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and what criteria if any is applied. The main statistical instrument used in the study is
Principal Component Analysis (PCA). Thus, the research has shown that the main criteria
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and price. Conclusions are made on the suitability and usefulness of suppliers’ evaluation
criteria and in way they are applied in enterprises.
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Introduction

In today’s highly competitive but also interre-
lated business environment, the effective selection
of business partners is one of the most important
issues, enterprises are dealing with. For the rea-
son, companies face a stiff competition which forces
them to focus on the improved quality, cost reduc-
tion activities, and improved lead time. Therefore,
they need to be very efficient to meet the dynam-
ic market requirements and to be open to change
[1], low cost, high quality products and supplier sat-
isfaction [2]. Increases of customer demands, sup-
ply/demand chain [3], advances of recent technolo-
gies, especially evolution in information and com-

munication technologies [4], competition in a glob-
al environment [5], and increases in environmental
consciousness [6] have forced enterprises to focus on
better supply chain management [7]. Moreover, radi-
cal product and technology innovation demand man-
ufacturer to turn back to the suppliers and the key
partners in order to maintain their existing customer
base [8]. Nowadays more than ever, businesses are de-
pending on strategic relations with their customers
and suppliers in order to create value-added systems
that will give them a competitive edge in the mar-
ket [9].

Most of the time vendors are being selected by
companies based on three basic factors, their abil-
ity to meet some quality standards, their delivery
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schedule and the price they offer. However in mod-
ern management, one must take into consideration
numerous other factors in order to succeed and es-
tablish a long-term relationship with its vendors and
in order to consider suppliers as the best intangible
assets of the organization [10]. From 1960s until to-
day, scholars have published numerous articles focus-
ing on the specific subject of supplier selection and
evaluation methods. Most of them concluded that
supplier selection process involves evaluation of dif-
ferent alternative vendors based on different multi-
ple criteria. This process has undergone significant
change during the past years, as technological capa-
bilities have increased and new methodologies have
been developed. Experts such as Charles A. Weber,
and G.W. Dickson from 1966 until recently, discov-
ered through surveys the various important selection
criteria, some of which are quantitative and others
qualitative. So far few attempts have been made to
develop an analytical framework for the vendor selec-
tion process, which combine these criteria, in order
to construct a model for vendor evaluation and se-
lection [11].

Need for research

The growing role and dependence on suppliers
within the company’s business chain increases the
need for objective assessment of supplier perfor-
mance. In many cases it is not sufficient that sup-
pliers are able to meet the materials and service
requirements of today. Buyers also need to deter-
mine whether a supplier is sufficiently equipped to
live-up to the company’s long-term requirements and
needs. In addition, it is necessary to know whether a
supplier can guarantee sustained continuity of sup-
ply. Primarily, the purpose of this study is to con-
struct an analytical framework for the vendor selec-
tion process. It combines quantitative and qualita-
tive vendor performance indicators and based on the
most important key factors of suppliers’ evaluation
to construct a model for vendor evaluation and se-
lection. In order to decide what should be measured
and to identify the most important performance in-
dicators, it is necessary to define the term purchasing
performance. Purchasing performance, according to
Ohdar and Ray [12], is considered to be the outcome
of purchasing effectiveness and purchasing efficien-
cy. Purchasing effectiveness is the extent to which,
by choosing a certain course of action, a previous-
ly established goal is being met. On the other hand
purchasing efficiency deals with the relationship be-
tween planned and actual sacrifices made in order to
be able to realize a goal that was previously set [13].

This study is important because it examines the buy-
ing attitudes of Greek SMEs as they have been culti-
vated by the selling behaviors of both domestic and
foreign suppliers through the years. This initiative
in this area aims to assist local companies by provid-
ing a framework for suppliers’ evaluation and perfor-
mance measurement.

The focus of this study is concentrated in the
identification of the selection criteria that dictate for
the successful evaluation of suppliers by various busi-
nesses in the marketplace. Additionally, it is expect-
ed that through this study the following objectives
will be met in order to establish the type of evalu-
ation factors that SMEs are using during the ven-
dor selection process. Subsequently, the objectives of
this study are; 1) to identify and analyze the most
important performance indicators which are used by
Greek-based (SMEs) enterprises in order to evalu-
ate the performance of their suppliers, 2) to find out
whether the selected theory is applicable to the lo-
cal marketplace. In other words, whether the most
important performance criteria employed in existing
literature are related with those that will be an-
swered by the Greek SMEs, 3) to assess whether
these KPIs are industry dependent or not. In oth-
er words, whether they are applicable to all types of
companies no matter the sector they belong to, and
4) to compare the emerged framework with existing
ones.

The remainder of this paper is divided into four
main sections. The first section provides a brief re-
view of the relevant support literature. The second
section outlines the methodology employed in the
research with particular attention given to Princi-
pal Component Analysis (PCA). The third section
provides a description of the resulting measures, a
discussion on the validity and reliability of the mea-
sures, as well as a presentation of key findings. The
fourth and last section includes the relevant conclu-
sions and recommendations.

Literature review

The literature review is based on the basis for
selecting the appropriate research methodology and
will assist in achieving the research objectives. In the
process of reviewing the literature, the authors fo-
cused on seven key issues, 1) supplier evaluation,
2) evaluation methods, 3) evaluation criteria (key
performance indicators), 4) purchasing, 5) supplier
relationships, 6) after sales, and 7) areas of investi-
gation. By analyzing the theory, different areas were
investigated in developing the analytical supplier se-
lection framework see following Fig. 1.
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Fig. 1. Two sections of the analytical framework.

It is widely accepted that one of the most impor-
tant responsibilities within the purchasing function
of a business is the evaluation and selection of sup-
pliers. In addition, it is well established that deci-
sions for purchasing can be complicated and are of-
ten based on different criteria[13] and [14]. Therefore,
since the 1960’s the analysis of key performance indi-
cators and the measuring of vendors’ performance re-
mains in the spotlight for numerous researchers and
practitioners [15]. Supplier evaluation is a time con-
suming activity and therefore it is important to have
clearly defined objectives in order to create value
for the evaluating underlying company [16] and [70].
Since many years, several researchers have been iden-
tified some of the factors in their supplier evaluation
models that are related to the successful evaluation
of suppliers during the vendor selection process [7,
15, 17–19].
According to [20], the term “Supply Chain Man-

agement”, which has been used by academics and
practitioners for over 20 years, is defined as the in-
tegration of all activities needed in order to procure
materials, transform them into intermediate goods
and final products, and deliver them to customers. In
other words, supply chains consists of all those links
that are needed in order for a product to reach the
final customer, with suppliers forming the key links
between the raw materials to final product design
and delivery [21]. It can be deduced therefore that
vendor selection, evaluation, and their involvement
is one of the most critical activities a firm should fo-
cus on [2]. On the other hand, the selection of inap-
propriate or unsatisfactory suppliers has the poten-
tial to unbalance a company’s often delicate financial
position (i.e. high cost) and upset it’s operational
(low product quality) infrastructure. Therefore, sev-
eral researchers have highlighted the important role
of supplier selection, and supplier’s involvement in
strategic decision making process [8, 22, 23], and [24]
to achieve effective supply chain [25].
It is important to understand that the supply

chain is a network trying to utilize fully the available
resources in the best possible way. In this aspect in-

stead of trying to optimize the firm operations, busi-
nesses should focus on the inter-organizational op-
erations [26]. Moreover, Uzzi [27] stated that a bal-
ance in personal relationships between the linked or-
ganizations of a supply network should be found to
create a good environment that provides stability to
be established. Internal and external communication
should be promoted to avoid the misunderstandings
and a shared vision to be created [28]. Another im-
portant factor in a successful relationship is inter-
action between purchasers and technical staff of the
company which becomes really important from the
moment when products are developed increasingly
sophisticated [28] and [29]. Even more benefits could
be achieved if the suppliers become involved in the
new product development process. As it can be seen,
there is a correlation between supplier relationships
and the supplier evaluation process [30] and [69]. De-
pending on the type of relationship wanted, certain
questions should be part of the evaluation. It is there-
fore imperative for a company to clarify the type of
relations it has with its suppliers as well as what type
of relationships are desired for them [31].

A supplier evaluation should not only be used
for selecting suppliers and evaluating bids, but al-
so for motivating existing suppliers and initiating
corrective actions [32, 33], and [34]. Since resources
are often limited, not all existing suppliers are in a
position to be evaluated. By comparing the differ-
ent suppliers, the ones that would benefit the most
from supplier development can be identified [35, 36]
and [67]. In this process, supplier evaluation may be
used as a tool to find areas in need of improvement.
The evaluation can also be used as a basis for on-
going dialogue, where monitoring and learning are
combined [36]. In a study by Lamming et al. [37],
it was found that improved overall quality, better
all-round service, improved delivery performance and
relationships, were the top four benefits of evaluat-
ing existing suppliers, with reduced costs following
closely behind. When asked, the suppliers listed the
same benefits, putting improved relationships first.
In a similar study by Tracey and Tan [38], it was
found that the four dimensions of customer satisfac-
tion and firm performance were positively affected
when both choosing and regularly evaluating sup-
pliers, with regard to quality, reliability and product
performance. In the same vein, it was also found that
firms usually focus too much on unit price, leading to
worse performance. To achieve the best performance,
the company should work jointly with its suppliers on
product development and continuous improvements.
Price is considered as a key performance indicator
during the last many years and a switch to the cost
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perspective can be clearly seen [39] and [40]. More-
over, quality and delivery performance have always
been presented as significant variables in all supply
chain models [41–44].Innovativeness has also been re-
ferred from several researchers although only recently
has gained some significance [31, 45], and [46, 68]. In
addition, flexibility is a criterion that has started to
appear in the models during the last decade [47].
Even though criteria such as continuous improve-
ment [31] and personal relationships have followed
the same trend, factors such as the importance of
geographical location have decreased in significance.

According to Weber [48] there are a number of
methodologies which have been developed from re-
searchers and scholars to assist businesses in the
evaluation process of suppliers. He identifies three
main approaches for evaluation, namely: categori-
cal, weighted point and cost ratio. The categorical
method influences the company to initially decide the
evaluation parameters of their suppliers. These para-
meters should then be assigned some form of rating
system such as preferred, satisfactory or neutral rat-
ing. In the end, the sum of all parameters is calculat-
ed and the supplier with the highest score is chosen.
This method is easy to implement and for this rea-
son is appropriate for firms with limited resources.
However, each parameter is equally weighted, so the
results easily become unreliable [15]. The second ap-
proach identified by [15] is the cost-ratio method.
The cost of each factor is calculated and is given as a
percentage of total purchases. This cost is estimated
for each potential supplier and the one with the low-
est net adjusted cost will be chosen. The cost-ratio
method is a very complex approach because requires
a well-designed cost-accounting system to accurately
generate the precise internal operating cost data. The
final approach to vendor evaluation is known as the
linear average of the weighted-point method. With
this technique various factors, which are key to the
company are weighted according to their perceived
importance. Each weighting is then multiplied by the
assigned performance score. Finally, a sum consist-
ing of each criterion’s result is calculated resulting
in a final rating for each supplier. Even though the
specific approach is more objective than the categor-
ical method, the buyer can still exercise considerable
judgment in determining the weighting for the evalu-
ation criteria, as well as the numerical values for the
vendors’ performances. A comparison study of the
three approaches by Chen et al. [49] reveals that the
weighted point method can be used by most firms.
Further, Presutti Jr & Mawhinney [50] strongly rec-
ommend using a scorecard model for the assessment
of suppliers.

Methodology

One of the most important elements defining the
suitability of this study is the selection of an appro-
priate research methodology. According to Blaxter
et al. [51], there are two basic research types: qualita-
tive and quantitative. The distinction between them
is not straight-forward and typical research often
contains data of both types. In a quantitative re-
search, data is usually collected through surveys and
can be statistically examined. The result can then be
generalized on a bigger population than examined.
In qualitative research on the other hand, more de-
tailed information about a single or a small amount
of cases is collected. This information can then be
reviewed using an analytical approach. According to
Bryman [52], conclusions drawn from a qualitative
study usually cannot be generalized to a larger pop-
ulation. Qualitative and quantitative data are usual-
ly used together and the use of one research strategy
does not necessarily exclude the other type of data.
In this study, a quantitative research strategy will
be used but both qualitative and quantitative data
is gathered, although the use of quantitative data will
be dominant. Furthermore, Blaxter et al. [51] iden-
tified four basic approaches to research in the social
sciences context: action research, case studies, exper-
iments, and surveys. It should be noted that this clas-
sification is not meant to be definitive or exclusive,
but simply recognizes the most common approach-
es used for small-scale research projects. In addi-
tion, Bryman [52] identifies four basic research tech-
niques: the study of documents, interviews, observa-
tions, and questionnaires. This study, following the
examples of the existing literature, will employ more
than one method in the main body of the research,
namely a survey in conjunction with a number of
interviews, in order to obtain a more detailed per-
spective on the issues raised.

In order to be in the position to develop a suppli-
ers’ evaluation tool, which is the aim of this study
along with determining the benefits earned when
businesses apply a related tool to help them dur-
ing the selection process, different aspects of the ex-
isting literature should be considered. The starting
point for this framework should be to investigate the
available literature, in order to see what kind of eval-
uation methods and criteria have been employed in
the past. At the same time the reasons for which
they were investigated and the benefits offered to
the enterprises should be reviewed. In studying the
theory, a number of different evaluation methods and
criteria were discovered. The literature showed that
before an evaluation method is applied, the key per-
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formance indicators must be chosen, through which
an enterprise will evaluate its suppliers.

Data collection and analysis

Quantitative methods as well as qualitative meth-
ods were used for the analysis of the data obtained
by the research. Moreover, for the purposes of the
specific study both field and literature review re-
search were carried out. Secondary data was obtained
through literature research using online academic
valid databases such as Emerald and EBSCO.
The primary sources of information were ob-

tained through research in companies. The organi-
zations participated in the research were selected ac-
cording to their market share (large or small), size,
human resources and industry. A major factor in the
selection of the companies was the degree in which
these manufacturing and commercial companies are
dealing with a number of suppliers from Greece and
abroad. During the pilot study companies import-
ing products from other countries were preferred.
250 questionnaires were sent to purchasing managers,
company owners, and managers through faxes or e-
mails and 80 of them were received back which re-
flects a response rate of 32%. A number of interviews
were conducted mainly for clarification issues.
Principal Components Analysis (PCA) [53] and

[54] with rotation to an orthogonal solution by the
varimax method [55] was adopted as the main sta-
tistical instrument. According to Lewis-Beck [56],
this method is the most commonly used in order to
reduce the number of items in a survey question-
naire. The factorability of the data was tested with
Bartlett’s test of sphericity and the Kaiser-Meyer-
Olkin (KMO) measure of sampling accuracy [57].
Petroni & Braglia [58] have used Principal Com-
ponent Analysis in the development of a model for
vendor selection. Reliability testing was undertaken
using Cronbach’s Alpha. This test of reliability co-
efficient is the most widely used [59] and [60]. The
lowest value of Cronbach’s Alpha is 0.7 that is gener-
ally agreed. Nevertheless, it is important to mention
that this may decrease to 0.6 in exploratory research
[61, 62], and [63], which fits in the specific study.
One way ANOVA was used to test for differences
between performance indicators and industry types.
SPSS was the software used for the data entry and
analysis.

Findings

In the distributed questionnaires, among other
questions, the participants were asked to evaluate

thirty key performance indicators. Both quantitative
and qualitative indicators were included as suggested
by Cebi & Bayraktar [7], with the former being the
majority. The surprise comes from the fact that the
results revealed that the “attitude of each vendor to-
wards each customer” indicator is considered as the
most important of all (Table 1). This is an intangi-
ble (qualitative) performance indicator which could
be attributed to cultural differences [64]. In contra-
diction with Dickson [65] survey who presents quali-
ty, delivery, and performance history to be the most
important factors, [48] considered net price, delivery
time and quality as the most important supplier se-
lection criteria. In our case, delivery schedules are
followed by net price and quality (both with a mean
of 4.40).

Table 1

Highest rated key performance indicators.

Key Performance Indicators Mean Std. Deviation

The attitude of each vendor to-
wards each customer

4.65 .58

The ability of vendors to meet
pre-specified delivery schedules

4.62 .54

The ability of suppliers to meet
quality specifications

4.40 .76

The net price, after discount and
freight charges

4.40 .76

The ability of each supplier to be
flexible in changes of ordered vol-
umes

4.37 .85

Reciprocal arrangements are sub-
stantial for the evaluation process

4.23 .83

The credit policy offered by each
vendor

4.13 .89

The level and degree of innova-
tion in terms of product design

4.10 .88

Clear paths of communication
between my company and its sup-
pliers

4.10 .77

The repair service given by each
vendor

4.01 1.00

Considering Dickson’s survey and the fact that
it took place during the 1960’s, the reciprocal agree-
ments factor, which accounted as the least important
factor, in this research respondents consider it as the
sixth most important criterion. The least important
factor for the participants in this survey is that of the
labor relations of each supplier with a mean of 2.8.

The companies participated in the survey come
from four different sectors: manufacturing (26.3%
of the sample), commercial (45%), services (22.5%),
and construction (6.2%). One-way ANOVA testing
was conducted in examining possible correlations be-
tween industry profiles and key performance indica-
tors. Table 2 below shows that there are no signifi-
cant correlations between the two groups.
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Table 2
One-way ANOVA test for differences between industry

profiles and KPIs.

Key Performance Indicators F Sig.

1 ,350 ,789

2 1,435 ,239

3 ,515 ,673

4 ,060 ,981

5 1,265 ,292

6 1,908 ,135

7 ,089 ,966

8 2,430 ,072

9 2,646 ,055

10 ,824 ,485

Significant at p < 0.05

Principal Components Analysis (CPA) has been
selected in order to transform the original variables

into a smaller set of linear combinations. In assess-
ing the suitability of the data two tests were used:
Bartlett’s test of sphericity which should be signifi-
cant (p < .05) for the CPA to be considered appro-
priate and the Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin (KMO) measure
of sampling accuracy with 0.6 suggested as the min-
imum value for a good analysis [57] and [54]. The
results shown below in Table 3 allow us to proceed
since the criteria for factorability are being success-
fully met (p = .000 and KMO index =.759).

Table 3

One-way ANOVA test for differences between industry
profiles and KPIs.

Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin Measure
of Sampling Adequacy

.759

Bartlett’s Test of Sphericity
Approx.
Chi-Square
df Sig.

768
351
.000

Table 4
Total variance explained by each variable and emerged components.

Component
Initial Elgenvalues Extraction Sums of Squared Loadings Rotation Sums of Squared Loadings

Total % of Variance Cumulative % Total % of Variance Cumulative % Total % of Variance Cumulative %

1 6.806 25.21 25.206 6.806 25.21 25.206 3.960 14.67 14.67

2 2.223 8.232 33.438 2.223 8.232 33.438 3.128 11.58 26.25

3 1.916 7.097 40.535 1.916 7.097 40.535 2.366 8.762 35.01

4 1.589 5.886 46.421 1.589 5.886 46.421 2.332 8.639 43.65

5 1.553 5.751 52.172 1.553 5.751 52.172 2.301 8.521 52.17

6 1.355 5.020 57.192

7 1.133 4.196 61.388

8 1.035 3.832 65.220

9 1.008 3.735 68.955

10 .924 3.424 72.379

11 .818 3.028 75.407

12 .740 2.741 78.148

13 .694 2.571 80.719

14 .649 2.402 83.121

15 .576 2.135 85.256

16 .507 1.877 87.133

17 .452 1.675 88.808

18 .432 1.602 90.410

19 .408 1.511 91.921

20 .362 1.342 93.264

21 .356 1.319 94.583

22 .345 1.278 95.860

23 .297 1.099 96.960

24 .245 .908 97.867

25 .221 .820 98.687

26 .183 .677 99.364

27 .172 .636 100.00
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In determining the number of components (fac-
tors) that best describes the underlying relation-
ship among the variables, [54], in [57] recommends
that “researchers adopt an exploratory approach,
experimenting with different numbers of factors un-
til a satisfactory solution is found”. Nevertheless,
Kaiser’s criterion or, otherwise, the eigenvalue rule
has been adopted which suggests that only factors
with an eigenvalue of 1.0 or greater are retained for
further investigation [54]. In some cases the Kaiser’s
criterion is resulting in the retention of too many
factors and for that reason it has received a lot of
criticism [57]. The five components that are retained
in this study have eigenvalues ranging from 1.553 to
6.806 and explaining a total of 52.172 percent of the
variance (Table 4).
The Rotated Component Matrix (shown in Ap-

pendix A) presents the loadings of each of the vari-
ables (performance indicators) on the five factors
that were selected. All five components include a
number of moderately strong loadings with just four
cross loadings. The loading values in three out of
the thirty variables were below the cut-off point of
0.4 so they did not load onto any of the five com-

ponents. As indicated by [62] the testing procedure
outlined by Tabachnick et al. [54], can exclude fac-
tor loadings of less than 0.50 from further analysis.
This fact suits the present study in a sense that it
provides some kind of simplicity in assigning a name
to each component. Reference [57] suggests that by
observing the highest loading variables on each of
the components will assist in identifying the nature
of the underlying latent variable represented by each
component. Table 5 demonstrates the five extracted
components with the variables they represent, along
with Cronbach’s alpha coefficients.

In order to determine the internal consistency of
the measures the Cronbach’s alpha coefficient was
calculated. This reliability testing was undertaken for
each component. The results, shown in the last col-
umn of Table 5, provide an adequate reliability as
coefficient alphas of less than 0.60 is generally con-
sidered unsatisfactory [66] and [61]. The results im-
prove the overall confidence of the adopted method-
ology, the actual data, as well as the conclusions be-
ing drawn concerning the validity of the developed
measures.

Table 5
Total variance explained by each variable and emerged components.

Component Key Performance Indicator Impact of new Variable
Measurement

Alpha
Coefficient

A Procedural compliance with procedures, both bidding and operating
by each vendor
The way of management and organization of each vendor
The ability of suppliers to meet quality specifications
The position of each vendor in the industry
The labor relations record of each supplier should be exceptional

Management ,8135

B Availability of training aids and educational courses in the use of each
product
A communication system with information on progress of orders pro-
vided of each vendor
Predefined agreed processes to identify and solve occurring problems
Warranties and claim policies of each supplier
Reciprocal arrangements are substantial for the evaluation process

Service
Quality

,6806

C The impression made by each vendor in personal contacts
Closer relationships and reasonable tenure that can result in mutual
cost reductions
The geographical location of each vendor

Customer
Relations

,6318

D The net price, after discount and freight charges
The performance history of each vendor
The financial position of each vendor
The repair service given by each vendor
The production facilities and capacity of each vendor

Financial
Competitiveness

,7013

E The ability of each supplier to be flexible in changes of ordered vol-
umes
The level and degree of innovation in terms of product design

Flexibility
and Innovation

,7072
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The vendor selection measurements developed by
[18] were based on competitive concerns of the pur-
chasing function. Criteria were employed from the
existing literature and their empirical findings. They
concluded that the five main competitive priorities
for the purchasing function are cost, quality, deliv-
ery, flexibility, and innovation. Reference [17] model
employed a list of factors for the automobile indus-
try. For the selection process, he used a list of per-
formance indicators divided into five distinct cate-
gories: cost, logistics, quality, development, and man-
agement. Cebi & Bayraktar [7] developed an Ana-
lytic Hierarchy Process (AHP) model dividing the
factors into four different categories: logistics, tech-
nology, business, and relationship. These factors were
developed through observations of a Turkish manu-
facturing company.

The models of [17, 18], and Cebi & Bayraktar [7]
use four to five categories, as Dickson [65] has not
divided the factors he surveyed into any distinct cat-
egories. The three developed models have one sim-
ilar factor, logistics or delivery. Krause et al. [18]
as well as Birch include the cost and quality cate-
gories. These models also use an innovation or devel-
opment category that contains similar variables (in-
dicators). Cebi & Bayraktar [7] on the other hand use
a business category which overlaps with Birch’s man-
agement category. Although the framework devel-
oped in this study leverages greatly on Krause et al.
[18] model regarding the categories incorporated in
the models as well as the adopted methodology, the
proposed model demonstrates improved applicabili-
ty and further enhances overall confidence through
supporting the validity of the developed measures.

Conclusions

This paper has proposed a model framework for
supplier selection and evaluation. Various supplier
evaluation methods were discussed and their suit-
ability assessed. A supplier’s evaluation tool was pro-
posed and developed as a framework for future sup-
plier selection. The survey involved 80 participating
companies and the results of the research have shown
that the most significant evaluation criteria used by
Greek SMEs are the attitude of the vendor towards
the customer, supplier delivery schedules, followed
by product quality, and the product net price.

One of the major benefits that can be achieved
is that the company performing suppliers’ evalua-
tion gets to know the suppliers in a more profound
way, creating a good basis for future cooperation.
By conducting this evaluation, the suppliers learn
more about their customers’ specific needs and de-

mands. In addition, an evaluation provides suppliers
with knowledge about areas in need of improvement,
which they were unaware of, leading to improved per-
formance. Nevertheless, the evaluation tool is only
one step towards a better cooperation with the sup-
pliers. The tool in itself will not lead to improvements
per se. It is the use of the tool in combination with
other activities that will lead to better performing
suppliers.

The major contribution of this study is the em-
pirical evidence gathered on the supplier selection
process. The information collected and the findings
of the study helped to close the gap between theo-
retical work and actual practice. The findings of this
investigation are important in expanding the under-
standing of the variables that affect the supplier se-
lection process, and specific information is provided
addressing the criteria used by organizations for the
supplier selection process.

In addressing future work, the framework could
be expanded to include other corporate environ-
ments and companies based in other geographical
locations, with the Balkan countries being perhaps
closest to the original study in terms of both loca-
tion and a social structure. The developed parts of
the evaluation tool could be adapted on an ongo-
ing basis, with the users incorporating further ap-
plied improvements arising from the continuous use
of the framework, leading to the model’s improve-
ment.
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