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Abstract: Manufacturing firms are created to produce essential goods that meet customer demands, with the objective of
generating profit through their supply chain operations. Supplier relationship management (SRM) plays a crucial role within
supply chain activities. It enhances collaboration between manufacturing firms and their suppliers, thereby improving
organizational performance and profitability. This study examines SRM strategies that can enhance the performance of
manufacturing firms in the UK. Specifically, it identifies the various SRM approaches adopted by these firms to improve
organizational outcomes, determines the strategy that contributes most significantly to performance, analyzes how improvements
in supplier performance affect manufacturing firms, and investigates the challenges associated with effective SRM
implementation. To meet the research objectives and address the research question, a systematic literature review was undertaken
to gather insights from existing studies on the subject. The data synthesis process employed a narrative approach, utilizing
descriptive text to explain and summarize findings from relevant prior research. The results highlighted several SRM strategies
that support improved organizational performance, categorized into external and internal supply chain management (SCM)-
related resources. External factors included supplier partnerships, mutual trust, strategic purchasing, and mutual benefit
approaches. Among these, partnership and trust were identified as having the most significant influence on organizational
performance. The findings also indicated that supplier performance evaluation plays a key role in enhancing supplier
performance, which in turn is a major factor in improving the overall performance of manufacturing firms. Based on these
outcomes, the study concluded that strengthening relationships with suppliers enables organizations to secure essential resources
more effectively while reducing costs, ultimately supporting profit maximization. Consequently, it was recommended that
manufacturing firms in the UK periodically review their SRM policies to adopt strategies that align with the evolving dynamics
of the supply chain environment and enhance overall performance.
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1. Introduction

The manufacturing sector in the United Kingdom
functions within a complex value chain that relies heavily on
raw materials sourced both domestically and internationally
[1]. As a result, companies need to establish and maintain
strong supplier relationship strategies to ensure a steady
supply and timely delivery of production materials [2].
Supplier relationship management (SRM) centers on the
interaction between an organization and its suppliers of goods
or services, acting as a vital system for sustaining dependable
supply networks [3, 4, 5, 6, 7]. For such relationships to
effectively support long-term business goals and improve
outcomes, they must deliver mutual benefits to both buyers
and suppliers [8, 9, 10]. In this setting, organizational
performance refers to how well a company achieves its
objectives over time, usually measured by comparing actual
results with intended targets.

Manufacturers in the UK, which play a significant role in
the national economy, currently face challenges in attaining
the level of production efficiency needed for optimal
performance. A 2019 report from the UK Manufacturer’s
Organization indicated that the food and beverage sector is
unable to satisfy domestic demand, despite being more
valuable than the aerospace and automotive industries
combined. The UK has the second-largest food and drink trade
deficit among G7 nations. Consequently, it relies on imports
to meet domestic demand. This gap reflects underperformance
that adversely affects both customer satisfaction and financial
stability. One major contributor to this inefficiency is the
inadequate supply of raw materials [11, 12]. This problem
often stems from insufficient engagement with or development
of suppliers in an evolving global marketplace. According to
Mbiko et al. (2017), weak relationship management negatively
affects supply chains by increasing costs, lowering material
quality, extending lead times, and reducing profitability. Since
these firms depend on external suppliers, strengthening these
relationships is critical for effective material sourcing [13, 14,
15]. Implementing improved SRM strategies could enhance
production for both domestic consumption and export
markets.

In response to these issues, this study provides a systematic
evaluation of how SRM practices affect organizational
performance, with a focus on the UK food and beverage sector.
Due to the limited availability of research in this specific area,
the study extends its scope to include other UK manufacturing
industries as well as evidence from European and other
developed economies [16]. The insights derived offer a basis
for recommending improvements in SRM practices for UK
food and beverage firms, with the goal of enhancing
operational efficiency and overall economic performance.

The review aimed to identify supplier relationship
management methods that enhance the performance of UK
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manufacturing companies. The key highlights of the review
are outlined as follows.

»  To distinguish the various SRM techniques utilized
by UK manufacturers to boost organizational outcomes.

»  To establish which supplier relationship management
approach most significantly influences the success of
manufacturing businesses in the UK.

»  To analyze how enhancing supplier output affects the
overall results of UK manufacturing firms.

» To investigate obstacles to efficient supplier
relationship management and offer suggestions for advancing
SRM methods to improve the performance of organizations in
the UK manufacturing sector.

2. Rationale for the Study

This study is important as it contributes to the existing
knowledge of SRM and organizational performance outcomes
[16]. It also holds value for supply chain practitioners and
policymakers within UK manufacturing and other complex
supply chain environments. By extending prior research, the
study identifies SRM strategies that are essential for the
success of manufacturing firms in the UK. It emphasizes the
approaches that have the greatest impact on firm performance
and shows how supplier performance evaluation enhances
outcomes, ultimately improving operational efficiency in
manufacturing organizations. Furthermore, the study
identifies challenges associated with effective SRM
implementation and suggests possible solutions. These
findings enrich academic literature and serve as a foundation
for future research in this area [17, 18]. For managers and
decision-makers, the study provides clear insights into the
most effective SRM practices for improving organizational
performance, supporting informed policy decisions and the
practical application of SRM to enhance profitability. While
prior research has extensively documented SRM practices in
automotive and construction sectors, this study makes three
distinct contributions to the literature. First, it provides the
first systematic synthesis of SRM literature specifically
contextualized to the UK food and beverage manufacturing
sector, an industry that has received limited academic
attention despite its economic significance. Second, the study
develops an integrated conceptual framework in Figure 3 that
synthesizes external and internal SCM-related resources into
an actionable model for practitioners, extending Teller et al.'s
(2016) resource-based view of SRM capability. Third, the
study identifies a gap between established SRM principles and
their application in food and beverage supply chains, offering
a foundation for sector-specific empirical research.

3. Research Methodology

The investigation utilized a critical realism philosophical
framework, aiming to explain observations and experiences
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through the underlying structures of reality that determine
observable events. It employed a deductive research approach
to examine the current body of knowledge regarding SRM
strategies and the enhancement of firm performance. A
qualitative methodology was selected to facilitate the
gathering of extensive descriptive data from prior research.
The research strategy was a systematic literature review
(SLR), which followed standard procedures: defining a
research question, identifying relevant literature through
criteria development and article searches, evaluating the
quality of the studies, synthesizing the evidence, and
interpreting the outcomes. Data analysis within the SLR,
known as data synthesis, was executed using a narrative
technique that relied on textual summaries to explain research
evidence from previous studies concerning the topic [19, 20,
21,22,23,24]. The research focuses on two primary concepts:
supplier relationship management (SRM) and organizational
performance. SRM is defined as the framework a company
uses to improve business interactions with its suppliers,
aiming for increased profits for all parties involved in the
supply chain [25]. Meanwhile, organizational performance
represents the degree to which a company achieves its
established objectives, comparing planned goals against actual
results over a specific period. This performance is primarily
evaluated through profitability, operational efficiency, and the
firm’s capacity to maintain relationships with its employees
and business associates.

3.1. Barriers to SRM Adoption in Manufacturing Firms

Before examining specific SRM strategies and their
performance implications, it is important to briefly outline the
key barriers that manufacturing firms face when adopting
SRM practices. Based on the literature reviewed in this study,
these barriers include:

» Communication gaps and lack of transparency between
buyers and suppliers;

» Inadequate supplier training and development programs;

» Contract  disputes and  non-compliance  with
organizational culture;

» Over-dependence on single suppliers;

» Excessive focus on cost efficiency rather than relationship
quality;

» Inventory management complexities;

» Deficient sustainability standards;

» Failure to investigate suppliers’ prior performance
records; and

» Insufficient top management support and internal

resources.
These barriers, if unaddressed, can significantly undermine
the effectiveness of SRM initiatives and limit organizational
performance improvements. The findings section of this paper
provides a detailed analysis of how these barriers manifest in
practice and offers evidence-based recommendations for
overcoming them.

3.2. Related Work
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This examination of the literature explores the degree
of research regarding supplier relationship management
(SRM) and its influence on boosting the performance of
manufacturing companies. The analysis is structured
thematically to mirror the core keywords and research
variables  across the  following  categories: the
conceptualization of SRM, its importance, barriers to
successful implementation, the definition of organizational
performance, and methods for utilizing SRM to enhance
organizational results [26, 27, 28, 29]. The evaluation of
organizational performance concentrates specifically on
production efficiency, financial success, and customer
satisfaction.

3.3. The Concept of Supplier Relationship Management

Webb (2017) defines SRM as the process through which
organizations identify key supply categories and apply
effective strategies for managing them. This process,
commonly referred to as Supply Chain Relationship
Management (SCRM), involves assessing each supplier's
value. It also identifies suppliers that are crucial to the firm's
stability and performance. Echtelt et al. (2008) pointed out
several fundamental elements of SRM, such as strong trust,
information sharing, shared risks and rewards, cooperation,
and involving suppliers in new product development. Drawing
from existing studies, Ghaith et al. (2014) outlined five main
components of SRM: improving supplier quality, building
trust, reducing lead times, collaborating on new product
development, and investing in supplier partnerships.
Understanding these aspects and the significance of each
supplier enables managers to develop stronger relationships.
Awasthi and Kannan (2016) noted that modern supply chain
management increasingly prioritizes these relationships,
shifting from transactional interactions to long-term,
cooperative partnerships that offer adaptability and shared
benefits. Sundquist et al. (2018) further emphasized the
importance of recognizing a firm’s position within its supply
network, monitoring evolving buyer-supplier relationships,
and actively managing the relationship environment, as these
actions can greatly enhance organizational performance [30,
31, 32, 33].

3.4. Importance of Supplier Relationship Management

Supply chains consist of several key actors, including
suppliers, manufacturers, distributors, and end consumers
(Heizer & Render, 2014). They form intricate, vertically
connected networks of organizations (Kotzab & Otto, 2004).
Supply chain managers adopt a holistic view of operations,
concentrating on inter-organizational systems that span both
upstream and downstream activities (Cousins & Menguc,
2006). These semi-integrated networks extend from raw
material sources to the final customer (Frohlich and
Westbrook, 2001; Heikkil’a 2002). The responsibility of
managers is to coordinate crossorganizational processes that
create customer value and enhance the performance of the
entire system rather than focusing on individual components
(Cooper, Lambert & Pagh, 1997; Heikkil"a 2002). Effective
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implementation of SCM allows firms to operate efficiently
and serves as a strategic tool for improving overall
performance (Cook, Heiser & Sengupta, 2011; Johnson and
Templar, 2011). Alfalla-Luque et al. (2013) emphasized that
improvements from SCM encompass both internal and
external gains achieved through collaboration and shared
resources [34, 35, 36, 37, 38, 39, 40, 41].

In supply chain research, performance indicators differ
depending on the area of focus (Bak, 2016). For example,
evaluating performance from a supplier management
perspective requires specific metrics. Melnyk et al. (2004)
noted that managing both existing and potential suppliers’
demands a flexible and systematic approach, particularly in a
globalized and innovation-driven environment where
emphasis has shifted toward strengthening buyer-supplier
relationships (Baily et al, 2005; Gadde et al, 2010). This
transition is driven by the recognition that effective supplier
management can provide a competitive advantage across the
entire supply chain (Gadde et al. 2010). As a result, assessing
supplier performance and its integration into the supply chain
is essential. Simpson et al. (2002) highlighted that these
relationships are critical for long-term business success,
especially as companies reduce their supplier base [42, 43, 44,
45]. Firms often concentrate on fewer suppliers to maximize
value from these strategic partnerships.

3.5  Challenges
Management

of Effective Supplier Relationship

Building and maintaining strong relationships with
suppliers is crucial for business success, especially in light of
recent global geopolitical tensions. Although supplier
relationship management (SRM) models are vital for
manufacturing firms, implementing them effectively remains
a major challenge. Beroe (2022) highlighted several key
obstacles: poor buyer-seller communication, challenges in
mitigating supplier related risks, contract disputes,
dependence on a single supplier, excessive focus on cost
efficiency, and inventory management problems. Zhang and
Cao (2018) further linked SRM difficulties to the complex
dynamics of the global supply chain. They pointed out that
issues such as inadequate supplier training and development,
lack of transparency, communication gaps, failure to review a
supplier’s past performance, contract conflicts, and non-
compliance with the company’s business culture can all
impede performance. On the other hand, strengthening
supplier relationships during times of high uncertainty can
yield benefits, including access to essential supplies, lower
transaction costs, and reduced risks from opportunistic
behavior during contract enforcement (Zhang & Cao, 2018;
Yang et al., 2016) [46, 47, 48, 49].

Leppelt et al. (2013) examined sustainable supplier
relationship management (SSRM) in European chemical
companies, focusing on how firms handle these relationships
in interdependent contexts [50]. This multiple case study
covered seven European chemical firms, collecting data
through interviews, questionnaires, and public reports. Cross-
case analysis identified three main factors that drive
sustainability leaders to excel in SSRM practices: alignment
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with corporate strategy, risk perception, and the company’s
presence in sustainability indices. The study found a strong
correlation between corporate strategy and SSRM in all cases,
indicating that advanced SSRM practices are closely linked to
implementing a coordinated sustainability strategy.
Additionally, the findings emphasized that responsive and
resource-efficient supplier development is crucial for
minimizing sustainability risks, particularly when moving
away from suppliers that fail to meet procurement standards.

3.6 The Concept of Organisational Performance

Miles (2022) characterizes organizational performance as
a firm’s capacity to reach its objectives and maximize results,
even amidst continuous change. He identifies key metrics such
as financial outcomes, organizational resilience, collaborative
change culture, and employee retention. Similarly, Opaleye et
al. (2020) [51, 52] view performance as the culmination of an
organization’s activities over time, often evaluated against
management responsibilities and projected cost efficiencies.
They associate firm performance with survival, efficiency,
and competitive advantage. Chebichi et al. (2023) offer a more
detailed conceptualization, including customer satisfaction,
competitive edge, cost and operational efficiency, and service
delivery. This study, however, specifically explores how
supplier relationship management influences the performance
of the firms under review, with a particular focus on
production efficiency, financial results, and customer
satisfaction [53].

3.7 Supplier Relationship Management for Improved
Organizational Performance

Research by Kotler et al. (2016) and Harland et al. (2019)
demonstrates  that inadequate supplier relationship
management undermines organizational success by causing
production inefficiencies, declining customer satisfaction, and
weakened financial results. Harland et al. (2019) also
emphasize that these supplier ties affect both current and
future economic stability. Furthermore, investigations into
operational performance suggest that empowering suppliers
through financial assistance, technical guidance, early project
involvement, and rigorous auditing positively impacts
business outcomes (Mar'm-Garc1a et al., 2018; Easterby-
Smith et al., 2019). Vashisht (2023) notes that utilizing SRM
strategies  like  development programs, transparent
communication, risk mitigation, and technological tools helps
build strong, reciprocal partnerships [54, 55, 56, 57, 58, 59,
60]. These practices often lead to sustained benefits, such as
improved manufacturing efficiency, lower costs, and
enhanced innovation, contributing to overall corporate
success.

Teller et al. (2016) analyzed the importance of SRM
within the supply chain by surveying senior managers from
790 large Austrian manufacturing and retail organizations
[61]. From a random sample of 200 firms, they achieved an 87
percent response rate from logistics and supply chain experts.
Using structural equation modeling, the researchers found that
external supply chain resources directly determine SRM
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capability, whereas internal resources serve as an indirect
factor. This SRM capability subsequently influences SCM
execution, measured by process integration and organizational
performance.

The study by Teller et al. (2016) empirically showed that
SRM can improve SCM execution and supply chain
integration, resulting in higher value for customers and
shareholders. While the data originated in Austria, the findings
are considered applicable to the United Kingdom, as both
regions represent advanced European business environments
[62].

Szwejozewski et al. (2005) examined supplier-

manufacturer relations in 34 German companies within the
automotive, electronics, and process sectors. Through surveys
and interviews with senior purchasing managers, the study
found that while managers viewed their supplier relationships
as collaborative partnerships, the primary focus remained on
profit. Most organizations utilized multi-sourcing or
dualsourcing models, with only a small number practicing true
single-sourcing partnerships. Information sharing covering
order details, strategic shifts, and design changes—was
identified as a vital component of successful SRM.
Lawson et al. (2009) investigated the influence of strategic
purchasing on supply management practices and performance
among 111 UK manufacturing executives [63]. The results
indicated a significant link between strategic purchasing,
socialization mechanisms, and supplier integration. Both
supplier integration and responsiveness were shown to
enhance buyer performance. Strategic purchasing also had a
significant indirect impact on performance through supplier
integration, though its direct relationship with responsiveness
and the link between socialization and performance were
insignificant. The research concluded that close, long-term
ties create shared benefits for both buyers and suppliers.

Cousins and Lawson (2007) researched buyer-supplier
relations regarding sourcing strategies and firm performance
across 142 UK-based manufacturers [64]. They examined
critical and leverage sourcing strategies to see how they
dictated collaborative or arms-length relationship styles. The
results indicated that a critical sourcing strategy requires a
collaborative approach to achieve better business outcomes.
While leverage strategies had a direct effect on performance,
they were also associated with higher supplier power, which
did not significantly impact overall performance. This study
underscores the necessity of matching sourcing strategies with
specific relationship approaches to maximize firm success.

3.8 SRM Strategies and Their Contribution to Organizational
Performance

Jiang et al. (2012) researched the impact of trust and
dependence on supplier relationship management within the
UK construction sector using a survey conducted over a four-
month period [65]. The study invited 1,133 companies,
ultimately collecting 636 usable responses from 404 firms,
which were then analyzed through exploratory factor analysis
and structural equation modeling. This research demonstrated
how trust and dependence act as foundations for four critical
relationship quality markers: commitment, communication,
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satisfaction, and long-term perspective. The evidence
suggested that relationship quality is primarily fueled by
interpersonal trust between buyers and suppliers, while
interorganizational dependence often associated with
adversarial dynamics had a less significant effect.
Consequently, trust was identified as the central factor for
high-quality relationships in the UK construction industry.
Although this study targeted construction, its insights are
applicable to the food and beverage manufacturing sector, as
both industries rely on external vendors and operate within the
same general supply chain environment.

Ghaith et al. (2014) investigated how supplier relationship
management influences the competitive standing of 122
manufacturing firms in Japan, Korea, the USA, and Italy
across the machinery, electronics, and transportation sectors
[66]. Using surveys with a Cronbach Alpha reliability of 0.70,
21 questionnaires were distributed to various managers and
staff at each firm. Multiple regression analysis showed that the
combined influence of SRM elements including quality
involvement, trust, lead time reduction, and collaboration on
new product development (NPD) accounted for a significant
portion of the variance in competitive performance.
Specifically, supplier development/partnerships and lead time
reduction were identified as having strong, positive
associations with competitive success. While quality
involvement, trust-based ties, and NPD collaboration showed
less statistical significance in this particular study, supplier
development emerged as the most critical practice for
competitive performance, followed by the reduction of lead
times.

The fact that some factors like quality involvement and
trust showed statistical insignificance does not suggest they
should be ignored by manufacturers; instead, it indicates that
lead time reduction and supplier development are more potent
predictors of competitive gain. Each factor carries specific
benefits noted across different studies. These results highlight
the importance of SRM in a modern landscape where firms
must navigate diverse customer needs and demand volatility.
Since varied requirements make it difficult for efficient firms
to hold large inventories, demand uncertainty often creates
supply instability. Prioritizing a robust SRM strategy provides
a solution to these challenges. Supporting this view, Chandra
and Grabis (2004) argued that comprehensive supplier
strategies are necessary to ensure the timely delivery of high-
quality raw materials in the correct amounts [67, 68, 69].

Previous research, such as Johnston et al. (2004), has also
identified a positive correlation between supplier development
and organizational results. It is essential for companies to help
their suppliers become responsive to fluctuations in material
specifications, quality, and quantity. These partnerships can
provide suppliers with technical and managerial advantages,
enhancing their ability to meet requirements and maintain
reliable delivery schedules. While these development
initiatives require time and financial investment, Ghaith et al.
(2014) noted that the long-term rewards justify the initial
costs. Reducing supplier lead times is another vital practice for
competitive performance, as it ensures suppliers can adhere to
timely delivery schedules and meet specific quantity demands.
Anderson (2004) noted that lead time reduction effectively
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lowers shipping risks and allows for faster responses to
customer needs[70].

3.9 Supplier Performance Improvement and Manufacturing
Firm Performance

Romule et al. (2020) investigated supplier performance
evaluation through a case study of a UK-based manufacturing
firm and its vendors. The research analyzed performance
metrics from the perspectives of both the manufacturer and its
suppliers to determine how effectively these measures
benefited all involved parties. While ten performance
categories were identified in the literature and tested using
data from 30 suppliers and 41 total responses, statistical
analysis revealed that only five categories significantly
impacted the manufacturer’s results [71, 72, 73, 74]. These
included net profits, flexibility and responsiveness, delivery
performance and cycle time, product quality, and availability,
which are largely associated with financial health and internal
business processes. Consequently, it is anticipated that UK
manufacturers, particularly in the food and beverage sector,
will adopt these proven performance metrics to strengthen
supplier relationship management and enhance operational
efficiency, customer satisfaction, and overall profitability.
Dey et al. (2015) assessed strategic supplier performance in a
UK carpet manufacturing firm using case-based action
research and focus groups. The study followed a ten-step
methodology centered on an integrated quality function
deployment — analytical hierarchy process (QFD-AHP)
model. This process involved forming stakeholder groups,
using AHP to determine the weight of stakeholder input,
identifying specific requirements, and constructing three”
houses of quality” to link stakeholders to requirements,
requirements to sub-criteria, and finally, sub-criteria to actual
supplier performance. The study concluded that while the
integrated QFD-AHP method is effective, it requires a
customized approach for different industries. After adopting
this model, the firm saw significant improvements in time,
cost, and delivery, as well as enhanced organizational
capabilities that reduced supply chain costs and improved
service levels. These results positively impacted operational
performance by reducing inventory and waste, allowing the
business to expand internationally. The findings suggest that
improving the organizational practices of suppliers leads to
superior performance for client organizations and the broader
supply chain.

Forkmann et al. (2016) explored how SRM capabilities
contribute to the continuous improvement of the supply base
using data from 261 UK manufacturing companies. A web-
based survey sent to 5,400 managers yielded 764 responses,
representing a 14.2 percent response rate [75, 76, 77, 78, 79,
80]. The findings demonstrated that all three components of
SRM capability Supplier Relationship Initiation Capability
[86] (SRIC), Supplier Relationship Development Capability
(SRDC), and Supplier Relationship Ending Capability [81]
(SREC) positively influence supply base improvement and,
subsequently, firm performance. The research identified two
distinct strategies for SRM: a status-quo optimization strategy
and a dynamic optimization strategy. Firms using the status-
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quo strategy enhanced their supply base performance through
routines focused on developing existing supplier relationships,
while those employing a dynamic strategy were more
successful when focusing on the initiation and termination of
partnerships.

3.10 Conceptual Framework

A conceptual framework for this study was created using
initially identified SRM strategies and their association with
organizational performance. This framework simplifies the
understanding of how study variables interconnect and
demonstrates their role in fulfilling research objectives and
answering the research questions. As shown in Figure 1, the
study concentrates on identifying the SRM strategies used by
UK manufacturers to enhance performance, with a primary
focus on supplier performance assessment, supplier
development, collaboration in new product development
(NPD), and trust-based supplier relations. It also evaluates
how enhancing supplier performance impacts manufacturing
firms and investigates barriers to effective SRM
implementation [82, 83, 84]. The resulting findings provide
the foundation for the study’s recommendations.

[ SRMstrategies ]

[ Supplierperfor-

mancee ion \nfluence

leadsto

ImprovedPer-
formance

Supplierperformance

Supplierdevel t
[ upplierdevelopmen T EG

[ Suppliercollab-
orationinNPD

Financialperformance

] Operationalefficiency

Fig 1: SRM strategies for improved organizational
performance framework

ChallengestoSRM
implementation

[ Trust-basedrelationship

The conceptual framework presented in Figure 1 extends
existing SRM models in two significant ways. Unlike previous
frameworks that treat SRM strategies as discrete practices
(Ghaith et al., 2014; Jiang et al., 2012), this framework
explicitly distinguishes between external relational strategies
(partnership, trust) and internal organizational enablers (top
management support, IT systems, human resources). This
distinction addresses a gap identified by Teller et al. (2016),
who called for greater clarity on how internal resources
indirectly enable SRM capability. Additionally, the
framework explicitly incorporates implementation challenges
as moderating variables, acknowledging that SRM
effectiveness depends not only on strategy selection but also
on overcoming specific organizational barriers.

Based on the observations regarding SRM and enhanced
firm performance, it is evident that supplier relationship
management is a vital component of supply -chain
management, primarily due to its role in reducing costs and
optimizing performance for manufacturers. Prior research has
predominantly investigated SRM practices within the
automotive sector (Rahimi & Akhondi, 2012; Brandes et al.
2013; Imam et. al. 2015) and the construction industry
(Bemelmans, 2012; Nikinosheri & Staxang, 2016). There is
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currently a lack of research examining how SRM contributes
to the organizational effectiveness of food and beverage
manufacturing companies in the UK and other developed
nations [85, 86, 87, 88, 89]. This study aims to fill that void
by reviewing existing literature to determine the impact of
SRM on the performance of UK food and beverage firms,
which may subsequently offer insights for the industry in other
advanced economies.

3.11 Research Philosophy

The philosophical position, representing the outermost
layer of the research onion, involves ontology (assumptions
regarding reality), epistemology (what constitutes valid
knowledge), and axiology (the values driving the research)
(Bergmann, 2024). According to Tamminen and Poucher
(2020), research philosophy provides a set of core beliefs that
direct how a study is designed and conducted, emphasizing
how data should be gathered and interpreted. Conventional
logic suggests that methodology is rooted in a specific
philosophical theory, which then dictates research techniques.
These are typically divided into two traditional categories
positivism and interpretivism and two more recent
frameworks: pragmatism and critical realism (Mingers, 2006;
Molis, 2008; Saunders et al., 2016). Positivism reflects the
perspective of the natural scientist, focusing on observable
social realities to create law-like generalizations. It strictly
uses scientific empirical methods to produce objective data
unaffected by human interpretation (Creswell & Plano-Clark,
2011). A positivist approach is usually deductive, highly
structured, and involves large samples and quantitative
analysis (Saunders et al., 2019).

Interpretivism suggests that humans are distinct from
physical phenomena because they assign meanings to their
world (Saunders et al., 2019), and researchers in this field
study those meanings (Niglas, 2010). This method is generally
inductive, utilizing small samples and qualitative analysis for
in-depth investigations. Pragmatism holds that concepts are
relevant only if they facilitate action (Kelemen & Rumens,
2008). Originating in the late nineteenth century, it seeks to
balance objectivism with subjectivism and facts with values.
It views theories and findings as instruments of thought and
action rather than abstract concepts, focusing on their practical
impact in specific settings (Muhaise et al., 2020). Pragmatic
research is centered on the research problem and employs
various methods, such as mixed or multiple methods, to find
practical solutions (Saunders, et al., 2019). Like critical
realism, interpretivism emerged as a critique of positivism
from a subjectivist view. Critical realism explains observed
and experienced phenomena by examining the underlying
structures that shape events. This philosophical position
occupies a middle ground between direct realism and
postmodernism (Salmon, 1992; Van Maanen et al., 2007).This
method is typically retrodictive and involves historically
situated analysis of existing structures and agency, using
various data types (Saunders et al., 2019).

This study is grounded in critical realism, which merges a
realist ontology with a relativist epistemology. This
philosophy, which is established in management and social
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sciences (Maxwell & Mittapalli, 2010), serves three functions
here. First, its ontology allows for the investigation of how
supplier relationship management improves organizational
performance. Second, its epistemology addresses the variety
of research methods and data found in previous literature.
Third, critical realism has a strong value orientation, which is
necessary for studying relationships involving diverse human
perspectives in a changing business environment (Maxwell,
2012).
3.12 Research Approach

Research approaches used for theory development
involve mental processes that establish order and logic within
data to link it with theoretical frameworks (Bergmann, 2024).
These typically include: deduction, where the study begins
with a theory and tests a hypothesis through data collection;
induction, which starts with observations and data to build a
theory through analysis; and abduction, which involves
making the most likely conclusion based on empirical
observations (Melnikovas, 2018). This study adopts a
deductive research approach as its purpose is to review
established research and theories regarding supplier
relationship management and its role in enhancing
organizational performance. The evidence from these existing
studies provides the foundation for answering the research
question in this investigation.
3.13 Methodological Choice

Methodological selection refers to the research
perspectives and techniques scholars use to gather and
generate knowledge about society, as well as the reasoning
behind which methods yield valid data (Teddlie & Tashakkori,
2010). Saunders et al. (2016) categorized research options as
quantitative, qualitative, or a combination of both.
Quantitative methods rely on numerical data and
mathematical calculations, whereas qualitative methods focus
on gathering extensive descriptive information. Mixed
methods integrate both quantitative and qualitative techniques
within a single study to fulfill various goals and mitigate the
limitations of using only one approach. This study utilizes a
qualitative approach, drawing on descriptive research findings
to fulfill the study’s goals and address the research question.
3.14  Research Strategy

Research strategy represents the overarching framework
that guides a researcher in selecting primary data collection
methods to address research questions and goals (Melnikovas,
2018). Saunders et al. (2016) identify several research
strategies, such as experiments, surveys, archival studies, case
studies, ethnographies, action research, grounded theory, and
narrative inquiries. In contrast, systematic literature reviews
and meta-analyses are distinct because they involve gathering
evidence from various studies that meet specific eligibility
criteria to answer a research question (Mengist et al, 2020).
Tawfik et al. (2019) state that a systematic review employs a
structured method to synthesize evidence based on a thorough
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and detailed study plan. The fundamental stages of a
systematic review typically involve formulating a question,
identifying relevant literature through criteria development
and article searches, evaluating the quality of the studies,
summarizing the findings, and interpreting the outcomes
(Khan, et al. 2003; Rys et al, 2009).

This research utilizes a systematic literature review (SLR)
and follows the PRISMA (Preferred Reporting Items for
Systematic Reviews and Meta-Analyses) guidelines to
document the search and selection process. Lame (2019) notes
that an SLR aims to address research questions through a
transparent and reproducible synthesis of scientific evidence.
According to Lame (2019) and Moher et al. (2015), the SLR
process includes establishing inclusion and exclusion criteria,
searching for and selecting studies, evaluating study quality,
extracting data, analyzing and reporting results, and
interpreting the findings. The SLR approach is the chosen
research design because it offers comprehensive insights from
multiple primary studies focused on supplier relationship
management and its impact on organizational performance.
This method also addresses potential barriers to primary data
collection by leveraging existing evidence from prior
research.

4. Systematic Review procedures
4.1 Search Strategy

The search strategy for the SLR focused on identifying
peer-reviewed papers, articles, and pertinent literature through
various online databases and search engines, such as
SCOPUS, CORE, Social Science Research Network (SSRN),
EconBiz, S&P Global Market Intelligence, Business Source
Complete, EconLit, Directory for Open Access Journals
(DOAJ), Google Scholar, Publon, JSTOR, Research Gate,
Academia, and Academic Search Complete. This search
process took place from July to August 2024. The queries
were based on the study’s core terms and Business
Management Subject Headings (BMSH). Key concepts
identified for the search included: supplier relationship,
supplier relationship management, supplier collaboration,
supplier segmentation, supplier development, information
flow with supplier, supply chain management, strategies for
effective supplier relationship management, challenges of
supplier relationship management, the impact of supplier
relationship management on organizational performance, and
organizational  performance  (specifically  production
efficiency, financial performance, and customer satisfaction),
as well as UK manufacturing and food and beverage firms.
Boolean operators (AND, OR) were utilized alongside these
keywords to expand and refine database results. Additionally,
relevant lecture materials from the University of Chester were
reviewed as sources of literature. Recognizing the limited
volume of SRM research specifically focused on food and
beverage manufacturing, the search strategy deliberately
adopted a broader scope to capture relevant evidence from
adjacent manufacturing sectors. This decision, while
increasing the number of potentially eligible studies,
necessarily involved trade-offs between specificity and
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comprehensiveness. Future research should replicate this
review as the evidence base for food and beverage SRM
expands.

4.2 Inclusion and Exclusion Criteria of Literature Materials

Studies, like those of Hay et al. (2017) and Wekesah et al.
(2019), have espoused some notable criteria for article
inclusion and exclusion while undertaking systematic
literature review. However, the University of York Centre for
Reviews and Dissemination (CRD, 2009) guideline for
inclusion and exclusion of literatures was adopted for this
research. The guideline was carefully crafted to prevent too
wide or restrictive eligibility criteria, as well as neglecting
pertinent material and producing unclear criteria while
researching the study.

Table 1: Inclusion and exclusion criteria of literature
materials

Inclusion Criteria Exclusion Criteria
Studies that utilized

primary research data

Research that does not
utilize primary research
data

Studies conducted in other
sector other than
manufacturing

Studies conducted using
manufacturing firms

Studies that were published | Studies that were published

in English Language in other languages other
than English

Studies conducted in the Studies conducted outside

UK and other advanced the UK and in developing

economies economies

Studies that are not focused
on supplier relationship
management

Studies that are focused on
supplier relationship
management

Studies that focused on
aspects of supplier
relationship management
Studies that focused on
organizational performance

Studies that are not focused
on aspects of supplier
relationship management

Studies that are not focused
on organizational
performance

Studies published between | Studies published earlier

2004 and 2024 than 2004

Studies that are peer- Non-peer-reviewed studies
reviewed

Studies that provide Viewpoints and editor’s
executive summary or an notes

abstract

Official reports published
by manufacturing firms

Unofficial reports about
manufacturing firms

4.3 Study Selection and Data Extraction
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The study followed the two-stage framework guideline
from the University of York CRD (2009). The framework
assisted to determine which studies are eligible for inclusion
in the research. The first stage involved reviewing the titles
and abstracts of all retrieved articles to ensure they matched
eligibility criteria for inclusion or exclusion. In the second
step, the full text of the research papers that scale through the
first stage were checked. This was to validate their eligibility
for review based on stated criteria for inclusion and exclusion.
Data extraction is the process of identifying key evidence from
accessible research publications. It was applied to enable
review of research findings with the purpose of drawing
conclusion. This study used the PICO framework modified by
Rutgers, The State University of New Jersey (2024) for data
extraction. This method was deemed ideal for ensuring
reliability, validity, and reducing bias. The PICO framework
was adjusted and adapted for this study based on the research
topic and data synthesis technique. Appendix I contains the
revised framework example.

4.4  Quality Appraisal

Assessing the quality of primary research is essential for
maintaining the integrity of a systematic review. This process
involves a detailed examination to verify a study’s validity
against specific criteria. In systematic literature reviews, this
appraisal focuses on the primary research’s relevance and
utility to the study’s core issues. The University of York, CRD
(2009) suggests that a second reviewer should crosscheck the
work to confirm its quality. Consequently, this study utilizes
the Joanna Briggs Institute (2017) critical appraisal checklist,
which covers 10 assessment areas as seen in Appendix II.
Each item is scored on a scale: 1 (weak), 2 (moderate), or 3
(strong). The overall quality is calculated by summing the
scores across the ten criteria. A total score of 22 or higher
indicates high relevance, 16 to 21 signifies moderate
relevance, and 15 or below is considered weak. According to
Munn et al. (2014), data synthesis—often called evidence
synthesis refers to the extraction of pertinent findings from
individual studies to address a systematic literature review’s
research question. The University of York CRD (2009)
outlines several synthesis methods, including meta-analysis
and narrative techniques. This investigation employs the
narrative technique, which utilizes text and descriptive
summaries to explain research evidence. The narrative
approach involves using words to articulate the findings of the
analyzed research (Popay et al.,, 2006). Because different
studies may conceptualize the subject and results from various
perspectives or exhibit other disparities, they are often not
appropriate for meta-analysis.

5. Findings And Discussion

This chapter presents step-by-step reporting of the
searches and highlights findings from the studies included in
the systematic reviews. The chapter presents the search
results, tabulation of data from the included papers,
assessment of included reviews in line with research
objectives, data collection and study participants of the

G. Enobakhare et al., Vol. 1, No. 2, JUNE, 2026

International Journal of Environmental, Social and Economic Sustainability

included reviews, presentation of findings according to
research objectives.

5.1. Search Results

The research articles extracted from the initial and subsequent
searches of various databases were 358, which was reduced to
208 when duplicate works were removed. After screening by
title, 41 articles were retained. A further search was
undertaken to screen references, and an additional three (3)
works that are relevant were included, making a total of 44
articles for further screening. The reason these articles were
not identified in the initial search may be because their abstract
did not feature major keywords used in the search. After
screening abstracts and the main body of the articles, 19
records were retained for relevance. From the retained works,
7 were further excluded for not meeting the PICO criteria,
which are Population demographic details of the participants,
Phenomenon of Interest, Context, and Outcome (sce
Appendix I). Only 12 records were retained. The 12 papers
were found eligible for synthesis as they met the PICO criteria.
The PRISMA-P diagram as represented in Figure 2 and the

[ DatabaseSearchresult }
(N=358)

‘ [ OthersourcesResult

™

[ Afterduplicatesremoval }

(N=208) \

ResultafterScreeningbytitle [ Excludedafterscreeningbytitle ]

(N=44) (N=167)
Resultafterscreeningbyabstract Excludedafterscreeningbyabstract ]
(N=19) \[NZZS)
Availableforeligibilityscreening [ ExcludedbyPICOTcriteria ]
(N=19) (N=7)

\_>

[ Extractedforanalysis }

(N=12)

data Table 2 further shows the breakdown of search results
and screening results of studies for synthesis.
Fig 2: PRISMA-P diagram showing study selection process
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Author(s)/Year Paper aim Setting Participants Data Data anal- | QS
collection Ysis
Romule et. al. | To evaluate extent UK 41 respon- | questionnaire Pearson ++
(2020) supplier performance dents Correlation
assessment measures
are bene-
Ficial
Zhang & Cao | To explore impact of USA 227 managers | Web survey SEM +
(2018) collaborative culture
and
I0S use
Forkmann et al. | To understand how UK 764 managers | Questionnaire | Exploratory | +
(2016) SRM capability in 261 firms latent
enhances continuous class
performance analysis
improvement
Teller et al. (2016) | To determine Austria 200 senior | Survey ques- | SEM ++
importance of key SRM managers tionnaire
in
supply chain
Dey et al. (2015) To evaluate strategic UK 1 Focus group Ten step | ++
supplier performance manufacturing QED-AHP
firm
Ghaith et al. | To explore impact of Japan, 122 firm Questionnaire | Multiple ++
(2014) SRM practices on Korea, representatives Regression
competitive USA &
performance Italy
Leppelt et al | To determine how firms | Europe 7  Chemical | Interviews, Cross case | +
(2013) manage supplier rela- firms questionnaires, | analysis
Tions reports
Jiang et al. (2012) | To find out effects of UK 636 managers | Questionnaire | Exploratory | ++
trust and dependence in from 404 Factor and
SRM firms SEM
Lawson et al | To determine effect of UK 111 Survey SEM +
(2009) strategic purchasing purchasing instrument
executives
Cousins & To examine buyer- | UK 142 man- | Survey SEM ++
Lawson supplier relationships ufacturing
(2007) managers
Szwejozewski et To identify potential for | Germany | 34 purchasing | Questionnaire | Thematic +
al. improvement managers and interview | analysis
(2005)
Johnston et al. | To test path analytic Canada 164 managers | Survey Partial +
(2004) model of buyer-supplier Least
relationships Square
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5.1.1 Research objectives and study area

The study objectives were assessed using the papers
extracted for analysis. The first objective which sought to
identify range of strategies adopted by manufacturing firms
for effective supplier relationship management were assessed
with Szwejozewski et al., 2005; Forkmann et al., 2016; Jiang
etal., 2012; Lawson et al., 2009; Dey et al., 2015; Teller et al.,
2016; Cousins and Lawson, 2007; Johnston et al., 2004. The
supplier relationship management strategy that has shown to
have strongest contribution to performance of firms was
assessed with Ghaith, et al., 2014, key supplier performance
measures that has impact on manufacturing firms was
identified with Romule et al., 2020, while challenges to
effective supplier relationship management was assessed with
Leppelt et al., 2013; Zhang & Cao, 2018.All the participants
in the studies used for analysis are of managerial positions in
manufacturing firms within the UK, and other advanced
economies: USA, Canada, Austria, Germany, Italy, Japan and
Korea. However, one study was reported to be carried out in
Europe without specifying which country or countries
(Leppelt et al., 2013). The study participants range from 34 to
764, with two studies (Dey, et al., 2005) reported as a single
case study, and (Leppelt et al., 2012) reported as multi case
study; where the researchers visited the study sites for
interviews and discussion with the study participants, and to
assess other relevant information and make observations.

5.2. Sectoral Scope of Analyzed Studies

It is important to clarify the sectoral composition of the 12
studies included in this systematic review. While the primary
focus of this research is the UK food and beverage
manufacturing sector, the available literature specifically
addressing SRM within this sub-sector was limited.
Consequently, the review incorporated studies from the
broader manufacturing industry to ensure sufficient evidence
for analysis. The included studies span multiple
manufacturing sub-sectors: electronics manufacturing (three
studies), automotive components (two studies), chemical
manufacturing (two studies), machinery and equipment (one
study), carpet/textile manufacturing (one study), and general
manufacturing encompassing multiple sectors (three studies).
No studies focused exclusively on food and beverage
manufacturing met all the inclusion criteria. Additionally,
while seven studies were conducted in the United Kingdom,
the remaining five studies originated from other advanced
economies (USA, Canada, Austria, Germany, Japan, Korea,
and Italy) with supply chain environments comparable to the
UK. This cross-sectoral and multi-country approach was
adopted deliberately to achieve a robust evidence base, under
the rationale that fundamental SRM principle such as trust
development, supplier integration, and performance
evaluation transcend specific manufacturing sub-sectors and
advanced economy contexts.

All the studies utilized primary source for data collection.
The data were mainly sourced from individual participants
through questionnaires and interviews (Romule et. al., 2020;
Zhang & Cao, 2018; Forkmann et al, 2016; Teller et al., 2016;
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Ghaith et al., 2014; Leppelt et al; 2013; Jiang et al., 2012;
Lawson et al., 2009; Cousins & Lawson, 2007; Szwejozewski
et al., 2005; and Johnston et al., 2004). However, the Dey et
al. (2015) study made use of focus group for information
gathering, while Leppelt et al. (2013) made use of available
reports and direct observations, in addition to interview and
questionnaire for multiple case studies. Most of the obtained
data were analysed quantitatively, except Dey et al., (2015);
Leppelt et al. (2013); and Szwejozewski, et al. (2005) who all
made use of qualitative analyses. The quality scores (QS) as
indicated on Table 2 indicated the assigned score to the papers
after quality appraisal, bothering on criteria as shown on
quality appraisal checklist (see appendix II). One plus sign
indicated moderate paper quality, indicating that the paper is
rated fair on the outlined criteria, while double plus sign
indicated strong paper quality, showing that the paper met the
actual overall expected level in the outlined criteria.

5.3. Findings and Discussion

Narrative technique was applied for data synthesis. The
technique relies on using texts for explanations and summaries
of research evidence. The findings from the analyzed papers
are presented according to individual study objectives.

531 SRM
performance

strategies for improved organizational

Six reviewed papers (Teller et al., 2016; Ghaith et al.,

2014; Lawson et al.,, 2009; Cousins & Lawson, 2007;
Szwejozewski et al., 2005; and Johnston et al., 2004) were
seen to focus on SRM strategies for firm improved
performance.
The study by Ghaith et al. (2014) identified range of SRM
scales: supplier quality involvement, trust-based relationship
with suppliers, supplier lead time reduction, and supplier
collaboration in new product development (NPD) to have
significant contribution to competitive performance level of
firms. This indicated that implementation of those range of
SRM strategies are important to firms that wants to maximize
the performance of their suppliers, which will to a reasonable
extent enhance the organizational production efficiency and
profit maximization. The findings of Teller et al. (2016)
indicated that external supply chain management resources,
which involve coordination and collaborative activities
between supply chain partners (Kotzab et al., 2015), directly
affected the capability to do key supplier relationship
management. Also, internal resources, which mostly involves
organizational support and top management activities showed
a considerable indirect impact through external resources and
can therefore be considered an indirect determinant. The
capability to do key supplier relationship management in turn
impacts on the level of supply chain management execution
measured in terms of the integration of business processes and
organizational performance.

Cousins & Lawson (2007) argued that collaborative
relationships with the supplier, leads to higher levels of
organizational cooperative behaviours, such as shared
planning and flexibility in coordinating activities (Johnston et
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al., 2004). These found to be strongly linked to suppliers’ trust
and tend to improve sourcing strategies of the supplier for
better business outcomes. This improves the performance of
both the supplying company and the manufacturing firms. On
this note, Lawson et al. (2009) found supplier integration and
buyer performance improvement to be significantly related, as
buyer performance was seen to be significantly related to
supplier responsiveness. Strategic purchasing was also found
to have a significant indirect effect on performance, operating
through supplier integration. The findings of Szwejozewski et
al. (2005) maintained that partnership with supplier promotes
information sharing which is a significant factor in SRM. The
information content, which is normally shared, is concerned
with details of the actual order and strategic issues, such as
suppliers’ suggestions, product design changes, new business
directions, and new product design purposes. This ensures the
optimum performance of supplier in strategic supplies and
fosters the overall performance of the manufacturing firms.

5.3.2  SRM strategies and their level of contribution to
organizational performance

Two reviewed papers (Ghaith et al., 2014; and Jiang et al.,
2012) assessed SRM strategies and their level of contribution
to performance of manufacturing firms. The findings from the
study of Ghaith et al. (2014) showed that SRM scales: supplier
quality involvement, trust-based relationship, supplier lead
time reduction, and supplier collaboration in new product
development (NPD) has significant combined effect on
competitive performance level. The study further assessed the
individual contribution of SRM practices to the variance of
firm performance. It was found that supplier lead time
reduction, and supplier partnership/development were seen to
have high contribution to competitive performance scale of
manufacturing firms. However, the low contributions of
supplier quality involvement, trust-based relationships, and
supplier collaboration in NPD in the study does not suggest
that manufacturing companies should neglect these practices.
It implies that the two factors, supplier lead time reduction and
supplier development were stronger predictors of competitive
performance improvement than the other three. However,
each of the factors has some benefits attributed to it which has
been observed in different studies.

Jiang et al. (2012) established the extent to which trust and
dependence act as antecedents to four dimensions identified as
being important determinants of relationship quality:
commitment, communication, satisfaction, and long-term
orientation. Interpersonal trust was established as relational
characteristics associated with relationship quality between
buyers and their suppliers. Interorganizational dependence
was seen to have less impact than trust on relational
consequences. The research, however, established trust as a
key factor influencing relational characteristics associated
with relationship quality. Trust as a factor was examined in
both the studies and was seen to have less impact in the study
of Ghaith et al. (2014). The variance may be because of Jiang
et al. (2012) not assessing other SRM scales as seen in the case
of Ghaith et al. (2014). Meanwhile, both studies were
conducted in advanced economies, but in different countries
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which may have slight differences in their supply chain
environment.

5.3.3  Supplier performance and  firm
performance

improvement

Supplier performance improvement measures that impact
on firm performance was assessed with three papers (Romule
et al., 2020; Forkmann et al., 2016; Dey et al., 2015). The Dey
et al, (2015) study established that strategic supplier
performance evaluation is one of the important functions
within supply chain. The integrated QFD-AHP method for
supplier evaluation was found to be effective, as its adoption
was found to foster substantial improvement of supplier
performance in time, cost, and delivery along with
organisational capability factors that helped them to reduce
supply chain cost and improve service level. This resulted in
a very positive impact on the operational performance of the
firm, seen in the aspects of reduction of inventory and waste
in every stage of production. This was found to increase the
company’s profitability and expansion of business. Findings
from the Romule et al. (2020) study indicated that five
categories of supplier performance measures were highly
rated to impact on performance of the manufacturing
company. They were as follows: net profits, flexibility and
responsiveness, delivery performance and cycle time, product
quality, and availability, which were aligned to financial and
internal business process categories. Effective supplier
performance evaluation will help the manufacturing firms to
understand when these performance measures are lacking,
which will guide their decision on the approach to take in
reinforcing their SRM for adequacy in supplier performance.
The study of Forkmann, et al., (2016) further indicated that
SRM capability components, which are supplier relationship
initiation  capability = (SRIC), supplier relationship
development capability (SRDC), and supplier relationship
ending capability (SREC), positively affect supply base
performance improvement, and in turn firm performance.
Meanwhile, when manufacturing firms adopt and implement
effective supplier performance evaluation and SRM capability
components in effective manner, will serve to improve
supplier performance. When supplier performance is
enhanced through effective SRM strategies, will enable their
optimum service delivery in the supply chain, which is
expected to improve the performance of manufacturing firms.

5.3.4  Challenges to
manufacturing firms

effective  SRM  practices in

The challenges to effective SRM management were
identified in two reviewed papers (Zhang & Cao, 2018;
Leppelt, et al., 2013). The study of Zhang and Cao (2018)
identified challenges of collaborative culture to be associated
with the dynamics inherent in the global supply chain
environment. They outlined some associated challenges with
collaboration between firms and their suppliers which can
affect firm performance to include, inadequate supplier
training and development, lack of transparency,
communication gaps, non-investigation of supplier’s previous
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accomplishment in supply, conflicts over the contract, and
non-adherence to firm’s business culture. Leppelt, et al.,
(2013) showed corporate strategy alignment, risk perception,
company’s listing in sustainability indices as part of the
associated limitations to sustainable supplier relationship
management. Meanwhile, the existence of profound SSRM
practices is positively associated with the definition and
implementation of a harmonized corporate sustainability
strategy, which is required for high organizational
performance. The study showed that responsive and resource-
effective supplier development is a key success factor to
minimize exposure to sustainability related risks in a situation
of supplier phase out, resulting from deficient sustainability
standard in procurement situations. Meanwhile, strengthening
supplier relationship in times of high supply uncertainty,
might provide prospective benefits such as getting access to
essential supplies, lowering transaction costs, and minimizing
the dangers of opportunism that contract enforcement
procedures can provide (Zhang & Cao, 2018; Yang et al.,
2016).

5.35
gaps

Analytical synthesis: patterns, contradictions, and

Beyond describing individual study findings, several
analytical observations emerge from cross-study comparison.
Patterns across all 12 studies, supplier development and lead
time reduction consistently demonstrated the strongest
associations with performance improvement, regardless of
industry sector or geographic context. This suggests these
practices may represent 'core' SRM strategies with universal
applicability.

Contradictions: The role of trust in SRM effectiveness
presents an interesting contradiction. Jiang et al. (2012)
identified trust as the central determinant of relationship
quality in UK construction, while Ghaith et al. (2014) found
trust had relatively weak statistical significance in predicting
competitive performance across four countries. This
contradiction may reflect differences in measurement
(interpersonal vs. interorganizational trust) or industry
characteristics (project-based construction vs. continuous
manufacturing).

Gaps. The reviewed studies share three common limitations.
First, most employ cross-sectional designs, limiting causal
inference about SRM-performance relationships. Second, few
studies examine the temporal dynamics of SRM
implementation or the time lag between strategy adoption and
performance improvement. Third, the literature lacks
validated, industry-specific performance measurement
instruments for SRM evaluation.

The research findings are therefore discussed in response
to the research question; what supplier relationship
management strategies can contribute to improved
performance of food and beverage manufacturing firms in the
UK?

Studies revealed SRM strategies that could impact on
performance of manufacturing firms to include supplier
quality involvement, trust-based relationship, supplier lead
time reduction, supplier collaboration in new product
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development, shared planning, supplier integration, strategic
purchasing, buyer performance, partnership with supplier
(Ghaith et al., 2014; Cousins & Lawson, 2007; Johnston et al.,
2004; Lawson et al., 2009, Szwejozewski et al., 2005). The
study of Teller et al. (2016) identified SRM strategies to
involve external and internal supply chain management
resources. External resources involve coordination and
collaborative activities between supplier and manufacturing
firm, which involves: mutual agreements, interorganizational
project groups, interorganizational information systems,
awareness of decision-related interdependencies, mutual trust,
the existence of long-term relationships, an equal distribution
of power, risks and benefits in the chain, mutual dependencies,
the exchange of information on stock levels, forecasting and
product development, similarities in corporate cultures and
decision-making processes (Prajogo & Olhager, 2012;
Hingley, 2005; Theodoras et al., 2005; Boeck & Fosso
Wamba, 2008; Bobot, 2011; Forslund, 2014). The more
external SCM resources are made available in an organization,
the greater is its capability to do key supplier relationship
management (Teller et al., 2016).

Teller et al. (2016) also maintained that internal SCM-
related resources are provided from within an organization and
do not necessarily require collaboration with other supply
chain partners. They include resources such as top
management support, human and financial resources, internal
goal setting, staff ability to appropriately use SCM-related IT
systems, internal guidelines for data exchange with supply
chain partners, trained personnel for contribution to SCM
projects, cross-functional project groups for SCM, the
expertise to set up supply chain partnerships and the
willingness within the organization to integrate with other
supply chain partners (Boeck & Fosso Wamba, 2008;
Sandberg & Abrahamsson, 2010). These resources of supply
chain partners are used to strengthen relationships within
supply chains and in combination with other SCM-related
processes, improve firms SRM, which will foster
organizational performance.

However, challenges to SRM effective implementation
were identified as but not limited to deficient sustainability
standard, inadequate supplier training and development, lack
of transparency, communication gaps, non-investigation of
supplier’s previous accomplishments, contract conflicts, and
non-adherence to firm’s business culture (Zhang & Cao, 2018;
Leppelt et al., 2013). Meanwhile, strengthening supplier
relationship through responsive and resource-effective
supplier development (Leppelt et al., 2013), might provide
benefits such as getting access to essential supplies, lowering
transaction costs, and minimizing the dangers of opportunism
that contract enforcement procedures can provide (Zhang &
Cao, 2018; Yang et al., 2016). This is expected to result in
operational efficiency of the manufacturing firms and profit
maximization.

Supplier development/partnership, supplier lead time
reduction, and interpersonal trust (Ghaith et al., 2014; Jiang et
al.,, 2012) were SRM strategies found to have greater
contribution to performance of organization. The level of
effectiveness of these strategies may vary based on type of
organization, type of supplies, and the supply chain
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environment. It is the duty of the organizational management
to identify the measures that work best for them in maximizing
the needed supplies, production efficiency, and in addressing
other associated supplier performance problem that may
hinder organizational performance. Supplier performance
evaluation being an important aspect of supply chain to foster
supplier performance (Dey et al., 2015) can be effectively
applied by manufacturing firms. This will enable them to
identify areas of improvement needs of their suppliers, and
therefore apply adequate SRM strategy to boost supplier
performance measures, which has been identified by Romule
et al (2020) to include: net profits, flexibility and
responsiveness, delivery performance and cycle time, product
quality, and availability. These were however, seen to impact
on performance of manufacturing firms (Romule et al., 2020).
Companies can as well, apply their SRM capabilities, which
are SR initiation capability, SR development capability, and
SR ending capability, as these positively affect supply base
performance improvement (Forkmann et al., 2016), and in
turn contribute to improved performance of the manufacturing
firms.

5.4 Summary

Findings from this study has identified range of SRM
scales for improve organizational performance. The identified
strategies that could impact organization performance was
however, grouped into five. These are seen as Supplier
Partnership/Development, Mutual trust, Strategic planning
and purchasing, mutual benefit strategy, and internal factors.
These strategies when adopted will foster supplier
performance improvement, which will enhance the efficiency
of supply chain in the aspect of raw material sourcing, product
design, and manufacturing. This will enhance the profitability
of the manufacturing firm and that of the supplying company.
The study has also identified SRM strategies that has greater
contribution to organizational performance; how supplier
performance improvement could impact on firm performance,
as well as identification of challenges to effective SRM
practices. The study adopted systematic literature review to
report previous research regarding the subject matter.
Meanwhile, due to scarcity of literatures to address the chosen
geographical scope of the study in line with the preferred food
and beverage manufacturing sector, studies reviewed were
mostly carried out in manufacturing firm other than food and
beverage manufacturing in the UK. Most of the studies were
conducted in electronics manufacturing firms, chemical firms,
construction companies, among others. Some of the studies
were conducted in other countries other than the UK. The
countries reported were all advanced economies that share
similar supply chain environment with the UK.

However, it is believed that the findings from the
reviewed studies can be applied in UK food and beverage
manufacturing firms, since all the manufacturing firms share
raw materials sourcing in common, as established in resource
dependency theory which offers valuable perspectives on how
manufacturing  organisations navigate their external
environment and obtain essential resources (Giuffrida &
Mangiaracina, 2020). Meanwhile, they have to depend mostly
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on their suppliers for needed materials for production and
distribution processes and will require similar SRM practices
for optimum performance. The findings which have tend to
provide answer to the research question is summarized with a
framework as presented in Figure 3.

SRMStrategiesforImprovedOrganizationalPerformance

|

[ ExternalSCM-RelatedResources

I

MutualTrust

Partnership

* CollaborationinNPD

* Sharedplanning

* Supplierperformanceevaluation
* Supplierdevelopment

* I0PG

* 10IS
 Similaritiesincorporatecultures

* Mutualdependence

~7 * Longtermrelation
* Mutualagreements
 Supplierleadtimereduction

InternalSCM-RelatedResources

* TopMgt.support  Internalgoalset-
ting * AppropriateuseofSRM-relatedITsystems
* Internalguidelinefordataexchange * TrainedpersonnelforSCMprojects
* Cross-functionprojectgroupsforSCM .
Expertisetosetuppartnershipprojects
i partnershi i ati s
* Humanandfinancialresources

Fig 3: Identified SRM strategies for improved organizational
performance

Table 3: Performance Indicators Analyzed in the Reviewed

Studies
Sourc Measu
Performance Specific o re-
Category Indicators Study ment
Level
. . Romul o
Financial Net profits cotal Quantitati
Performance (2020) ve
Profitabilit Stfiﬁ“h Quantitati
y (2014) ve
Financial
outcomes Teller o
for etal S;antltatl
shareholde (2016)
rs
Cost
reduction ?le ot Qualitativ,
in supply y e
chain (2015)
Operational Lead time Sﬁﬁlth Quantitati
Efficiency reduction (2014) ve
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Sourc Measu Sourc Measu
IPerformance Specific o re- Performance Specific o re-
Category Indicators Study ment Category Indicators Study ment
Level Level
Delivery Romul o Commitme .
performan Quantitati nt, Jiang o
eectal. . Quantitati
ce and. (2020) ve communic et al. v
cycle time ation, (2012)
satisfaction
{:IIIZXIblhtY Romul Quantitati Jiang
. eetal Long-term Quantitati
responstve (2020) ve orientation ctal ve
ness (2012)
Inventory ?ley t Qualitativ| Competitive gompetltlv e(ilzlth Quantitati
reduction (2015) e Performance advantage (2014) ve
Waste‘ Businqss Dey et Qualitativ
reduction Dey et litati expansion al. o
at al. Qua N and growth (2015)
production (2015) ¢
stages Supply
base Forkm
Product/Serv Product Romul Quantitati performan ann et Quantitati
ice Quality quality cctal. ve ce al. ve
(2020) improveme (2016)
nt
Supplier Ghaith -
quahty et al. Quantitati Suggested Additional Performance Indicators for Future
involveme (2014) ve Research Based on gaps identified in the current literature and
nt emerging trends in supply chain management, the following
performance indicators are recommended for inclusion in
Availabilit Romul oy future empirical studies on SRM and manufacturing firm
y of eectal. Quantitati performance:
supplies (2020) ve » Sustainability and ESG Metrics: Carbon footprint
reduction across the supply chain, supplier compliance with
Supply epvironmental regula.lti.ons3 ethical sourcing scores, and
Chain/Relati Supplier Lawso Quantitati c1rcula}r cconomy participation rates. i )
onship integration netal ve » Digital .Integranon Mc?trlcs: Supplier portaI. adop‘qon
Quality (2009) rates, real-time data sharing frequency, API 1ntegrat1.0n
completeness, and  blockchain-enabled  transaction
. transparency levels.
Supplier Lawso Quantitati > Resilience and Risk Management Indicators: Supply
[esponsive netal. ve disruption recovery time, supplier diversification index,
ness (2009) geopolitical risk exposure scores, and inventory buffer
effectiveness ratios.
Trust- Jiang » Innovation and Co-Creation Metrics: Number of joint
based tal Quantitatii  patents or new products developed with suppliers, supplier-
relationshi 6281'2 ve contributed process improvements, and technology transfer
p quality ( ) effectiveness scores.
» Human Capital and Relational Metrics: Supplier

relationship manager retention rates, cross-functional
collaboration frequency, mutual trust indices measured
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longitudinally, and supplier satisfaction scores (mirroring
customer satisfaction measures).

» Customer-Centric ~ Performance  Indicators:  Order
fulfillment accuracy, customer complaint resolution time
attributed to supplier issues, and final product quality scores
linked to specific supplier inputs.

Future research should also consider developing composite
indices that weight these indicators according to industry-
specific priorities, as well as longitudinal studies tracking how
SRM interventions affect these metrics over extended time
horizons.

6. Conclusion And Recommendations

The preceding chapters have presented a series of evidence
from empirical studies that are related to the subject matter of
the study. The study used the narrative technique for data
synthesis, which relies on using texts for explanations and
summaries of research evidence. The evidence from previous
research have been presented and discussed. This chapter,
therefore, presents the conclusions derived from the study
findings as well as a set of practical recommendations. It is
presented under the following sub-headings: critical
evaluation of the adopted methodology, conclusion about the
research aim and objectives, conclusion about the research
question. The study limitations and opportunities for further
research, are also presented. The study was based on critical
realism which focused on explaining what we see and
experience, regarding underlying structures of reality that
shape the observable events. The method is typically
retrodictive, in-depth historically situated, and involves
analysis of pre-existing structures and emerging activities
(Saunders et al., 2019). This philosophical stance, based on
deductive research approach, enabled the analysis of existing
body of knowledge regarding the subject matter of SRM
strategies and performance improvement of firms. The study
used qualitative methodological choice as it collected a vast
description of information from previous research. The
research strategy applied was systematic literature review. It
enhances collection of relevant evidence from diverse
research that fit pre-specified eligibility criteria to give answer
to a research question (Mengist et al, 2020). A systematic
review uses a systematic method to summarize evidence on
questions with a detailed and comprehensive plan of study
(Tawfik et al., 2019). The study followed basic steps for
systematic reviews, which according to Khan et al. (2003);
Rys et al, (2009) often start from framing question, then
identifying relevant work which consists of criteria
development and search for articles, appraise the quality of
included studies, summarize the evidence, and interpret the
results. The data analysis in the study, often referred to as data
synthesis in SLR was conducted with narrative technique. This
technique relied on using texts and words for explanations and
summaries of research evidence from previous studies that are
related to the subject matter of the study. Meanwhile, the
research evidence has been presented according to sub-themes
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to reflect the study objectives, and discussed to provide answer
to the research question.

6.1 Conclusions Related to Each of the Research Objectives /
Aim

The research aim was to ascertain supplier relationship
management strategies that can contribute to improved
performance of food and beverage manufacturing firms in the
UK. The first objective sought to identify SRM strategies that
can contribute to improved organizational performance. The
second objective sought to determine the supplier relationship
management strategy that has the strongest contribution to
performance of manufacturing firms in the UK. The third
objective examined the impact of supplier performance
improvement on performance of manufacturing firms, while
the fourth objective explored the challenges to effective
supplier relationship management, with the aim of making
suggestions for improvement.

From the findings relating to the first objective, it could be
concluded that manufacturing firms in the UK and other
advanced economies studied, adopt series of SRM strategies,
and these strategies contribute significantly to their
performance improvement. These strategies which are
external SCM-related factors can be identified as: supplier
partnership and development, mutual trust between
manufacturing organizations and their suppliers, strategic
purchasing, mutual benefit strategy, and also internal SCM-
related resources, which could help the manufacturing
organizations strategize for effective implementation of
external factors.

Regarding findings from the second objective, it could be
concluded that application of certain SRM strategies can be
more effective than the other for organisational performance
improvement. It therefore behooves the management of the
manufacturing firms to identify the ones that best profit them
based on their available internal factors and SRM capability.
Based on the findings from the third objective, it could be
concluded that application of SRM strategies, basically
supplier performance evaluation could enhance manufacturing
firms to identify areas of supplier improvement needs, which
will enable them to apply suitable programme and policies for
supplier development, which will contribute to supplier
performance improvement and improved performance of the
manufacturing firms. Following the findings from the fourth
objective, it was concluded that SRM practices are confronted
with challenges, which could be surmounted by revamping of
organisational policies and programmes for effective SRM
practices, for better performance of manufacturing firms.

6.2 Theoretical Implications
The research sought to answer the question: what supplier

relationship management strategies can contribute to
improved performance of manufacturing firms in the UK?
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Based on the study findings, it can be concluded that
several SRM strategies can contribute to improved
performance of food and beverage manufacturing firms in the
UK. These strategies can be identified as supplier partnership
and development, mutual trust between manufacturing
organizations and their suppliers, strategic purchasing, mutual
benefit strategy, and internal SCM-related resources, which
could help the manufacturing organization strategize for
effective implementation of external factors. This study
contributes to SRM theory in three ways. First, it validates the
resource-based view (RBV) of SRM capability in the context
of UK manufacturing, confirming that both external relational
resources and internal organizational resources are necessary
for performance improvement. Second, the study extends
RBV by demonstrating that internal resources function as
indirect determinants of SRM capability, operating through
their influence on external resource deployment. Third, the
findings challenge the universal applicability of certain SRM
practices identified in prior research (e.g., Ghaith et al., 2014),
suggesting that the effectiveness of trust-based relationships
may be contingent on industry context and supply chain
environment. This contingency perspective offers a foundation
for future research examining moderating variables in SRM-
performance relationships.

6.3 Study Limitations

This review has several limitations that should be
acknowledged. First, the strict application of PICO criteria,
while ensuring methodological rigor, resulted in a relatively
small sample of 12 studies for synthesis. This reflects both the
limited volume of empirical SRM research focused on
manufacturing firms and the specific focus on UK and other
advanced economies. Second, the exclusion of non-English
publications and studies from developing economies may
have introduced geographic and linguistic bias. Third, the
absence of studies focused exclusively on the food and
beverage sub-sector required the inclusion of broader
manufacturing studies, potentially limiting the specificity of
conclusions for that industry. Fourth, the narrative synthesis
method, while appropriate for heterogeneous study designs,
does not permit statistical aggregation of effect sizes. Future
systematic reviews could employ meta-analytic techniques as
the evidence base matures.
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A Appendix I: Data Extraction Template

Field Description

Citation Include details such as Journal, title,
author, vol., number, year, and place

Objectives Describe the study objectives as
stated by the author

Population Demographic details of the
participants

Phenomenon of Describe the phenomenon/variable

Interest of interest in the study

Context Describe the setting the phenomenon
of interest is being studied

Outcome Record results of the outcome and
how it was measured

Comments Notes in regard to the study quality
for grading

Substitution of research question to validate the use of
PICO:

To what extent does supplier relationship management
(Phenomenon of Interest) contribute to improved
performance (Outcome) of (food and beverage)
manufacturing firms (Context) in UK (Population)?

B Appendix II: Quality Appraisal Checklist

Criteria Strong | Moderate | Weak

1. Study aims and
justification

2. Research question

3. Sample representation

4. Study design and
appropriateness of the
outcome measure

5. Data collection
procedure

6. Method of data
analysis and
interpretation

7. Potential sources of
bias
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8. Issues of external
validity

9. Recommendations for
policy supported by the
reported data

10. Appropriateness of
the specific directives for
new research

Overall appraisal: Include Exclude Seek further info
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