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common scenario experienced by Objectives of the Study
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In supply chain management, vendor's relationship with
vendor-customer relationships are critical to manuf acafufréadiss of i t s
the success of the strategic profits of the maxi mi taviebn
business and in order for a vendortokeep 2 T odet ertmhexe € whi ¢ h
track of his profit. A supplier-customer vendor's relationship with
relationship is complex for manufactures customers affects his profits
involving in both learning and innovation to maxi mi kaviebn
jointly create value, but also self-interest 3 = T g proffer policy
bargaining to claim value being created by recommendations that would
vendors (Ghosh & John, 1999; Subramani, heliptur bi mmenaoé
2004). Due to the fact that global vendor relationship and
competition has increased vendors' interest profitability.

in using market mechanism to attract | | TERATURE
profits, and that buyer-supplier

relationships are often asymmetric with the Theoretical Review
power dependence position favoring the Previous study has illustrated various
large industrial customer, thereisareasonto  theories used to explain the relationship
be concerned for the profitability and between buyer-supplier relationships on
survival of smaller suppliers (Gomes- procurement performance such as resource-
Casseres, 1997; Forrest, 1990). However, based view theory (RBV), social exchange,
inefficiencies still exist ranging from and transaction cost theory among others.
supplies being made halfway or even This study is anchored on the social
termination of contracts before conclusion exchange theory. Based on the social
from the manufactures side and lack of exchange theory a business network may be
brand loyalty from the customers' point of seen as a type of exchange network
View. (Blakenburg&Johanson, 1992), and can be
defined as a set of interconnected exchange
relationships (Prenkert&Hallen, 2006). This
is directly linked to supply relationships,

Thus, is against this backdrop that
this study is been carried out to evaluate the
vendors relationship with his suppliers and
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and underlines the importance of the supply
network within the business network
context. An alternative approach to the
social exchange theory perspective is the
market exchange theory perspective
(Easton &Araujo, 1994), which builds on
the concept of organized behavioral systems
also reinterpreted by Bagozzi (1974).
Alajoutsijarvi, Tikkanen (2001) even point
out the perspective of networks as business
systems, where the business network is
understood as an organized behavioral
system of exchange.

Eriksson, (2001) argues that the main
focus of such a system is on the
transformation and exchanges of resources,
and less on the social exchange component.
It is from this perspective that buyer-
supplier networks sometimes referred to as
supply networks are most frequently
analyzed. These relationships are however
usually embedded in various networks of
interconnected buyer-supplier
relationships, where both market exchange
transformation and exchange of resources,
as well social exchange perspectives trust,
collaboration, etc. should play equal parts.
However, despite this, there still exists a gap
in the existing literature in appropriately
balancing both of these perspectives in the
study of buyer-supplier relationships. Thus,
while the marketing literature has so far
focused mainly on the impact of trust and
commitment on satisfaction and loyalty,
supply chain management has focused
narrowly on the hard determinants of
flexibility, like i.e. information optimization

| Vol1No.1

Y&

| May, 2017

and inventory management Claro (2004)
also emphasizes how business networks,
supply chains networks and buyer-supplier
relationships are all types of business
relationships raging from a web of
connections to a dyadic relationship with
often blurred boundaries.

Communication and Procurement
Performance

Effective communication is a critical
component of buyer-supplier relationships.
Procurement professionals utilize a variety
of media to communicate with sup-pliers,
including phone, fax, face-to-face, mail,
email, Internet, and electronic data
interchange (EDI) thus improving
procurement performance.(Rodrigo, 2001)
Goodman, (2001) define communication as
the formal as well as informal sharing of
meaningful and timely information between
firms. Cannon and Perreault (1999) suggest
more open sharing of information is
indicated by the willingness of both parties
to share important information.

Cooperation and Procurement
Performance

Cooperative Procurement is a term
that refers to the combining of requirements
of two or more public procurement entities
to leverage the benefits of volume
purchases, delivery and supply chain
advantages, best practices, and the reduction
of administrative time and expenses thus
improving procurement performance.
(Benton, 2000) According to Maloni, (2000)
the power of a supplier over a retailer is
increased by the level of retailer's
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cooperation the supplier. Cooperation results from the need to maintain the channel
relationship to achieve desired goals and reflects the essentiality and replace-ability of the
goods and services provided by the supplier thus successful outcomes of procurement
actions.

Research Methodology

Thipapado@gseant irtesteiaveee hodadltogpd atelser i ng
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Data Analysis

Theanal yodt Bisg uadvlasbasednt hé i f(t5y0c)o mpl et ed
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Tabl e
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Questionnaires Items A SA D SD Total

Manufactures sells to vendors 25(50%) | 13(26%) | 7(14%) 5(10%) 50 (100%)
with discounts.

Manufactures offers vendors 13(26%) [ 25(50%) | 5(10%) 7(14%) 50 (100%)
goods on credits.

As a vendor my manufacturer is | 21(42%) | 12(24%) | 10(20%) | 7(14%) 50 (100%)
concern with my customers
satisfaction which is also their
priority and this has effect on my
profits.

My manufactures has provision | 27(54%) | 10(20%) | 7(14%) 6(4%) 50 (100%)
of Compensation Policy for
vendors.

Total 86(43%) | 60(30%) |29(14.5%) | 25(12.5%) | 200

(100%)

Source: Field work 2017
78

TSPJED Journal | Vol 1No.1 | May, 2017
PUBLICATION OF TARABA STATE POLYTECHNIC, SUNTAI




TSPJED Journal | Vol1No.1 | May, 2017
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Tabl e
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Questionnaires Items A SA D SD Total

As a vendor you encourage your | 30(60%) | 5(10%) 9(5%) | 6(4%) |50 (100%)
customers to buy more goods by
giving discounts.

As a vendor you offer goods to | 23(42%) | 5(10%) 10(20%) | 12(24%) | 50 (100%)
your customers on credits.

As a vendor my customers 26(52%) | 5(10%) 11(22%) | 8(16%) | 50 (100%)
satisfaction has been my priority
and this has effect on my profits.
As a vendor you have provision | 21(42%) | 7(14%) 10(20%) | 12(24%) | 50 (100%)
of Compensation Policy for
vendors.

Total 100(50%) | 22(11%) | 40(20%) | 38(19%) | 200 (100%)

Source: Field work 2017

Thabovabslheo wd &6t0,% ft hrrespondeoad gphfeat hat
vendoel at iwincshhsi tpomef ehapssomak s mi 2 avWidinl e
22%trosngp ptohra@n - g mion gdddan 88 % i sagareetdr ongl vy
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Conclusion
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