities to realize adequate and competitive responses to different 

stakeholder groups. Against this background, the central research question of 

this dissertation was: What is the impact of suppliers on the ability of a focal firm to 

satisfy customers, society and shareholders? 

We have explored this research question in three studies, each representing a 

different stakeholder perspective, theoretical focus and research objective. In 

the first study (Chapter 2) we have examined how firms try to create value for 

customers and realize customer satisfaction through market orientation and 

innovativeness. The second study (Chapter 3) has elaborated on societal value 

by examining Corporate Social Responsibility (CSR) and innovativeness with 

respect to CSR reputation and customer satisfaction. In the third and final 

study (Chapter 4) we have addressed the shareholder perspective by studying 
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the potential interactions between market orientation, CSR orientation and 

supplier orientation in relation to current and expected financial firm 

performance.  

Each of the studies used survey data collected from 88 supply chains existing 

of a supplier, a focal firm and a customer. The guiding theory in the respective 

chapters was chosen based upon the research objective and focus of the 

individual study. In this final chapter, we briefly summarize the results of the 

different studies and use the collective insights to answer the general research 

question of this dissertation. We reflect on the theoretical and practical 

implications of this research. We conclude this dissertation research with 

suggestions for future research. 

 

5.2. Main Conclusions of the Three Studies 

Table 5.1 contains an overview of the most important findings from the three 

empirical studies. We will summarize and reflect on the objective, results and 

research questions of the respective studies.  

 

5.2.1. Creating Customer Value 

Customer Satisfaction, Market orientation and Innovativeness  

The objective of the first study (Chapter 2) was to understand how suppliers 

enable a focal firm to improve customer satisfaction by means of market 

orientation and innovativeness. We have introduced the concept of a supplier’s 

end-user orientation to describe the supplier’s processes and activities directed 

at creating and satisfying the customer of the focal firm (in Chapter 1 referred 

to as the end-user) through continuous needs assessment. By doing so, the first 

study aimed to understand whether a supplier’s end-user orientation and a 

supplier’s innovativeness relate to increased customer satisfaction. We used 

the resource dependence theory for developing the hypotheses. 



 

Table 5.1 – Summary of the Result of the Three Empirical Studies 

 Chapter 2 Chapter 3 Chapter 4 

Title Creating Customer Value: Customer 

Satisfaction, Market Orientation and 

Innovativeness 

Creating Societal Value: Corporate 

Social Responsibility and 

Innovativeness  

Firm Performance: Managing for 

Multiple Stakeholders 

Research focus Impact of market orientation and 

innovativeness in the buyer-supplier 

relationship 

Impact of a CSR orientation on 

innovativeness  

Impact of multiple external 

orientation on current and expected 

financial performance 

Theory Resource Dependence Theory Resource Management View  Stakeholder Theory 

Dependent 

variable(s) 

Customer satisfaction  CSR reputation and customer 

satisfaction  

Current and expected financial 

performance 

Results  1. Market orientation affects 

innovativeness only within the 

focal firm 

2. Supplier innovativeness acts as 

an enabler of a focal firm’s 

innovativeness and 

consequently customer 

satisfaction  

3. Supplier has no direct impact 

on the customer of the focal 

firm 

1. CSR acts as driver of 

innovativeness  

2. CSR fosters the firm’s CSR 

reputation and indirectly 

increases customer satisfaction 

3. The direct effect of a supplier’s 

CSR orientation on focal firm’s 

innovativeness is negative, 

while the indirect effect via 

supplier’s innovativeness is 

positive 

1. External orientations mediate 

instead of interact at the level of 

the individual firm  

2. Both suppliers and supplier 

orientation have an (indirect) 

impact on financial 

performance 

3. CSR orientation drives out the 

effect of market orientation on 

innovativeness 
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In the results, customer satisfaction could only be attributed to the focal firm’s 

innovativeness. The supplier has no direct effect on the end-user, i.e. customer, 

but supports the focal firm in better serving customer requirements. Firstly, a 

supplier’s innovativeness increases a focal firm’s innovativeness. Secondly, 

supplier’s innovativeness moderates, i.e. strengthens, the effect of a focal 

firm’s innovativeness on customer satisfaction. It seems thus that firms achieve 

higher levels of customer satisfaction when they collaborate with more 

innovative suppliers.  

The role of market orientation in our study is rather limited. Within the focal 

firm, market orientation is a driver of innovativeness. However, no 

relationship could be established between a focal firm’s market orientation and 

a supplier’s end-user orientation. Neither did we find a relationship between a 

supplier’s end-user orientation and a supplier’s innovativeness. The 

moderating effect of a supplier’s end-user orientation on the relationship 

between market orientation and customer satisfaction is in fact negative. It 

thus seems that a market orientation is primarily an enabler of innovativeness 

within the firm rather than a valuable concept in supply chain collaboration.  

The answer to the research question: What is the impact of a supplier on the ability 

of a focal firm to achieve customer satisfaction through market orientation and 

innovativeness? is twofold. Firstly, market orientation seems to affect 

management practices within the boundaries of the individual firm, but seems 

less relevant in supply chain collaboration. Secondly, supplier innovativeness 

acts as an enabler of a focal firm’s response to its customers. This first study 

has shown the strategic relevance to develop relationships with suppliers, 

especially with those suppliers that are able to anticipate environmental 

change through innovativeness. 

 

5.2.2. Creating Societal Value 

Corporate Social Responsibility as a Driver of Innovativeness  

 

The second study (Chapter 3) examined how firms may foster an improved 

CSR reputation and customer satisfaction through corporate social 
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responsibility (CSR) and innovativeness. The main interest of the second study 

dealt with the relationship between CSR orientation and innovativeness. This 

relationship had been suggested by other researchers, but was not empirically 

tested yet. CSR orientation and innovativeness were expected to affect 

customer satisfaction and the CSR reputation of the focal firm. Since CSR 

orientation and innovativeness are both essential in supply chain 

management, we have examined these concepts both at the supplier and the 

focal firm. We used the resource management view for the development of our 

hypotheses. 

The results suggest that CSR orientation and innovativeness are strongly 

related, within both the focal firm and the supplier firm. This effect is stronger 

when the firm has embedded CSR within its internal reward system. 

Externally, CSR orientation raises the firm’s CSR reputation, which – along 

with a focal firm’s innovativeness – accounts for increased customer 

satisfaction. Also in this study we found that a supplier’s innovativeness 

fosters a focal firm’s innovativeness. A supplier’s CSR orientation, though, is 

not related to a focal firm’s CSR orientation. Finally, we report a surprising 

outcome from this study. We find a negative relationship between a supplier’s 

CSR orientation and a focal firm’s innovativeness. The direct effect of a 

supplier’s CSR orientation on a focal firm’s innovativeness is negative, while 

the indirect effect – via supplier’s innovativeness – positively impacts a focal 

firm’s innovativeness.  

We started the second study with the research question: What is the impact of a 

supplier on the ability of a focal firm to act socially responsible and foster its CSR 

reputation and customer satisfaction? Based on our research results, we can 

report that a CSR orientation acts as a driver of innovativeness. It fosters the 

firm’s CSR reputation and indirectly affects customer satisfaction. The 

management of sustainable supply chains, though, may be more complex than 

meets the eye. Value creation through CSR in supply chains requires a focus 

on both CSR ánd innovation.  
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5.2.3. Realizing Firm Performance 

Managing for Multiple Stakeholders 

 

The third and final study of the dissertation (Chapter 4) combined insights 

from the first two studies to examine market orientation, CSR orientation and 

supplier orientation in relation to a firm’s current and expected financial 

performance. The concept of a focal firm’s supplier orientation was introduced 

to describe the activities directed at developing and operating an excellent 

supply base. Inspired by stakeholder theory, we examined the interaction 

effects of market orientation, CSR orientation, and supplier orientation on 

innovativeness and financial performance. We also examined whether a 

supplier’s end-user orientation, supplier’s CSR orientation and supplier’s 

innovativeness facilitate the realization of financial performance.  

The results of the third study show that external orientations mediate – instead 

of interact – at the level of the individual firm. We find that a supplier’s 

innovativeness affects a firm’s expected performance through innovativeness. 

Supplier orientation has a direct impact on the firm’s current financial 

position. Finally, we observe that a CSR orientation drives out the effect of 

market orientation on innovativeness. Overall, we see (again) that the external 

orientations affect the individual firm, while innovativeness connects supply 

chain partners.  

The third research question to be answered was: What is the impact of multiple 

external orientations at a focal firm and its suppliers on the ability of a focal firm to 

achieve current and expected firm performance? The results show that only two 

variables influence superior firm performance: a focal firm’s supplier 

orientation impacts current performance, and a focal firm’s innovativeness 

affects expected performance. The impact of a supplier on firm performance is 

indirect. A focal firm’s supplier orientation, i.e. its attitude towards its 

suppliers, is a crucial factor for realizing superior current financial 

performance. It thus seems that a firm’s concern with supplier collaboration 

will support the firm to achieve financial returns today, as well as anticipating 

good prospects for the future. 
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5.3. Answering the Overall Research Question 

The objective of the dissertation was to examine whether and through which 

mechanisms a key supplier (1) affects the firm’s ability to respond to different 

stakeholders and (2) influences the value created for the different stakeholders 

targeted. The corresponding overall research question was: What is the impact 

of suppliers on the ability of a focal firm to satisfy customers, society and shareholders?  

Firstly, we found no evidence for a direct impact of suppliers on customer 

satisfaction and financial performance. Secondly, we found positive evidence 

for a supplier’s impact on the focal firm’s ability to respond to different 

stakeholders.  

In each of the three studies we have observed main effects between supplier’s 

innovativeness and focal firm’s innovativeness, and between focal firm’s 

innovativeness and customer satisfaction and expected performance. A closer 

look at the direct, indirect and total effects of the supplier variables on 

customer satisfaction shows that this indirect effect cannot be supported 

statistically. The indirect effect of supplier’s innovativeness on expected 

performance in significant with a p <.10 (β=.15). This means that, statistically, 

the supplier has only a limited indirect effect on performance and no indirect 

effect on customer satisfaction. However, considering the importance of key 

suppliers to the operation of the focal firm, and the results of the main effects 

analyses, it seems inevitable that the behavior of suppliers impact the focal 

firm’s ability to respond to customers, society and shareholders. Especially 

relevant are the role of innovativeness in the buyer-supplier relationship and 

the concept of a supplier’s orientation. We will briefly reflect on those two 

concepts.  

In each of the studies supplier’s innovativeness is a key driver of focal firm’s 

innovativeness. Through innovativeness, the focal firm is better able to serve 

customers and realize superior financial performance. In addition, supplier’s 

innovativeness moderates the relationship between focal firm’s innovativeness 

and customer satisfaction (Chapter 2). This means that firms that cooperate 

with innovative suppliers will see larger effects from their innovativeness on 

customer satisfaction and financial firm performance. These results assign a 
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crucial role to the focal firm to enable, facilitate and leverage supplier’s 

innovativeness. However, we have not observed a way through which the 

focal firm may influence supplier’s innovativeness.  

The focal firm may therefore reconsider the way it deals with its suppliers. 

That is, in the final study (Chapter 4) we have found that a focal firm’s attitude 

towards its suppliers, i.e. its supplier orientation, influences its current 

financial performance. A supplier orientation thus seems to create such a 

supply base and buyer-supplier interfaces that the firm can very adequately 

manage its firm’s processes. We may want to further examine whether a 

supplier’s orientation will also affect the innovativeness of the suppliers the 

firm cooperates with. Similarly, a firm adopting a supplier orientation seems 

likely to be more open to supplier’s inputs. The concept of supplier orientation 

is rather new. The outcomes of this study warrant further examination of 

supplier orientation in relation to innovation and firm performance.  

In contrast to our expectations, the supplier is not affected by any of the focal 

firm variables. This suggests where we should not search for added value in 

supply chain relationships. The results indicate no relationship between a focal 

firm’s market orientation and a supplier’s end-user orientation; neither do we 

see that CSR-oriented firms relate to CSR-oriented suppliers. In contrast to the 

concept of strategic fit suggested in the introduction, market orientation, CSR 

orientation and supplier orientation seem primarily a matter of internal 

resource management. We may conclude, based on these results, that external 

orientations are important sources for change and innovation within the 

individual firm, but that supplier’s innovativeness fuels the supply chain’s 

effectiveness in realizing customer satisfaction and performance.  

 

5.4. Theoretical Contributions 

The distinct contributions to theory of each individual study have been 

discussed in the respective chapters. This section discusses the overall 

contribution of this dissertation to theory. Firstly, we will reflect on the use of 

the three theoretical perspectives in this dissertation. Against that background, 

we suggest an extension of the resource management view of the firm. This 
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extension calls on a discussion on open versus closed innovation, which seems 

to have consequences for the research field of purchasing and supply 

management. We conclude this section by describing our contribution to the 

field of purchasing and supply management.  

 

5.4.1. Three Theoretical Perspectives  

Our first theoretical contribution derives from the use of three complementary 

theoretical perspectives: the resource dependence theory, the resource 

management view and the stakeholder theory. In retrospect, we can conclude 

that some theoretical perspectives fit better to our overall research framework 

than others.  

For the development of our conceptual framework we have used the resource 

dependence theory to emphasize importance of suppliers in the efforts of a focal 

firm to satisfy different stakeholders. We have seen confirmed in all three 

studies that supplier’s innovativeness increases the focal firm’s innovativeness. 

However, none of the other expected relationships could be supported. We 

found no relationship between the external orientations of the focal firm and 

the supplier. Neither did we find a direct impact of the supplier on customer 

satisfaction or on financial performance. As such, the results support the role 

of suppliers only to a limited extent. Accordingly, we conclude that the 

resource dependence theory covers only a small part of the expected 

relationships in our overall research framework.  

We have used the resource management view to explain that firms adopt 

external orientations to adjust their internal resources and capabilities to 

external stakeholder requirements. Several of the relationships between the 

external orientations and innovativeness have been supported. The internal 

focus of the resource management view is emphasized by the absence of any 

relationship between the focal firm’s and suppliers’ external orientations. In 

fact, we find no paths through which the focal firm is able to impact the 

supplier variables. We thus find that the research results support the 

internally-oriented resource management view rather well.  
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The stakeholder theory was applied to identify for whom the firm and supplier 

intend to create value. The stakeholder theory argues that embedding multiple 

stakeholder interests will lead to better firm performance. Accordingly, we 

linked external orientations to specific stakeholder groups and examined 

whether the interaction of multiple external stakeholder orientations results in 

better financial returns. Contrary to our expectations, the external orientations 

seem not directly related to their projected stakeholder outcomes. Each 

external stakeholder orientation impacts different elements of a firm’s internal 

operations. Moreover, the external orientations are strongly related to each 

other. They seem to mediate instead of interact. The most important take away 

from the adoption of the stakeholder theory is that cross-fertilization between 

different stakeholder interests stimulates a firm’s performance on multiple 

dimensions.  

Overall, the theoretical perspectives complement each other, but the findings 

do not overlap to such an extent that an integrated theoretical perspective 

seems required. Our research findings are best represented in the ideas of the 

resource management view. Nevertheless, two crucial observations can 

complement the further development of resource management view. Firstly, 

market orientation, CSR orientation and supplier orientation each represent 

valuable external orientations. Secondly, a supplier’s innovativeness fosters a 

focal firm’s innovativeness. In the next section we will embed these two 

observations into an extended resource management view. 

 

5.4.2. Extension of the Resource Management View 

The second contribution is to the resource management view. We opt for an 

extension of the resource management view based on two external 

considerations. The first extension is the further specification of the external 

orientations that guide internal resource management practices. While the 

resource management view suggests that internal resources are guided by an 

external orientation, the focus of such an external orientation has not been 

defined yet. In this research, we have shown that a market orientation, CSR 

orientation and supplier orientation are three valuable complementary 
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external orientations. In fact, firms benefit even from adopting multiple 

external orientations, as each external orientation fosters different qualities of 

the firm. Although we have shown that the benefits from different external 

orientation, we have not yet described how firms can embed possibly 

conflicting stakeholder interest in a consistent business strategy. Future 

research in this area relates to prioritizing, combining and leveraging these 

different external stakeholder orientations within the resource management 

practices of the firm.  

The second extension of the resource management view is our suggestion that 

resource management practices are guided not only by external orientations, 

but can equally be influenced by the innovative potential of suppliers. While 

the resource management view acknowledges that external orientations are 

internal driver of innovativeness, our results have demonstrated an important 

external driver of innovativeness, i.e. supplier’s innovativeness. Within the 

resource management view, we have not yet found any consideration of 

internal and external sources for the development of a firm’s innovative 

capabilities. The resource management view is still very internally-oriented in 

the sense that resource management is shaped from within the firm. Our 

contribution of an external input to focal innovativeness opens up a research 

track on the balancing of internal and external sources for innovation. 

Actually, this idea of internal and external sources of innovation ties into 

concept of open innovation, on which we will elaborate in the next section.  

 

5.4.3. Resource Management and Open Innovation 

Considering the pivotal role of innovativeness in our research results, it seems 

worth to examine the parallels with open innovation. This is the third 

contribution to theory. The central idea behind open innovation is that 

knowledge has become so widely distributed that companies cannot afford to 

rely entirely on their own innovativeness (Chesbrough et al., 2006). In our 

research the initial idea of the resource management view seems to suggest 

closed innovation. That is, the development of valuable resource 

combinations, capabilities and customer propositions, takes place internally 
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and is guided by the external orientation of the firm. Although an external 

orientation suggests openness, it is part of a larger planning and decision-

making process of how the firm’s resource should be used and developed. Our 

observation that supplier’s innovativeness fosters the focal firm’s 

innovativeness confirms the crucial role of supplier in the concept of open 

innovation.  

The parallel to the paradigm of open innovation is valuable, because our 

results thereby reveal an interesting discussion on the potentially 

complementary or competing sources of innovation. We have observed that 

the supplier’s innovativeness is neither directly nor indirectly affected by the 

focal firm’s external orientations. Because the focal firm cannot steer, manage 

or influence the supplier’s innovativeness, suppliers probably innovate in 

ways that the focal firm would not have thought off or chosen. Therefore the 

supplier is able to develop knowledge, ideas and capabilities that are truly 

new to the focal firm. As earlier research in open innovation has suggested, the 

firm may need to make trade-offs between the internal control of innovation 

through an external orientation, and the potential identification of new 

opportunities through supplier’s innovativeness (Menon and Pfeffer, 2003). 

This is an aspect that has not been addressed in the resource management 

view of the firm, but which represents an important track for future research. 

The balancing or trade-off between internally or externally stimulated 

innovations will also have consequences for how a firm collaborates with its 

suppliers. From the open innovation perspective we naturally return to the 

initial research question of this dissertation concerning the role of suppliers 

and supplier relationship management in the process of satisfying different 

stakeholder demands.  

 

5.4.4. Purchasing and Supply Management 

The fourth contribution is to the research field of purchasing and supply 

management. Based on the outcome of the research and the aforementioned 

theoretical reflections, we formulate three contributions to the field. Firstly, the 

results of this research assign a crucial role to innovation in supplier 
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relationships. We have started this dissertation with the observation that 

purchasing and supply management practices seem predominantly 

operational in nature with a focus on quality, delivery and cost (Ho et al., 

2010). We hypothesized that strategic fit between the external orientations of 

the focal firm and the supplier would foster the potential value created in a 

supply chain. However, we have to conclude that rather than a strategic or 

operational focus, it seems that value creation is determined by the access to 

innovative supplier capabilities. Thus rather than gearing up with supplier of a 

similar kind, it seems essential to collaborate with suppliers that can provide a 

continuous flow of ideas that are new to the focal firm. This flow of supplier 

ideas will enable the focal firm to boost its internal innovative activities and 

potentially better serve customers, society and shareholders. However, 

selection or developing suppliers for their innovativeness capabilities may be a 

difficult task. This warrants research that elaborates on and contrasts 

operational, strategic and capability-focused supplier selection processes and 

relationship management.  

Secondly, we contribute to purchasing and supply management by 

introducing and developing the concept of a focal firm’s supplier orientation. A 

supplier orientation insists on the value of the buyer-supplier relationship 

rather than the monetary value associated with the transaction. Additionally, a 

supplier orientation implies that supply management is a concern of the whole 

firm and cannot be limited to the purchasing function. While the purchasing 

function may develop into scout function that identifies innovative suppliers, 

the actual embedding of supplier’s input in the business processes is a firm-

wide responsibility. The empirical results show that the concept of a supplier 

orientation is valuable and warrants further research. 

Finally, against the background of open innovation, our results have 

implications for the type of relationships to be studied in purchasing and 

supply management. In a very recent publication, Almirall and Casadesus-

Masanell (2010) show different curves for open innovation and closed 

innovation success depending on the type of supplier collaboration. They 

suggest that for a successful open innovation model, the firm should not 

collaborate with a fixed set of suppliers. Apparently, open innovation 
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outperforms closed innovation when firms have established flexible supplier 

relationships, i.e. a changing constellation of partners. Although the 

importance of supplier innovation has been examined in purchasing and 

supply management, little research has questioned the benefits from a long-

term, stable and intensive supplier relationship. If the parallel between our 

outcomes and open innovation holds true, benefiting from a suppliers’ 

innovativeness demands a new perspective on key supplier management. 

Future research should then disentangle the assumption that key supplier 

relationships equal long-term relationships.  

 

5.5. Practitioner’s Implications  

Next to academic insights, the findings in this dissertation provide different 

practitioner insights. To managers our findings emphasize the importance of 

innovativeness in satisfying customers and in achieving superior performance. 

A firm’s innovativeness is driven by two sources for innovation: an internal 

and external source. Firstly, innovativeness can be promoted by adopting 

external orientations such as market orientation and CSR orientation. 

Secondly, innovativeness equally depends on the innovativeness of the 

suppliers the firm lines up with. Thus, if firms want to actively pursue an 

innovative strategy, it is vital to initiate relationships with suppliers that are 

characterized by innovative behavior and culture.  

Establishing relationships with innovative suppliers may require a different 

attitude with regard to supplier selection and supplier relationship 

management. Firms seem better off establishing a sophisticated supplier 

evaluation and a selection process that is not inspired by a transaction cost 

perspective (Novak and Stern, 2009; Xia et al., 2008), but rather on the 

identification of adequate and innovative suppliers. Firms should prefer to 

cooperate with suppliers that are willing to share skills, abilities, and financial 

support in order to create value for the focal firm (Stump and Heide, 1996; 

Zenz, 2009). Next, after the contract settlement, practitioners need to continue 

their efforts and enable suppliers to share their best and most up-to-date 

knowledge with the focal firm. A contract will not assure the supplier’s best 
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efforts. Firms thus have to invest in their supplier relationships with 

representative of all those disciplines that potentially benefit from supplier 

knowledge. New ideas from suppliers are an important external trigger for 

developing more innovative customer solutions, environmentally friendly 

business processes and a solid basis for future firm performance.  

Although market orientation has become fashionable among practitioners, 

supplier orientation and CSR orientation are not yet common practice. Based 

on the outcomes of this dissertation, we recommend investing in CSR as a 

driver of innovation. Also in supplier relationship management, the 

combination of CSR and innovation is essential to increase the competitiveness 

of the firm. A too narrow focus on supplier codes of conduct seems to distract 

the attention from what CSR in supply chains is about: new, innovative 

solutions that respond to societal challenges and increase competitiveness. 

Similarly, a supplier orientation affects the firm’s competitiveness. When the 

many disciplines of a firm are well aligned with the firm’s suppliers, effective 

communication about better serving downstream customers and efficient 

process handling may show immediate improvements in the firm’s financial 

returns.  

Based on the previous, managers may want to reconsider the performance 

targets that are associated with the demands on an increasing number of 

different stakeholders. Our results have shown that embedding different 

stakeholder requirements in business activities promotes overall performance. 

Embedding the requirements of many different stakeholders will challenge 

many managers and employees in the firm to resolve conflicting and 

continuously changing stakeholder requirements. Exactly the adaptation to 

multiple external requirements provides a source for innovation and 

continuous change.  

 

5.6. Limitations and Avenues for Future Research  

The different chapters individually reflected on specific limitations and 

directions for further research. Nevertheless, the set up of this dissertation also 
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invites for further research that complements, refines and further validates the 

methods and the specific outcomes of this dissertation.  

 

5.6.1. Research Approach and Methods 

In this dissertation, the focus was on the firm-level unit of analysis. The firm-

level is especially useful to represent the strategic directions of the firm. One of 

the disadvantages, though, resides in the abstract level of the findings. This 

research, for instance, does not capture the actual innovations realized by 

firms, nor does it identify interaction patterns at the operational level of 

supply chain relationships. Therefore, future research should deepen this 

understanding by relating specific types of innovations to market orientation, 

CSR orientation and supplier orientation. For instance, it might be very well 

the case that a market orientation fosters process innovations, because 

customers pull specific process efficiencies. In contrast, suppliers, and thus a 

supplier orientation, may push product-related collaboration and thus product 

innovations. By deepening the understanding on external orientation in 

relation to specific types of innovation, researchers can unravel why it is 

beneficial to pursue multiple external orientations, as suggested in stakeholder 

theory.  

Furthermore, by pioneering with data collection in supply chains, the research 

predominantly addressed the main effects between the supplier, the focal firm 

and the customer. The realization of 88 matched supply chains consisting of 

three respondents provides a rich and valuable source of information. 

However, from a statistical point of view, a sample of 88 is rather small to 

perform sophisticated data analyses. The more complex the conceptual model, 

the more data points are required to provide stable outcomes and reliable 

estimates. For instance, we have observed that not all our interaction effects 

provided stable outcomes. A larger data set is required to appropriately test 

these hypotheses. Similarly, both the sample size as well as the firm-level of 

analyses may have resulted in very small, and insignificant, indirect effects. A 

larger data set probably provides better outcomes with respect to the indirect 

effects between the supplier variables and customer outcomes and firm 
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performance. Also, with more supply chains participating in future research, 

interaction effects, indirect effects and contingencies can be further examined. 

For instance, although we controlled for environmental turbulence and 

industry types, contingencies such as type of product or service, production 

methods (continuous processing, batch, project based) and IT infrastructure 

determine the ways through which firms are able and willing to cooperate.  

Although the effort of collecting data at one supplier, one focal firm and one 

customer was intense, we have to acknowledge that the supply chains 

researched miss upon the fact that firms work with multiple suppliers and for 

multiple customers. The same holds true for the supplier and the customer, 

who also relate to multiple supply chain partners. Refinement of our outcomes 

in the context of few focal firms in relation to multiple suppliers and/or 

customer, would add a network perspective on supply chain management. 

Additional insight could be obtained by examining multiple buyer-supplier 

relationships within a few firms. We do not suggest that the efforts related to 

such data collection will be an easy task, but involving multiple suppliers and 

customers in the research design is required for further academic 

understanding of supplier relationship management.  

 

5.6.2. Remarkable Outcomes  

The dissertation concludes with three outcomes of this research that deserve 

further examination, exploration and validation. Firstly, the pursuit of a 

market orientation, a CSR orientation and a supplier orientation drive 

innovativeness and seem to boost performance, today and for the future. 

Although we had expected that these orientations would interrelate, we have 

demonstrated that these orientations mediate, suggesting that these external 

orientations reinforce each other. This is a valuable contribution to the 

instrumental view on stakeholder theory. It warrants future research into how 

firms embed, prioritize and develop multiple stakeholder orientations over 

time.  

Secondly, in an era in which CSR codes of conduct dominate sustainable 

supply chain management, this dissertation sheds new light on how firms may 
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benefit from CSR in buyer-supplier relationships. A CSR orientation that is not 

translated in a more innovative business processes, might negatively impact a 

focal firm’s innovativeness. This is contrary to expectations, and the current 

prevailing academic understanding. Therefore, further research on sustainable 

supply chains, needs to refine and elaborate on the mechanisms through 

which CSR behavior and innovation work out in supply chain contexts.  

Finally, a focal firm’s supplier orientation shows to be a remarkable concept 

that warrants further research. Supplier orientation is the only external 

orientation that is directly related to current firm performance. A firm’s 

supplier orientation and supplier’s innovativeness are two concepts that seem 

essential for creating value in supply chains.  

To conclude, in a global, highly competitive business context in which supply 

chains compete against each other, it has become increasingly difficult to 

possess and develop all resources, competences and capabilities required to 

respond to customer demands in-house. This dissertation has shown the 

strategic relevance to develop relationships with suppliers, especially with 

those suppliers that are able to anticipate environmental change through 

innovation. Innovation puts supply chain partners into gear for better serving 

customers, responding to society and achieving superior firm performance.  
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Appendices  

Appendix 1 :Questionnaire and Measurement Scales  
 

Supplier Variables 

 

Supplier’s End-User Orientation  

(adapted from Deshpandé and Farley, 1998) 

Please evaluate the following statements on a scale of 1 (strongly disagree) to 7 

(strongly agree). 

1. Our business activities originate from our customer’s customer’s needs 

(SEO1).  

2. We are responsive to our current customer’s customer’s needs (SEO2).  

3. We know the future needs of the customers of this specific customer 

(SEO3). 

4. We actively talk with this specific customer about its customers’ needs 

(SEO4). 

5. We are aware of the importance of downstream demand for our 

competitive advantage (SEO5) 8. 

 

Supplier’s CSR Orientation  

(inspired by Deshpandé and Farley, 1998)  

Please evaluate the following statements on a scale of 1 (strongly disagree) to 7 

(strongly agree). 

1. Our business objectives include matters of corporate social 

responsibility (SSO1). 

2. We define corporate social responsibility as one aspect of our strategy 

for competitive advantage (SSO2). 

3. We have routines to reduce our energy consumption (SSO3). 

4. We know that we care more about the environment than our main 

competitors (SSO4). 

 

                                                           

 

 
8 This item was excluded in the factors analysis of study 3 (Chapter 4)  
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Supplier’s Innovativeness  

( Hurley and Hult, 1998) 

Please evaluate the following statements on a scale of 1 (strongly disagree) to 7 

(strongly agree). 

1. In our firm, (technical) innovation based on research results is readily 

accepted (SINN1). 

2. In our management team we actively seek innovative ideas (SINN2) 9. 

3. In our firm, innovation is readily accepted in program/project 

management (SINN3). 

 

Focal Firm Variables  

 

Focal Firm’s Market Orientation  

(Deshpandé and Farley, 1998)  

Please evaluate the following statements on a scale of 1 (strongly disagree) to 7 

(strongly agree). 

1. Our strategy for competitive advantage is based on our understanding 

of customers' needs (MO1) 10. 

2. We measure customer satisfaction systematically (MO2).  

3. We ask our main customers at least once a year to evaluate the quality 

of our products/services (MO3).  

4. Data on customer satisfaction are spread at all levels in this firm on a 

regular basis (MO4). 

 

Focal Firm’s CSR Orientation  

(inspired by Deshpandé and Farley, 1998) 

Please evaluate the following statements on a scale of 1 (strongly disagree) to 7 

(strongly agree). 

1. Our business (unit) objectives include matters of corporate social 

responsibility (SO1). 

2. We monitor the environmental impact of our business (unit) (SO2). 

3. We consider corporate social responsibility as one aspect of our firm's 

strategy (SO3).  

4. We have routines to reduce our energy consumption (SO4). 

                                                           

 

 
9 This item was excluded in the factors analyses of the studies 2 and 3 (Chapters 3 and 

4) 
10 This item was excluded in the factor analysis in study 3 (Chapter 4) 
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5. Our processes and products are more environmentally friendly than 

those of our main competitors (SO5). 

6. We support local communities better than our main competitors do 

(SO6).  

7. We ask our customers to evaluate our corporate social responsibility 

activities (SO7). 

 

Focal Firm’s Supplier Orientation  

(inspired by Deshpandé and Farley, 1998; Hult et al., 2008) 

Please evaluate the following statements on a scale of 1 (strongly disagree) to 7 

(strongly agree). 

1. In our business (unit) we consider our main suppliers as drivers of 

competitive advantage (SPO1). 

2. We systematically monitor developments in the supply market (SPO2).  

3. We value supplier resources more than our main competitors (SPO3).  

4. Our purchasing activities are mainly focused at collaborating with 

suppliers (SPO4). 

 

Focal Firm’s Innovativeness  

(Hurley and Hult, 1998) 

Please evaluate the following statements on a scale of 1 (strongly disagree) to 7 

(strongly agree). 

1. In our firm, (technical) innovation based on research results is readily 

accepted (INN1). 

2. In our management team we actively seek innovative ideas (INN2).  

3. In our firm, innovation is readily accepted in program/project 

management (INN3). 

 

Short-Term Firm Performance  

(Narver and Slater, 1990; Spanos and Lioukas, 2001) 

Please evaluate the performance indicators on a scale of 1 (much worse than 

competitors) to 7 (much better than competitors), while evaluating your 

business performance over the years 2004-2007 compared to your major 

competitors.  

1. Return on equity 

2. Profit margin  

3. Net profits 
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Long-Term Firm Performance  

(Narver and Slater, 1990; Spanos and Lioukas, 2001) 

Relative to your current performance, how do you expect your business 

(unit)'s performance to develop over the next five years. Please evaluate the 

following performance indicators compared to current business performance 

on a scale of 1 (much poorer than 2007) to 7 (much better than 2007). 

1. Return on equity 

2. Profit margin 

3. Return on investment  

4. Net profits 

 

Moderator variables  

Please evaluate the following statements on a scale of 1 (strongly disagree) to 7 

(strongly agree). 

 

Competitive Intensity (Jaworski and Kohli, 1993)  

1. Competition in our industry is cutthroat. 

 

Market Turbulence (Jaworski and Kohli, 1993) 

1. In our kind of business, customers’ product preferences change quite a 

bit over time.  

2. Our customers tend to look for new products all the time.  

 

Technology Turbulence (Jaworski and Kohli, 1993) 

1. Technological changes provide big opportunities in our industry.  

2. The technology in our industry is changing rapidly. 

 

Management support for CSR 

1. We try to convince employees that our business activities must match 

societal needs. 

2. We keep telling people around here that they must gear up now to 

environment's future needs. 

3. We constantly propagate that social responsibility is one of the pillars 

our business is based on. 

 

CSR-based reward system 

1. Corporate social responsibility (CSR) is one of the criteria that 

influence senior manager's pay in this business (unit). 
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Customer variables  

 

End-User Satisfaction/Customer Satisfaction  

(Homburg and Stock, 2004)  

Please evaluate the following statements on a scale of 1 (strongly disagree) to 7 

(strongly agree). 

1. We are very pleased with the additional services this firm delivers 

(CS/EUS1). 

2. We enjoy collaborating with this supplier (CS/EUS2).  

3. The general atmosphere in meetings with this supplier has been 

positive (CS/EUS3).   

4. On an overall basis, we a satisfied with this supplier (CS/EUS4). 

  

 

CSR Reputation  

(adapted from Hansen et al., 2008) 

Please evaluate the following statements on a scale of 1 (strongly disagree) to 7 

(strongly agree). 

1. This supplier has a good reputation among my colleagues for its 

environmental engagement (SOV1). 

2. This supplier is positively known for its treatment of its employees all 

over the world (SOV2). 

3. This supplier is an example of a socially responsible actor in business 

(SOV3). 

4. Compared to its competitors, this supplier delivers the most 

environmentally friendly products/services (SOV4). 

5. This supplier really supports local community initiatives (SOV5). 

6. Public relations activities of this supplier strongly emphasize their 

activities for corporate social responsibility (SOV6). 

7. This supplier has a good reputation in the market for conducting fair 

business practices (SOV7). 
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Appendix 2: Participating Professional Platforms (in Dutch) 
 

Handelsonderneming INKA c.v. 

 

INKA is een professionele inkooporganisatie, eigendom van de bij haar 

aangesloten 25 installatie bedrijven. Installatiebedrijven gekenmerkt door het 

feit dat zij middelgroot zijn en een directeur eigenaar aandeelhouder in de 

leiding hebben. 

 

Binnen de besloten commanditaire Handelsonderneming INKA c.v. 

worden inkoopovereenkomsten afgesloten met leveranciers, contract 

leveranciers waar door de directies van de bij INKA aangesloten bedrijven 

zorgvuldig voor is gekozen en waarmee zij integer willen samenwerken. 

 

Integriteit gekenmerkt door duidelijkheid en het streven naar wederzijds 

succes, een INKA contractleverancier is een partner die continuïteit in de 

relatie met de bij INKA aangesloten bedrijven mag verwachten. 

 

 

Voka Kamer van Koophandel in de regio Kempen, België 

 

Voka - Kamer van Koophandel Kempen is één van de 8 Kamers van 

Koophandel binnen het Voka - Vlaams Netwerking van Ondernemingen. 

Voka - Kamer van Koophandel Kempen is een neutrale, intersectorale en 

onafhankelijke werkgeversorganisatie die haar dienstverlening ontplooit 

binnen het arrondissement Turnhout. De werking van onze Kamer is 

opgebouwd rond drie pijlers: dienstverlening, belangenbehartiging en 

netwerkvorming. 

Voka-Kamer van Koophandel Kempen wil als het meest nabije, invloedrijke en 

professionele netwerk van Kempense ondernemers een optimaal kader creëren 

voor succesvol ondernemen en wil aldus fundamenteel bijdragen tot welvaart 

en welzijn van haar regio. Gesteund door het Voka-Vlaams Netwerk van 

Ondernemingen wil ze als een neutrale private en representatieve speler het 

vrij ondernemerschap stimuleren en ondersteunen. 
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MVO Nederland 

 

MVO Nederland is de nationale kennis- en netwerkorganisatie voor 

maatschappelijk verantwoord ondernemen (MVO); hét startpunt voor alle 

ondernemers die hun bedrijfsvoering willen verduurzamen. Binnen het 

netwerk van MVO Nederland werken circa 1000 ondernemersorganisaties, 

bedrijven en NGO's samen op het gebied van MVO. Gezamenlijk 

vertegenwoordigen zij meer dan 100.000 ondernemers. MVO Nederland helpt 

ondernemers om concreet met MVO aan de slag te gaan. 

 

Maatschappelijk verantwoord ondernemen tot de gewoonste zaak van de 

wereld maken. Dat is de missie van MVO Nederland. Ons streven is dat alle 

ondernemers in ons land MVO zien als dé standaard voor ondernemen in de 

21e eeuw. MVO Nederland geeft handen en voeten aan MVO door 

duurzaamheid voor elke ondernemer te vertalen naar marktkansen, tips, 

praktijkvoorbeelden en contacten.  
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Appendix 3: Visualization of interaction effects 

 
Interactions belonging to Chapter 2 – Customer Value 

 

Moderator: supplier’s innovativeness 

Relationship: focal firm’s innovativeness (x-axis) on end-user satisfaction (y-

axis) 

Interaction effect: positive 
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Explanation: the lines in the figure suggest that supplier’s innovativeness 

makes only a difference for low focal firm’s innovativeness. Apparently, low 

focal firm’s innovativeness can be compensated by a high supplier’s 

innovativeness. When focal firm’s innovativeness is high, a supplier’s 

innovativeness seems to make no additional contribution to end-user 

satisfaction. That is, customer satisfaction is at the highest already. 
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Moderator: supplier’s end-user orientation 

Relationship: focal firm’s market orientation (x-axis) on customer 

satisfaction (y-axis) 

Relationship: negative  
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Explanation: The effect of market orientation on end-user satisfaction is 

positive when a supplier’s end-user orientation is absent. However, in the 

main model this relationship is non-significant. The interaction effect in de 

figure shows that higher supplier’s end-user orientation results in high end-

user satisfaction when the focal firm is less market-orientation. When both the 

focal firm and the supplier are directed at the same customer market the effect 

is negative.  
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Moderator: market turbulence 

Relationship: supplier’s innovativeness (x-axis) on focal firm’s 

innovativeness (y-axis) 

Effect: negative  
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Explanation: the interaction effect in the figure suggests that firm’s that 

encounter little market turbulence benefit more from supplier’s innovativeness 

than firms in high turbulent markets.  
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Moderator: technology turbulence 

Relationship: focal firm’s market orientation on supplier’s end-user 

orientation 

Effect: positive 
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Explanation: in business environments with high technology turbulence, 

market oriented firms seem to gear up with end-user oriented suppliers. In 

low technology turbulence, the effect of a market orientation on supplier’s 

end-user orientation is practically zero.  
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Interaction belonging to Chapter 3 - Societal Value  

 

Moderator: CSR-based reward system 

Relationship: focal firm’s CSR orientation on focal firm’s innovativeness 

Effect: Positive  
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Explanation: the interaction in the figure is not readily interpretable, because 

the two lines seem rather similar. The positive interaction suggests that the 

effect of a CSR orientation on innovativeness is stronger when CSR-related 

rewards are in place. It seems that a CSR-based reward system has a positive 

effect when the firm already has developed a certain level of CSR orientation. 

Beneath that threshold a CSR-based reward system hampers innovativeness.  
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Summary (English)  

Creating Value in Supply Chains: Suppliers’ Impact on Value for 

Customers, Society and Shareholders 

 

This dissertation deals with the question how suppliers contribute to creating 

value in supply chains. The last decades have been characterized by increased 

specialization of business activities and, consequently, firms have outsourced 

between 50% and 80% of their business activities to suppliers. Accordingly, 

purchasing and supply management receives growing interest from both 

managers and academics. Traditionally, the focus of purchasing and supply 

management is on attaining superior cost reductions from suppliers. However, 

today companies increasingly acknowledge suppliers as a source of 

competitive advantage. Suppliers not only determine the firm’s cost position, 

they are also crucial for matters such as innovation, reduction of the ecological 

footprint in their supply chains and improved customer value propositions. 

Suppliers thus have become important facilitators of value creation processes 

necessary to effectively compete in a global market.  

Despite the value potential of suppliers, it is still poorly understood how 

suppliers contribute to the value creation processes of a firm. The first 

challenge is to define the concept of value. In this dissertation we have 

explained that the value concept can be differentiated into three sub concepts, 

i.e. customer value, societal value and shareholder value. Firms need to 

respond to ever changing customer demands. Also, firms need to compete for 

the acquisition of scarce (natural and social) resources, and are expected to 

operate in a sustainable and socially responsible manner. Next, shareholders 

and investors want to see satisfactory financial returns. Business practitioners 

thus face an intriguing challenge how to cope with the complexity and 

dynamics of satisfying different stakeholder requirements and expectations in 

parallel. Today, firms cannot cope with these challenges individually. They 

need to do this in close collaboration with the partners in their supply chains.  

In this dissertation, we investigate how firms create value together with their 

suppliers. For this purpose, we use insights from the resource dependence 

theory, the resource management view and the stakeholder theory. Inspired 

by stakeholder theory, we have identified three important stakeholder groups: 

customers, society and shareholders. Next, we have used the resource 

management view, a recent offspring of the resource-based view, to describe 

the mechanism through which a firm creates value and satisfies these three 
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stakeholder groups. Finally, with the resource dependence theory we have 

described the role of suppliers in the efforts to create value. Accordingly, the 

central research question in this dissertation is: What is the impact of suppliers on 

the ability of a focal firm to satisfy its customers, society and shareholders?  

We investigate this research question by means of three studies, each 

representing a different stakeholder perspective, theoretical focus and research 

objective. In the first study we examine how firms realize customer satisfaction 

through market orientation and innovativeness. The second study examines 

the effects of Corporate Social Responsibility (CSR) and innovativeness on a 

firm’s CSR reputation and customer satisfaction. The third study addresses the 

shareholder perspective by looking at the interaction effects of market 

orientation, CSR orientation and supplier orientation in relation to current and 

expected financial performance.  

The research objective and research question calls for a unique research design 

that examines multiple parties operating in a supply chain. By means of a 

survey, data were collected from three members along a coherent supply 

chain: a supplier, a focal firm and a customer. In total 88 sets of these supply 

chains have been used for this research. The results contribute to the 

understanding of value creation in supply chains.  

 

Creating Customer Value through Market Orientation and Innovativeness  

The objective of the first study was to understand how suppliers enable a focal 

firm to realize customer satisfaction by means of market orientation and 

innovativeness. We have introduced the concept of a supplier’s end-user 

orientation to describe the supplier’s processes and activities directed at 

satisfying the customer of the focal firm (in this study referred to as the end-

user) through continuous needs assessment. By doing so, the first study aimed 

at understanding whether a supplier’s end-user orientation and a supplier’s 

innovativeness increase customer satisfaction, either directly or indirectly. The 

research question of the first study was: What is the impact of a supplier on the 

ability of a focal firm to achieve customer satisfaction through market orientation and 

innovativeness?  

Based on our research results, the direct effects of market orientation on 

customer satisfaction seem rather limited. Within the focal firm, market 

orientation clearly is a driver of innovativeness. However, the focal firm’s 

market orientation and the supplier’s end-user orientation do not relate to each 

other. Neither did we find a relationship between a supplier’s end-user 
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orientation and a supplier’s innovativeness. However, a supplier’s 

innovativeness positively contributes to the focal firm’s innovativeness and the 

focal firm’s innovativeness positively contributes to customer satisfaction. In 

conclusion, it seems that a market orientation is primarily an enabler of 

innovativeness at the level of the individual firm, rather than at the level of 

supply chain relationships. Next, supplier innovativeness acts as a driver of a 

focal firm’s innovative response to its customers. The first study thereby 

stresses the strategic relevance of developing relationships with innovative 

suppliers, especially when the focal firm seeks opportunities to strengthen its 

innovative capabilities. 

 

Creating Societal Value: Corporate Social Responsibility and 

Innovativeness 

The second study of this dissertation examined the question how firms realize 

societal value through Corporate Social Responsibility (CSR) and 

innovativeness. Societal value is a difficult concept to grasp because it 

encompasses considerations of governments, consumers, action groups and 

local communities. For the purpose of this dissertation, we assess societal 

value through an evaluation of the focal firm’s CSR reputation by the customer. 

The study was aimed at assessing whether, and to what extent, CSR drives 

innovation, both at the individual firm level and at the supply chain level. 

Positive effects of CSR on the firm’s innovation processes had been suggested 

by other researchers, but were not empirically investigated yet. We expected 

that the CSR orientation and innovativeness would affect both customer 

satisfaction and the firm’s CSR reputation at the customer. The research 

question of the second study therefore was: What is the impact of a supplier on 

the ability of a focal firm to act socially responsible and foster its CSR reputation and 

customer satisfaction? 

The results suggest that CSR orientation and innovativeness are strongly 

related, within both the focal firm and the supplier firm. Adopting a CSR 

orientation raises the focal firm’s CSR reputation that, similarly to the firm’s 

innovativeness, accounts for increased customer satisfaction. Also in this study 

we found that a supplier’s innovative capabilities foster the focal firm’s 

innovative capabilities. However, we did not find a relationship between 

supplier’s CSR orientation and the focal firm's CSR orientation. During our 

analysis, we found an unexpected negative relationship between a supplier’s 

CSR orientation and a focal firm’s innovativeness. Although this relationship 
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warrants further research, it seems that managing for supplier CSR compliance 

only, for instance by the adoption of supplier codes of conduct, harms the 

innovativeness of the focal firm. A plausible explanation could be that an 

overemphasis on rigid and procedural CSR requirements leaves little room for 

an exchange of information, knowledge and new ideas. While the direct effect 

is negative, the indirect effect via a supplier’s innovativeness turns out 

positive. The indirect relationship seems to create a richness of information 

and sustainable solutions that benefit the focal firm. With respect to the 

research question underlying the second study, we may conclude that 

adopting a CSR orientation, both internally and externally, may work out 

positively on the firm’s innovativeness. CSR orientation impacts the focal 

firm’s CSR reputation in a direct way.  

 

Firm Performance: Managing for Multiple Stakeholders 

The third study of this dissertation combined insights from the first two 

studies to examine market orientation, CSR orientation and supplier 

orientation in relation to a firm’s current and expected financial performance. 

The concept of a focal firm’s supplier orientation was introduced to describe the 

focal firm’s activities directed at developing and operating an excellent supply 

base. Based upon stakeholder theory, we examined the interaction effects of 

market orientation, CSR orientation, and supplier orientation on 

innovativeness and financial performance. The research question of the third 

study was: What is the impact of multiple orientations at a focal firm and its 

suppliers on the ability of a focal firm to achieve current and expected firm 

performance? 

The results of the third study showed that external orientations mediate – 

instead of interact – at the level of the individual firm. That is, they affect each 

other instead of influencing the impact on innovativeness or performance. We 

found (again) that the external orientations take effect within the individual 

firm, while innovativeness connects supply chain partners. The answer to the 

third research question is that two variables influence superior firm 

performance: a focal firm’s supplier orientation impacts current performance, 

and a focal firm’s innovativeness affects expected future performance. 

Supplier’s innovativeness fosters a focal firm’s innovativeness and indirectly 

affects expected future performance. It thus seems that a firm’s collaboration 

with suppliers will support the firm to achieve financial returns today, as well 

as achieving good financial results for the future. 
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General Outcomes  

Based upon the outcomes of the three studies, we are able answer the overall 

research question of this dissertation: What is the impact of suppliers on the ability 

of a focal firm to satisfy its customers, society and shareholders? On the one hand, 

we found no evidence for a direct impact of suppliers on the value created for 

the different stakeholders targeted. On the other hand, we found positive 

evidence for a supplier’s impact on the focal firm’s ability to respond to 

different stakeholders. Three observations are essential for reflecting on the 

overall research question. 

Firstly, in each of the studies we found that supplier’s innovativeness is a key 

driver of the focal firm’s innovativeness. Through innovativeness, the focal 

firm is able to serve customers better and realize superior financial 

performance. The results thus seem to suggest that a supplier’s innovativeness 

increases indirectly the focal firm’s ability to respond to diverse stakeholder 

requirements. Because the effects of the supplier are input for the focal firm, 

the results assign a crucial role to the focal firm to enable, facilitate and 

leverage supplier’s innovativeness.  

Secondly, we have found that the attitude of the focal firm towards its 

suppliers, i.e. the focal firm’s supplier orientation, affects the firm’s current 

financial performance. The role of suppliers and supply management thus 

seems important and is twofold. The firm’s supply management practices 

allow a firm to realize superior firm performance today. At the same time 

these suppliers are a source for innovation that can anticipate future 

developments and assure future performance.  

Thirdly, our findings suggest where we should not search for added value in 

supply chain relationships. The results indicate no relationship between a focal 

firm’s market orientation and a supplier’s end-user orientation; neither do we 

see that CSR-oriented firms relate to CSR-oriented suppliers. In contrast to the 

concept of strategic fit suggested by other researchers, we found that market 

orientation, CSR orientation and supplier orientation seem more relevant for 

innovation within the firm rather than in buyer-supplier relationships. We 

may conclude that a combination of external orientations and supplier’s 

innovativeness allow a firm to realize customer satisfaction, a good CSR 

reputation and superior firm performance.  
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Contribution to academic research  

The dissertation theoretically contributes to academic research in several ways. 

The first theoretical contribution stems from the use of three complementary 

theoretical perspectives: the resource dependence theory, the resource 

management view and the stakeholder theory. Especially the resource 

management view has proved valuable for explaining how firms create value 

for customers, society and shareholders. The research results provide an 

extension of the resource management view with two additional 

considerations. The first extension is the further specification of the external 

orientations that guide internal resource management practices. Firms benefit 

from adopting multiple external orientations, such as market orientation, CSR 

orientation and supplier orientation. The second extension of the resource 

management view, based on our results, is that while individual external 

orientations are an internal driver of innovativeness, our results have 

demonstrated another, external, driver of focal firm’s innovativeness, i.e. 

supplier’s innovativeness. 

The second contribution to academic research relates to the pivotal role of 

innovativeness in the research results. The results build a strong case for the 

concept of open innovation. The central idea behind open innovation is that 

knowledge has become so widely distributed that firms cannot afford to rely 

entirely on their own resources for their innovation strategies. The results 

demonstrate that, next to internal sources of innovation, external sources of 

innovation help to attain competitive advantage. Our findings with regard to 

supplier’s innovativeness emphasize the role of suppliers in the concept of 

open innovation.  

The third theoretical contribution is to the field of purchasing and supply 

management. The results have shown that suppliers do not directly affect the 

customer. Suppliers, though, prove to be valuable to the innovation processes 

of the focal firm. Also, a supplier orientation has shown a valuable concept for 

boosting a firm’s current performance. The research results show that a value-

orientation in purchasing and supply management contributes to realizing 

current and future firm performance.  
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Implications for practitioners 

For business practitioners our findings emphasize the importance of 

innovativeness in satisfying customers and in achieving superior performance. 

A firm’s innovativeness is driven by two sources: internal as well as external 

sources. Internally, innovativeness is triggered by a firm’s external orientations 

such as market orientation and CSR orientation. Externally, a firm’s innovative 

capability is affected by the innovative capability of the suppliers the firm lines 

up with. We briefly explain the internal and external sources for innovation.  

Our results have shown that combining different stakeholder perspectives and 

requirements in business activities positively contributes to overall firm 

performance. Although market orientation has become fashionable among 

practitioners, CSR orientation and supplier orientation are not yet common 

practice. Based on the outcomes of this dissertation, we recommend investing 

in CSR as a driver of innovation. Next, supplier relationship management is 

essential to increase the competitiveness of the firm. The results of the 

dissertation suggest it is worth pursuing all these different stakeholder 

orientations at the same time.  

If firms want to actively pursue an innovative strategy, it is vital to initiate 

relationships with suppliers that have superior innovative capabilities. 

Establishing relationships with innovative suppliers may require a different 

attitude with regard to supplier selection and supplier relationship 

management. Firms seem better off establishing sophisticated selection 

processes that are not primarily driven by achieving lowest transaction costs. 

Rather, firms should prefer to collaborate with suppliers that are innovative 

and that are willing to share skills, and abilities. Next, after contracts have 

been put in place, practitioners need to continue their efforts to enable 

suppliers to share their best and most up-to-date knowledge with the focal 

firm. A contract, however, will not assure the supplier’s best efforts. Not only 

purchasing and supply management, but all disciplines that potentially benefit 

from supplier knowledge, have to invest in these buyer-supplier relationship. 

As our research has demonstrated, new ideas from suppliers are an important 

external trigger for developing more innovative customer solutions, 

environmentally friendly business processes and, hence, a solid basis for 

future firm performance.  
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Samenvatting (Nederlands)  

Waarde Creëren in de Keten: De Toegevoegde Waarde van Leveranciers 

voor Klanten, de Maatschappij en Aandeelhouders  

 

Dit proefschrift gaat in op de vraag hoe leveranciers bijdragen aan het creëren 

van waarde in ketensamenwerking. De laatste decennia werden 

gekarakteriseerd door ver gaande specialisatie van bedrijfsactiviteiten. 

Zodoende hebben bedrijven inmiddels tussen de 50% en 80% van hun 

activiteiten uitbesteed aan leveranciers. Hierdoor heeft inkoop- en 

leveranciersmanagement in toenemende mate aandacht gekregen van 

managers en onderzoekers. Traditioneel gezien ligt de nadruk van inkoop- en 

leveranciersmanagement vooral op het realiseren van kostenreducties in 

leverancierstransacties. Vandaag de dag erkennen bedrijven hun leveranciers 

steeds vaker als een bron van concurrentievermogen. Leveranciers bepalen 

namelijk niet alleen de kostenpositie van de onderneming, maar blijken 

eveneens belangrijk te zijn voor het innovatiepotentieel van de onderneming, 

het reduceren van de ecologische voetafdruk in de keten en de tevredenheid 

van klanten. Leveranciers zijn daarmee een belangrijke schakel geworden in 

de waardecreatieprocessen die een onderneming in staat stellen om te 

concurreren in een wereldwijde markt.  

Ondanks het waardepotentieel van leveranciers, is er nog weinig bekend over 

hoe leveranciers bijdragen aan de waardecreatieprocessen van een 

onderneming. Zo is het een uitdaging om het begrip waarde te definiëren. In 

dit proefschrift onderscheiden we drie waardebegrippen: klantwaarde, 

maatschappelijke waarde en aandeelhouderswaarde. Ondernemingen moeten 

kunnen beantwoorden aan de voortdurend veranderende vraag van klanten. 

Daarnaast zullen ondernemingen toegang moeten zien te krijgen tot schaarse 

natuurlijke middelen en wordt er van hen verwacht dat ze op een 

maatschappelijk verantwoorde manier handelen. Aandeelhouders en 

investeerders willen ook een bevredigend rendement zien op hun financiële 

investeringen. Managers staan dus voor de uitdaging om op adequate wijze 

om te gaan met de complexiteit en dynamiek die gepaard gaat met het 

tevreden stellen van verschillende stakeholders. Over het algemeen kunnen ze 

dat niet alleen, maar dienen ze nauw samen te werken met de verschillende 

partijen in hun toeleveringsketens.  
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In dit proefschrift onderzoeken we hoe bedrijven samen met hun leveranciers 

waarde creëren. Hierbij maken we gebruik van drie theoretische 

perspectieven, namelijk de resource dependence theorie, het resource 

management perspectief en de stakeholder theorie. Op basis van de 

stakeholder theorie identificeren we de drie belangrijke stakeholder groepen: 

de klant, de maatschappij en de aandeelhouder. We benutten het resource 

management perspectief – een recente stroom binnen het resource-based 

perspectief – om het mechanisme te beschrijven waarmee een bedrijf waarde 

creëert voor de drie bovengenoemde stakeholdergroepen. Tenslotte 

beschrijven we met de resource dependence theorie het belang van 

leveranciers in die waardecreatieprocessen. Dit leidt tot de volgende centrale 

onderzoeksvraag: Wat is de invloed van leveranciers op het vermogen van een 

onderneming om klanten, de maatschappij en aandeelhouders tevreden te stellen?  

De centrale onderzoeksvraag bestuderen we aan de hand van drie studies die 

ieder een verschillende stakeholder, een verschillende theorie en een 

verschillende doelstelling behandelen. In de eerste studie gaan we in op de 

vraag hoe een onderneming klanttevredenheid realiseert door middel van 

marktgerichtheid en innovatievermogen. In de tweede studie bestuderen we 

de effecten van duurzaam ondernemen en innovatie op de duurzaamheids-

reputatie van een onderneming en klanttevredenheid. De derde studie richt 

zich op het aandeelhoudersperspectief door te kijken naar de gezamenlijke 

effecten van marktgerichtheid, duurzaamheid en leveranciersgerichtheid op 

de financiële prestatie van een onderneming. We maken daarbij onderscheid 

tussen de huidige financiële presentatie en de verwachte lange termijn 

prestatie van de onderneming.  

Een dergelijke onderzoeksopzet vraagt om een unieke onderzoeksaanpak. Aan 

de hand van vragenlijstonderzoek zijn gegevens verzameld van drie partijen 

die opereren in een coherente toeleveringsketen: een leverancier, een 

kernbedrijf en een klant. In totaal worden 88 van dergelijke ketens gebruikt 

voor het onderzoek. De resultaten dragen in belangrijke mate bij aan het 

begrip van waardecreatie in de keten.  

 

Klantwaarde Creëren door Marktgerichtheid en Innovatievermogen 

Het doel van de eerste studie was om, uitgaande van de keten opgebouwd uit 

een klant, kernbedrijf en leverancier, inzicht te krijgen in de effecten van 
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marktgerichtheid en innovatievermogen op de tevredenheid van de klant (in 

deze studie wordt deze klant de eindklant genoemd). Hierbij introduceren we 

een nieuw begrip, namelijk de eindklantgerichtheid van de leverancier. 

Eindklantgerichtheid hebben we gedefinieerd als de activiteiten bij de 

leverancier die, middels een continue behoefteverkenning, zijn gericht op het 

tevreden stellen van de klant van het kernbedrijf. Het doel van de studie was 

om te achterhalen of het in leveranciersrelaties van belang is om gericht te zijn 

op dezelfde eindklant. De onderzoeksvraag van de eerste studie was: Wat is de 

invloed van een leverancier op het vermogen van een kernbedrijf om eindklant-

tevredenheid te realiseren door middel van marktgerichtheid en innovatievermogen?  

Op basis van de onderzoeksresultaten blijken de directe effecten van 

marktgerichtheid op de tevredenheid van de eindklant beperkt. Binnen de 

grenzen van het kernbedrijf blijkt marktgerichtheid een aanjager van 

innovatievermogen. Echter, we vinden geen relatie tussen de marktgerichtheid 

van het kernbedrijf en de eindklantgerichtheid van de leverancier. Ook blijkt 

de eindklantgerichtheid van de leverancier niet gerelateerd aan diens 

innovatievermogen. Wel blijkt het innovatievermogen van de leverancier een 

belangrijke rol te spelen. Het innovatievermogen van de leverancier versterkt 

namelijk het innovatievermogen van het kernbedrijf. Het kernbedrijf blijkt 

daardoor beter in staat om in te spelen op de verwachtingen van de eindklant, 

hetgeen resulteert in een een grotere klanttevredenheid. Concluderend laat 

deze eerste studie zien dat marktgerichtheid vooral invloed heeft op innovatie 

binnen het kernbedrijf. Daarnaast is het innovatievermogen van een 

leverancier een externe aanjager van innovatie bij het kernbedrijf. De eerste 

studie onderstreept daarmee het strategische belang voor innovatieve 

ondernemingen om relaties te ontwikkelen en onderhouden met innovatieve 

leveranciers.  

 

Maatschappelijk Waarde Creëren door Duurzaam Ondernemen en 

Innovatievermogen 

De tweede studie van dit proefschrift bestudeert de effecten van duurzaam 

ondernemen en innovatie op de duurzaamheidsreputatie van de onderneming 

en klanttevredenheid. Duurzaam ondernemen vatten we op in de breedste zin 

van het woord en behelst zowel de milieuaspecten als de sociaal-ethische 

afwegingen in de bedrijfsvoering. Het doel van de studie was om na te gaan 

of, en in welke mate, het nastreven van duurzaamheid het innovatievermogen 
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aanjaagt, zowel binnen het kernbedrijf als in de relaties met leveranciers. Een 

positief verband tussen duurzaamheid en innovatie werd eerder gesuggereerd 

door andere onderzoekers, maar werd nog niet eerder empirisch onderzocht. 

Daarnaast verwachtten we dat duurzaamheid en innovatievermogen een 

effect hebben op zowel de klanttevredenheid als de duurzaamheidsreputatie 

van de onderneming. De onderzoeksvraag van de tweede studie was: Wat is de 

invloed van een leverancier op het vermogen van een kernbedrijf om duurzaam te 

handelen en daarmee klanttevredenheid en een duurzaamheidsreputatie te realiseren? 

De resultaten van de tweede studie suggereren dat duurzaam ondernemen en 

innovatievermogen sterk samenhangen, zowel bij het kernbedrijf als bij de 

leverancier. Het nastreven van duurzaamheid verhoogt de duurzaamheids-

reputatie van de onderneming. Zowel een betere duurzaamheidsreputatie als 

het innovatievermogen van het kernbedrijf resulteert in een hogere 

(eind)klanttevredenheid. Ook in deze studie zien we dat het 

innovatievermogen van de leverancier het innovatievermogen van het 

kernbedrijf versterkt. We hebben niet vast kunnen stellen dat duurzame 

ondernemingen ook met duurzame leveranciers samenwerken. Daarnaast is er 

een onverwacht negatief verband gevonden tussen het duurzaam ondernemen 

van de leverancier en het innovatievermogen van het kernbedrijf. Hoewel deze 

relatie meer onderzoek behoeft, lijkt het erop dat het eenzijdig aansturen van 

leveranciers op basis van duurzaamheidseisen, in de vorm van bijvoorbeeld 

leveranciersgedragscodes, negatief uitpakt voor het kernbedrijf. Een mogelijke 

verklaring zou kunnen zijn dat een eenzijdige en procedurele focus op 

duurzaamheidseisen te weinig ruimte geeft voor uitwisseling van kennis en 

ideeën tussen ondernemingen en hun leveranciers. Duurzaamheids-

inspanningen van een leverancier verhogen het innovatievermogen van de 

leverancier. Vervolgens versterkt het innovatievermogen van de leverancier 

het innovatievermogen van het kernbedrijf. Het nastreven van duurzaamheid 

in leveranciersrelaties heeft dus, zij het indirect, een versterkend effect op de 

innovativiteit van het kernbedrijf. Terugkomend op de onderzoeksvraag van 

de tweede studie, mogen we concluderen dat duurzaam ondernemen, zowel 

intern als extern, een belangrijke aanjager vormt van innovatie.  
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Ondernemingsprestatie: management voor meerdere stakeholderbelangen 

In de derde studie van dit proefschrift brengen we elementen van de eerste 

twee studies samen. We bestuderen de gezamenlijke effecten van 

marktgerichtheid, duurzaamheid en leveranciersgerichtheid op de financiële 

prestatie van de onderneming. We definiëren een nieuw begrip, namelijk 

leveranciersgerichtheid. Leveranciersgerichtheid heeft betrekking op de houding 

van een onderneming ten aan aanzien van leveranciers en, in het bijzonder, op 

de activiteiten die ontplooid worden om de bij leveranciers aanwezige kennis 

en ervaring te mobiliseren ter vergroting van het concurrentievermogen van 

de eigen onderneming. Bij de opzet van deze deelstudie hebben we 

onderscheid gemaakt tussen de huidige, financiële prestatie van de 

onderneming en de verwachte prestatie in de komende jaren. De 

onderzoeksvraag in de derde studie was: Wat is de invloed van meerdere 

oriëntaties bij een kernbedrijf en diens leveranciers op de huidige en verwachte 

financiële prestaties van het kernbedrijf? 

De resultaten van de derde studie laten zien dat marktgerichtheid, 

duurzaamheid en leveranciersgerichtheid sterk met elkaar samenhangen. 

Opvallend is, in deze studie, dat het effect van marktgerichtheid op innovatie 

marginaal is. Dat wordt vermoedelijk veroorzaakt door het sterke en blijkbaar 

dominantere effect van duurzaamheid op innovatie. Daarnaast zien we dat 

van alle oriëntaties, die wij onderzochten (i.c. marktoriëntatie, duurzaam 

ondernemen en leveranciersgerichtheid) alleen leveranciersgerichtheid direct 

gerelateerd is aan de financiële prestatie van de onderneming. Hoe hoger de 

leveranciersgerichtheid, des te beter de huidige prestatie van de onderneming. 

De verwachtingen ten aanzien van toekomstige financiële prestaties blijken 

volkomen af te hangen van het innovatievermogen van het kernbedrijf. Via het 

innovatievermogen van het kernbedrijf draagt ook de leverancier indirect bij 

aan de financiële prestatie van de onderneming. Het lijkt er dus op dat de 

houding van een onderneming ten aanzien van haar leveranciers en de mate 

van innovatie bij diens leveranciers bepalend zijn voor het tot stand brengen 

van financiële topprestaties, zowel voor vandaag als voor de toekomst.  
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Algemene onderzoeksresultaten 

Aan de hand van de resultaten van de drie deelstudies zijn we in staat een 

antwoord te formuleren op de centrale onderzoeksvraag van dit proefschrift: 

Wat is de invloed van leveranciers op het vermogen van een onderneming om klanten, 

de maatschappij en aandeelhouders tevreden te stellen? Hoewel leveranciers geen 

direct effect lijken te hebben op de klanttevredenheid en financiële prestatie, 

blijken leveranciers een onderneming wel in staat te stellen om adequaat en 

innovatief te reageren op verschillende stakeholderbelangen. Drie inzichten uit 

dit proefschrift zijn daarbij van belang.  

Ten eerste tonen de resultaten dat innovatievermogen een sleutelrol speelt bij 

waardecreatie in de keten. Het innovatievermogen van de leverancier is een 

aanjager van het innovatievermogen van het kernbedrijf. Vervolgens is het 

kernbedrijf door innovatie beter in staat om zijn klant te bedienen en 

duurzaam betere prestaties te behalen. Juist omdat de leverancier de klant 

indirect beïnvloedt, via het kernbedrijf, is er een cruciale rol weggelegd voor 

het kernbedrijf om leveranciers te stimuleren kennis te delen. Op deze manier 

kunnen leverancierscompetenties optimaal worden aangewend voor het 

bereiken van succes.  

Ten tweede blijkt dat de leveranciersgerichtheid van een onderneming een 

direct effect heeft op de financiële prestatie van de onderneming. Deze 

uitkomst suggereert dat een onderneming door leveranciersgerichtheid in 

staat blijkt de juiste leveranciers te selecteren en te mobiliseren om bij te 

dragen aan de versterking van de concurrentiepositie van de onderneming. Zo 

laten de resultaten zien dat zowel de individuele leveranciers als het invoeren 

van leveranciersmanagement door de onderneming essentieel zijn voor het 

creëren van superieure financiële prestaties.  

Ten derde is het opvallend dat er geen verband wordt gevonden tussen de 

oriëntaties van het kernbedrijf en die van de leverancier. Marktgerichtheid 

geen effect heeft op de eindklantgerichtheid van de leverancier. Ook is er geen 

verband geconstateerd tussen de duurzaamheid van het kernbedrijf en de 

duurzaamheid van de leverancier. Hoewel eerdere onderzoeken hebben 

gesuggereerd dat een strategische ‘fit’ tussen de oriëntaties van ketenpartners 

essentieel zou zijn, laten onze onderzoeksresultaten zien dat marktgerichtheid, 

duurzaamheid en leveranciersgerichtheid voornamelijk van belang zijn binnen 

de eigen onderneming. In de samenwerking tussen ketenpartners staan niet de 

door ons onderzochte oriëntaties maar het innovatievermogen van de 
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samenwerkende ketenpartners centraal als drijfveer voor betere 

ketenprestaties. 

 

Bijdrage aan het wetenschappelijk debat 

Dit proefschrift draagt op verschillende manieren bij aan het wetenschappelijk 

debat omtrent waardecreatie in ketensamenwerking. De eerste theoretische 

bijdrage is gelegen in het gebruik van drie complementaire theorieën, i.c. de 

resource dependence theorie, het resource management perspectief en de 

stakeholder theorie. Vooral de hypothesen die ontleend zijn aan het resource 

management perspectief worden ondersteund door onze 

onderzoeksresultaten. Marktgerichtheid, duurzaamheid en leveranciers-

gerichtheid blijken vooral intern, binnen de onderneming effect te hebben. 

Deze oriëntaties blijken nauwelijks effect te hebben op de relaties tussen 

ondernemingen. Een tweetal observaties uit de onderzoeksresultaten zijn 

nieuw en aanvullend op het huidige begrip van het resource management 

perspectief. Door zowel marktgerichtheid, duurzaamheid en 

leveranciersgerichtheid na te streven kan een onderneming intern het 

innovatievermogen vergroten en daarmee haar financiële prestaties 

verbeteren. Het is essentieel dat dat in combinatie gebeurt. Daarnaast blijken 

innovatieve leveranciers aanjagers van innovatie binnen de onderneming. 

Daarmee bepleiten wij een verbreding van het resource management 

perspectief: in toekomstig onderzoek naar bedrijfsprestaties zouden naar onze 

mening meerdere stakeholderperspectieven en de relatie met leveranciers 

nadrukkelijk moeten worden betrokken. 

De tweede theoretische bijdrage heeft betrekking op het wetenschappelijk 

onderzoek op het gebied van innovatie. Innovatievermogen speelt een centrale 

rol in onze onderzoeksresultaten. Allereerst laten de resultaten zien dat het 

innovatievermogen van het kernbedrijf van groot belang is voor het realiseren 

van klanttevredenheid en superieure ondernemingsprestaties. Daarnaast 

blijken leveranciers een belangrijke externe bron van innovatievermogen. Deze 

bevinding is een verdere steun in de rug voor het onderzoek op het gebied van 

open innovatie. Het centrale idee achter open innovatie is dat kennis zo 

wijdverbreid is geraakt dat ondernemingen het zich niet kunnen veroorloven 

om alleen op hun eigen middelen te vertrouwen voor innovatie. De rol van 

leveranciers binnen open innovatie wordt door onze onderzoeksresultaten 

bekrachtigd.  
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De derde theoretische bijdrage heeft betrekking op de ontwikkeling van het 

kennisdomein van inkoop- en leveranciersmanagement. De resultaten laten 

zien dat leveranciers geen directe impact hebben op de klant en de financiële 

prestaties van een onderneming. Wel blijken ondernemingen beter te presteren 

wanneer ze samenwerken met innovatieve leveranciers. Er is dus een 

belangrijke rol weggelegd voor het kernbedrijf om het innovatiepotentieel van 

een leverancier te ontsluiten. Het cultiveren van een sterke 

leveranciersgerichtheid door bedrijven lijkt van groot belang. Deze twee 

observaties suggereren dat een waardeoriëntatie in inkoop- en 

leveranciersmanagement bijdraagt aan de ondernemingsprestatie op korte en 

lange termijn.  

 

Implicaties voor de bedrijfspraktijk 

Voor de bedrijfspraktijk laten de onderzoeksresultaten zien dat innovatie-

vermogen essentieel is om klanten tevreden te stellen en duurzaam 

ondernemingssucces te realiseren. Innovatie wordt aangedreven vanuit twee 

verschillende bronnen: een interne en een externe bron. Intern wordt innovatie 

getriggerd door werk te maken van marktgerichtheid, duurzaamheid en 

leveranciersgerichtheid. Extern wordt innovatie aangejaagd door samen te 

werken met innovatieve leveranciers. Voor bedrijven die innovatie belangrijk 

achten, is het dus raadzaam om zowel de interne als externe bronnen van 

innovatie aan te spreken. We lichten de interne en externe bronnen van 

innovatie kort toe.  

Het in combinatie nastreven van marktgerichtheid, duurzaamheid en 

leveranciersgerichtheid van belang is voor het realiseren van zowel innovatie 

als financiële prestaties. Hoewel marktgerichtheid al lang zijn intrede heeft 

gedaan in de bedrijfspraktijk, zijn duurzaam ondernemen en 

leveranciersgerichtheid nog geen gemeengoed. Gebaseerd op de resultaten 

van dit proefschrift, doen bedrijven er goed aan te investeren in duurzaam 

ondernemen als een bron van innovatie. Daarnaast lijkt het inbedden van 

waardegericht leveranciersmanagement in de gehele organisatie essentieel om 

duurzaam concurrentievoordeel te behalen. Een bijkomend voordeel is dat de 

verschillende oriëntaties elkaar versterken en het dus de moeite loont om 

marktgerichtheid, duurzaamheid en leveranciersgerichtheid gezamenlijk na te 

streven. 
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Wanneer bedrijven innovatie hoog op de agenda hebben staan, blijkt het van 

belang om relaties aan te gaan met innovatieve leveranciers. Het ontsluiten 

van de toegevoegde waarde van deze innovatieve leveranciers vraagt om een 

andere houding ten aanzien van leveranciersselectie en leveranciers-

management. Bedrijven lijken gebaat bij selectieprocessen die niet primair 

gedreven worden door lagere transactiekosten. Bij de selectie van leveranciers 

zou de voorkeur moeten worden gegeven aan samenwerking met innovatieve 

leveranciers die bereid zijn om hun vaardigheden, ervaring en kennis met 

opdrachtgevers te delen. Als vervolgens de contracten geregeld zijn, dienen 

(inkoop)managers leveranciers in staat te stellen hun beste en meest 

vernieuwende kennis daadwerkelijk in te brengen in de bedrijfsprocessen van 

de onderneming. Dit is niet zozeer een taak van alleen de inkooporganisatie, 

maar in feite van alle disciplines binnen de onderneming. Zoals dit proefschrift 

heeft laten zien, zijn de nieuwe ideeën van leveranciers een belangrijke externe 

drijfveer voor het ontwikkelen van innovatieve klantoplossingen, en een 

milieuvriendelijke en verantwoorde bedrijfsvoering. Daarmee vormen 

effectieve leveranciersrelaties een solide basis voor het creëren van duurzaam 

ondernemingssucces. 
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