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ABSTRACT  
Purpose- Aim of this study is twofold. First, there is a gap about how brand related factors affects supply chain performance, this study 
aims to fulfill this gap by extending existing brand theory with a new setting. Second, this study also aims to reveal the perspectives of 
manufacturing companies regarding their most important suppliers in terms of supply orientation, suppliers’ brand equity and supply chain 
performance. 
Methodology- For this purpose, an online questionnaire is prepared and sent to supply chain managers of manufacturing companies in 
Aegean region. 
Findings- Study results showed that (1) when a supplier has corporate norms and credibility and commitment values, it positively affects 
supplier’s brand image and brand trust; (2) suppliers’ brand trust has a positive impact on suppliers’ brand equity; (3) suppliers’ brand 
equity impacts whole supply chain’s cost & service-based performance; (4) both suppliers’ brand image and brand trust impact whole 
supply chain’s both cost- & service-based and time- & operation-based performance. 
Conclusion- This research examines how suppliers' supply chain orientation and brand equity affects overall supply chain performance in 
the context of manufacturing companies; while, contributing our understanding of brand in B2B service settings. For this purpose, a scale 
has been developed considering supply chain orientation, brand equity, and supply chain performance. 
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1. INTRODUCTION   

In the globally networked business environment, effective supply chain management is essential to the survival and success 
of the enterprise; but acquiring and maintaining the performance is becoming increasingly difficult (Davis, 2003). Brands are 
important market-based (intangible) assets that help firms to create external relationships in the marketplace (Glynn, 
2015). The brand is “name, term, sign, symbol, or design, or a combination of them, which is intended to identify the goods 
and services of one seller or a group of sellers and to differentiate them from those competitors” (Kotler, 1997). Marketing 
scholars have offered that firms, which can successfully manage their brand, can only achieve a satisfying level of supply 
chain performance. This new level of supply chain competition brings completely new challenges. Today's business-to-
business markets, brands, and their power is critically important and linked to the concept of firm performance (Kim and 
Cavusgil, 2009; Sheth and Parvatiyar, 2000). Brand equity is an important consideration for service marketers (Davis, 2000; 
Keller, 1993; Keller and Lehmann, 2003) and should be managed like an asset (Aaker, 2003; Davis, 2000; Kim and Cavusgil, 
2009). For the modern business environment, intangible firm assets like brand and brand related factors, which is 
sustainable added value to brand name, has been a major focus area since the early 1990s (Kim and Cavusgil, 2009; 
Zaichkowsky et al., 2010). These factors are brand equity, brand awareness, brand image and brand trust (Kimpakorn and 
Tocquer, 2010).    
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Although there is considerable research on consumer brands an increasing body of literature on industrial and service 
brands, there are few studies of how a supplier's brand affects overall supply chain performance. Thus, as an exploratory 
study, this study examines the relationships between specific characteristics of a supplier's brand equity factor within 
supply chain orientation and supply chain performance of manufacturing companies. This study is unique since it 
investigates the relationship between a supply chain orientation, supplier's brand equity, and supply chain performance. 
The study offers the brand literature with empirical evidence that the supply chain orientation improves supplier's brand 
equity. In this manner, brand equity is considered to include three dimensions as; brand awareness, brand image, and 
brand trust. For the supply chain performance literature, this study relates a firm's supply chain performance to a key 
marketing tool, the supplier's brand. The next section describes the constructs contained in the model and outlines the 
overall conceptual model. Then research methodology is described which is followed by the study findings. Following the 
discussion, limitations and suggestions for the future research are provided. 

2. LITERATURE REVIEW 

2.1. Supply Chain Orientation 

Supply chain orientation (SCO) is defined as “the recognition by a company of the systemic, strategic implications of the 
activities and processes involved in managing the various flows in a supply chain” (Mentzer, 2001). SCO affects directly firm 
performance, whilst developing and building sustained relationships with supply chain partners (Mentzer et al., 2001). So, if 
a firm wants to maintain a positive relationship with their supply chain partners, it should have supply chain orientation. 
Firm's characteristics of trust, commitment, the sharing of common relationship-building foundations, compatibility 
between organizations and the support of executive-level management, help to develop firm's SCO (Tinney, 2012). SCO 
enables creating value for the firm while maintaining the desired level of customer service (Min et al., 2007).  SCO 
elements, which are credibility, benevolence, commitment, corporative norms, organizational compatibility, and top 
management support, are the main behavior elements that help firms to create supply chain management philosophy 
(Mentzer et al., 2001). Credibility is defined as “the belief that a trading partner is an expert and reliable in conducting 
transactions effectively” (Siguaw et al., 1998). Within the supply chain members, a firm must be trusted and credible. Firms 
that want to trust their supply chain partners must demonstrate an expertise in their field and be a reliable source of 
knowledge to their upstream and downstream partners (Ganesan, 1994). Benevolence is described as a firm’s belief that its 
partner is interested in the firm’s welfare, is willing to accept short-term dislocations, and will not take unexpected actions 
that would have a negative impact on the firm (Anderson and Narus, 1990; Kumar et al., 1995; Tucker, 2011). When trust 
achieved between two firms, it will lead to positive working relationships that also leads to generate profitable results for 
both firms. Commitment, which is the third behavioral element, is “a multi-dimensional construct reflected by the belief in 
and acceptance of the organization’s goal and values, a willingness to exert effort on behalf of the organization, and a 
strong desire to maintain membership in an organization” (Porter et al., 1974). This relationship creates such a satisfaction 
that firm does not receive additional benefits by switching supply chain partners (Dwyer et al., 1987). Corporative norms 
are defined as “the perception of the joint efforts of both the supplier and distributor to achieve mutual and individual goals 
successfully while refraining from opportunistic actions” (Cannon and Perreault, 1999; Siguaw et al., 1998; Tucker, 2011).  
Cooperative norms help to establish working procedures for how firms will manage problems and share rewards (Tinney, 
2012). Organizational compatibility is defined as "complementary goals and objectives, as well as the similarity in operating 
philosophies and corporate cultures" (Bucklin and Sengupta, 1993). Firms that want to be compatible organizationally, must 
operate with similar operating principles, employ a similar cultural environment, and utilize comparable management 
techniques (Tinney, 2012). Top management support, which includes leadership and commitment to change, is an 
important antecedent to supply chain management, and the absence of it is a barrier to supply chain management 
(Jaworski and Kohli, 1993; Lambert et al., 1998; Loforte, 1993; Tucker, 2011). Without the support of executive-level 
managers, it is possible that the buy-in needed by a firm's employees to support changes in procedures or processes may 
not occur (Tinney, 2012).  In the light of the critical importance of suppliers' brand factors for suppliers' supply chain 
orientation, the following hypotheses and sub-hypotheses are generated in the study. 

Hypothesis 1: Suppliers’ supply chain orientation affects suppliers’ brand factors positively. 

Hypothesis 1.1: Suppliers’ supply chain orientation affects suppliers’ brand awareness positively. 

Hypothesis 1.2: Suppliers’ supply chain orientation affects suppliers’ brand image positively. 

Hypothesis 1.3: Suppliers’ supply chain orientation affects suppliers’ brand trust positively 

Hypothesis 1.4: Suppliers’ supply chain orientation affects suppliers’ brand equity positively.  
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2.2. Brand Awareness 

One of the components of brand equity is brand awareness (BA), which is defined by Aaker (1991) “the ability of a potential 
buyer to recognize or recall that a brand is a member of a certain product category”. Keller (1993) defined brand awareness 
as “the customers’ ability to recognize the brand as reflected by their ability to identify the brand under different conditions 
and to link the brand name, logo, symbol and so forth to certain associations in memory”. The most fundamental element of 
brand awareness is the brand name (Davis et al., 2008) and most of the time B2B firms only focus on their brand name 
familiarity without developing a more comprehensive brand identity (Homburg et al., 2010). This is why, for many B2B firms 
creating brand awareness –ability to recognize or recall a brand- is the key branding strategy (Celi and Eagle, 2008; Munoz 
and Kumar, 2004). Building brand awareness allows the formation of brand associations, which consist of attributes and 
benefits of a brand, which are relevant to the industrial buyer (Glynn, 2015). In B2B context, knowledge about the brand 
can be enhanced by brand awareness (Keller, 2008). Since brand awareness can be used as a heuristic purchasing decision 
(Hoyer and Brown, 1990; MacDonald and Sharp, 2000), it can increase supply chain performance which brand is included. 
Brand awareness acts as a strong signal of product quality and supplier commitment (Hoyer and Brown, 1990; Laroche et 
al., 1996; MacDonald and Sharp, 2000) because high levels of supplier investment (exhibitions, advertising or packaging) are 
usually necessary to build high brand awareness (Homburg et al., 2010). Thus, high-quality firms can only meet the high 
amount of investments for having brand awareness (Erdem et al., 2006; Milgrom and Roberts, 1986). Moreover, brand 
awareness can be the reflection of presence and substance since high levels of awareness means that firm has been in 
business for a long time and firm's products have been widely distributed (Aaker, 1991; Hoyer and Brown, 1990).   

Since brand awareness is one of the components of brand equity, it is expected that changes in brand awareness affect 
brand equity (Pouromid and Iranzadeh, 2012). Moreover, supplier's brand with higher levels of awareness within the supply 
chain is expected to affect supply chain performance overall compared with unknown supplier's brand. Researchers argue 
that relationship between supplier's brand awareness and supplier's brand equity in consumer context will be in the same 
vein as it is in B2B service context (Aaker, 1991; Davis et al., 2008; Gordon et al., 1993). Moreover, it is argued in this study 
that supplier’s brand awareness affects overall supply chain performance as well. Based on the relevant literature, the 
hypotheses for brand awareness are proposed as below:  

Hypothesis 2.1: Suppliers’ brand awareness affects suppliers’ brand equity positively.  

Hypothesis 2.2: Suppliers’ brand awareness affects supply chain performance positively.   

2.3. Brand Image 

Marketing researchers suggested that brand image is a vital element of brand equity (Keller, 1993). Brand image (BI) is 
defined as a subjective and perceptual phenomenon formed through consumer interpretation; including certain 
characteristics of the product or service’s symbolic meanings (Dobni and Zinkham, 1990; Padgett and Allen, 1997). The 
brand image describes the consumer's thoughts and feelings towards the brand (Roy and Banerjee, 2007). Brand image can 
be seen as the overall mental image that consumers have a brand, and its uniqueness in comparison to the other brands 
(Faircloth, 2005). Moreover, brand image plays an important role in B2B markets where tangible quality features are harder 
to distinguish (Mudambi et al., 1997). In B2B market relations, such as supply chain relationships, the brand image becomes 
really important because every interaction between a company and its stakeholders becomes an input for the brand image 
(Davis et al., 2009). Aaker (1996) stated that, firm attributes like experience and reputation are centered in B2B brand 
image are generally a company’s most valuable but underused assets (Aaker, 1996). Some of the researchers mention that 
brand image is an important industrial marketing tool (Lorge, 1998; Shaw et al., 1989; Sinclair and Seward, 1988; Mudambi, 
2002). However, there is little evidence about that B2B customers are influenced by emotional associations they make with 
their supplier (Roper et al., 2002). 

It is hard to imitate and it becomes costly to compete with other firms when a firm has positive and strong brand image in 
customers' mind (Carpenter and Nakamoto, 1989). Focal firms with strong brand images can also have this favorable 
position. Moreover, supplier's brand with higher levels of the image within the supply chain is expected to affect supply 
chain performance overall compared with unknown supplier's brand. It is argued that supplier's brand image affects overall 
supply chain performance. The hypotheses for the brand image are proposed as below: 

Hypothesis 3.1: Suppliers’ brand image affects suppliers’ brand equity positively. 

Hypothesis 3.2: Suppliers’ brand image affects supply chain performance positively.  

2.4. Brand Trust 

Brand trust (BT) is a component of brand equity (Kimpakorn and Tocquer, 2010) and “perhaps the single most powerful 
relationship marketing tool available to a company” (Berry, 1995). BT consists of past experience and previous interactions 
(Ravald and Grönross, 1996; Rempel et al., 1985). BT is defined as “the willingness of the average consumer to rely on the 
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ability of the brand to perform its stated function” (Chaudhuri and Holbrook, 2001), and comprised of after consumers' 
evaluation of firms' offerings. If firms are able to give belief of safety, honesty, and reliability about their brands to 
consumers, brand trust can be achieved (Doney and Cannon, 1997). Brand trust has two dimensions; viability and 
intentionality (Delgado-Ballester, 2011). The first dimension is related to the satisfying consumers' needs and demands; 
while creating an idea in consumers' mind that brand accomplishes its value promising (Deighton, 1992). Moreover, this 
dimension focuses on satisfying consumers' needs in consistently positive ways. The second dimension, intentionality is 
covered with the belief that the brand will not take advantage of the consumer's vulnerability (Delgado- Ballester, 2011). 
Trust is an important variable in building strong supply chain networks (Sahay, 2003) and it is related to brand equity 
(Kimpakorn and Tocquer, 2010). In the supply chain, partners develop trust in a brand based on positive beliefs considering 
their expectations and future performances of the firm (Ashley and Leonard, 2009).  The domain of trust in this study is how 
it affects suppliers' brand equity and how suppliers' brand trust affects supply chain performance overall. Since brand trust 
one of the components of brand equity, it is expected that changes in brand trust affect brand equity. Moreover, supplier's 
brand with higher levels of trust within the supply chain is expected to affect supply chain performance overall compared 
with unknown supplier's brand. Moreover, we argue that supplier's brand image affects overall supply chain performance 
as well. Based on the literature, the hypotheses for this research is proposed as below: 

Hypothesis 4.1: Suppliers’ brand trust affects suppliers’ brand equity positively. 

Hypothesis 4.2: Suppliers’ brand trust affects firms’ supply chain performance positively. 

2.5. Brand Equity 

Brand equity (BE) has been viewed from a variety of perspectives, which are marketing and finance (Motameni and 
Shahrokhi, 1998). Brand equity is the "added value" with which a brand endows a product, whilst imparts the competitive 
advantage to the firm (Farquhar, 1989). For the financial perspective, brand equity is defined as “the incremental cash flow 
that accrues to branded products over unbranded products" (Simon and Sullivan, 1993). Most widely cited brand equity 
conceptualizations are those of Aaker (1991) and Keller (1993). Aaker (1991) defined brand equity as "a set of brand assets 
and liabilities linked to a brand, its name, and symbol that add to or subtract from the value provided by a product or service 
to a firm and/or to that firm's customers". According to Aaker (1996), brand awareness, brand association, brand loyalty, 
and perceived quality are the sources of brand equity knowledge structure. Keller (1993) defined as “the differential effect 
of brand knowledge on consumer response to the marketing of a brand” and developed the behavioral concept of 
consumer-based brand equity (CBBE), which consists of the two dimensions of brand awareness and brand image and is 
defined as the differential effect of brand knowledge on customer response to the marketing of the brand. According to 
Keller (1993), brand equity consists of brand awareness, brand image, and brand loyalty. Both scholars offered that the 
strength of a brand can be measured by examining consumers' associations with a brand and their positive responses to the 
brand (Celi and Eagle, 2008). In the literature, measurement of consumer-based brand equity has been studied with five 
dimensions – brand awareness, perceived quality, brand association, brand image and brand loyalty (Cho, 2011). Those five 
dimensions have been used partially or wholly in studies (Buil et al., 2008; Carroll and Ahuvia, 2006; Keller, 1993; Keller, 
2001; Kim et al., 2003; Kim et al., 2009; Kimpakorn and Tocquer, 2010; Low and Lam, 2000; Yoo et al., 2000; Yoo and 
Donthu, 2001; Yoo and Donthu, 2002). In this study, brand awareness, brand image, and brand trust are used as dimensions 
of brand equity. In B2B marketing, brand equity is a critical competitive driver, as it is in consumer marketing (Kotler and 
Proertsch, 2007; Mudambi, 2002; Webster et al., 2004). When a brand’s strength increases, B2B market buyers become 
more likely to repurchase and pay a price premium (Bendixen et al., 2004; Hutton, 1997; Kim and Hyun, 2011; Roberts and 
Merrilees, 2007; Taylor et al., 2007). Supplier's brand with higher levels of equity within the supply chain is expected to 
affect supply chain performance overall compared with unknown supplier's brand. Thus, it is argued that supplier's brand 
equity affects overall supply chain performance of the company. The hypotheses are proposed as below: 

Hypothesis 5: Suppliers’ brand equity affects supply chain performance positively.  

2.6. Supply Chain Orientation 

While measuring performance in the supply chain, the measurement system may reflect a system of measuring the 
immeasurable. In supply chain performance measurement, control is no longer based on ownership only, but rather on 
networking across interfaces. Activities that are not under the control of an individual company (manufacturer) have to be 
measured and controlled (by the manufacturer and its supply chain partners), making the supply chain transparent, to a 
level not experienced before and leading the way for performance improvements (Gawankar et al., 2016; Hoek, 1998). 
Researchers and practitioners have developed and improved measures that can be used to establish supply chain 
performance, since the importance of management of supply chain has been increased. The measurement of supply chain 
performance requires the creation of inter- and intra-organization assessment system. These systems can be used to 
identify opportunities for improved supply chain efficiency and competitiveness, to help understand how companies 
operating in supply chains affect each other's performance, to support the supply chain in satisfying consumer 



Journal of Management, Marketing and Logistics -JMML (2018), Vol.5(1).p.1-17                                                       Surucu, Sakar 

 

 DOI: 10.17261/Pressacademia.2018.803                                                       5             
  
 

requirements and to assess the results of an implemented initiative (Lyons et al., 2012). In the literature, there are many 
different types of measurement for supply chain performance (Gunesakaran et al., 2001; Lee and Billington, 1992). A 
framework can include three major categories of metrics: service measures, cost measures and return on assets measures. 
Considering service, firms can use systems to measure specific elements like order cycle time, order fill rates, damage rates, 
error rates in picking orders, achievement of the “perfect order” and so on (Brewer and Speh, 2000; Stewart, 1995). For 
cost measures, firms can use cost per order, logistics cost per unit and cost per unit for each functional area of logistics 
(storage cost per unit, per square foot).  For return on asset measure, firms generally determine the extent to which their 
investment in logistics assets is earning the desired financial returns (Brewer and Speh, 2000). 

Supply chain performance measurement can be done in strategic, tactical, and operational levels (Gunesakaran, 2004). 
Also, different types of supply chain performances are used in literature (Christopher, 1992; Cohen and Lee, 1990; Davis, 
2003; Lambert and Sharman, 1990; Lee and Billington, 1992; Loforte, 1993). As a performance measures; average finished 
goods inventory, demand fulfillment (Levy, 1995); order cycle time, order completeness (Christopher, 1992); delivery 
performance, lead time, level of defects and responsiveness (Lambert and Sharman, 1990); material inventory, work in 
process inventory, fill rates, stock out frequencies and lead time (Cohen and Lee, 1990); inventory levels, inventory 
investment, order fill rate, line item fill rate and the average number of days late (Davis, 2003); inventory turns, line item fill 
rate, order item fill rate, total order cycle time, total response time to an order, average backorder levels and average 
variability in delivery (Lee and Billington, 1992) are employed by the researchers. However, it is clear that researchers 
haven't reached a consensus about a stable set of measures that are used for measuring the performance of the supply 
chain for all types of studies (Bhatnagar and Sohal, 2005). 

3. DATA AND METHODOLOGY 

A survey method is employed to test measures of supply chain orientation, brand factors- brand awareness, brand image, 
brand trust and brand equity-, in the context of supply chain performance. Measurement items were drawn from existing 

scales as reported in the following section.  

3.1. Scale Development 

Measurement items for each construct are borrowed from the relevant literature. Moreover, interviews have been made 
with logistics industry experts to identify the appropriate language for adopting measurement items to the supply chain 
management context. The questionnaire included five parts. First two parts included basic demographic information about 
firm and respondents. Third, fourth and fifth parts were used to gather information about assessing market orientation, 
brand related factors, and supply chain performance, respectively. All items except demographic information were 
measured on a 5-point Likert-type scale from "strongly disagree" (1) to "strongly agree" (5). The informants were asked to 
answer questions according to their perception of brand-related factors.  Third part measures SCO with the help of 
credibility, commitment, and corporative norms elements. The items for credibility and commitment were adopted from 
(Siguaw et al., 1998), and cooperative norms from (Cannon and Perreault, 1999). Fourth part measures brand equity 
factors. Items for brand awareness are adopted from (Davis et al., 2009; Yoo and Donthu, 2001) while the items for the 
brand image are adopted from (Davis et al., 2009). Measurement items for brand trust are adopted from (Han and Sung, 
2008). Lastly, items for brand equity are adopted from (Davis et al., 2009; Kim and Cavusgil, 2009). The last part of the 
questionnaire measures supply chain performance. For supply chain performance, lead-time, inventory management, time 
to market, quality, customer service and flexibility (Bhatnagar and Sohal, 2005) and order fill rates, error rates in picking 
orders (Brewer and Speh, 2000; Stewart, 1995) variables were employed.  Also, during the interviews, opinions of logistics 
industry and supply chain experts about the supply chain performance measurement items were taken, and according to 
their suggestions, five more variable was added to supply chain performance measurement scale as cost, delivery on time, 
delivery on the right place, delivery on the right amount of product and high accuracy of order estimation. In accordance 
with the relevant literature and the items employed in the questionnaire, a conceptual model visualized in Figure 1 is 
suggested. 
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Figure 1: Conceptual Model 

 

3.2. Sample and Data Collection  

This study examines supply chain performance at the business unit level. The most appropriate informant for this study was 
considered as the supply chain manager, and in cases where firms did not have a supply chain manager, 
procurement/purchasing manager, marketing manager, and general/vice managers were added as potential participants. 
Four-week deadline has been set and within this duration, 35 managers responded to the survey. The online survey was 
sent to the mailing list of Aegean Exporters' Association, ESBAS Aegean Free Zone, and Manisa Organized Industrial Zone. 
Although reminding e-mails were sent to these mailing lists, only a total of 35 usable questionnaires were collected.  All 
analyses have made with SPSS 21.0. Table 1 shows the characteristics of the participant firms. 

Table 1: Characteristics of Sample 

Company Characteristics Number of Respondents (percent) 

Industry: 
Mining 
Textile 
Chemistry, petrol, plastic 
Energy 
Metal 
Machine & equipment 
Automotive 
Food 
Others 
Total 

 
2 (5.7) 
3 (8.6) 
3 (8.6) 
3 (8.6) 
3 (8.6) 
1 (2.9) 

11 (31.4) 
4 (11.4) 
3 (8.6) 

35 (100) 

Annual Sales: 
< 100 million TL 
100,000,001 TL – 500 million TL 
500,000,001 TL – 1 billion TL 
1,000,000,001 TL – 5 billion TL 
Not Reported 
Total: 

 
15 (42,9) 
8 (22,9) 
1 (2,9) 
4(11,4) 
7 (20) 

35 (100) 

Number of Employees: 
<500 
501 – 1,000 
1,001-5,000 
>10,001 
Total 

 
27 (77.1) 

3 (8.6) 
4 (11.4) 
1 (2.9) 

35 (100) 
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4. FINDINGS AND DISCUSSIONS 

4.1. Reliability and Validity 

Cronbach’s Alpha value was 0.822 for SCO variables, 0.893 for suppliers’ brand factors and 0.944 for SCP factors. Since 
Cronbach’s Alpha values are greater than 0.7, all items were considered reliable in the study.  

Table 2: Reliability Statistics 

 Cronbach’s Alpha N of Items  

Supply Chain Orientation 
Suppliers’ Brand Factors 
Supply Chain Performance 

.822 

.893 

.944 

5 
18 
13 

4.2. Factor Analysis Results 

SPSS 21.0 software is used to analyze the data. Data is examined in the SPSS output for Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin (KMO) on 35 
samples for SCO, suppliers’ brand factors and SCP. As a result, which is shown in Table 3, the KMO measure indicated a very 
high sampling adequacy and good preconditions for factor analyses. In addition, results of Bartlett’s Test for Sphericity had 
significant differences. According to the below test results, the samples were suitable for factor analyses.  

Table 3: KMO and Bartlett’s Test of SCO, Suppliers’ Brand Factors & SCP 

 SCO Suppliers’ Brand Factors SCP 

Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin Measure of Sampling Adequacy  
.788 

 
.650 

 
.847 

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

 
59,304 

10 
,000 

 
416,067 

153 
,000 

 
342,829 

78 
,000 

An exploratory factor analysis PCA (Principal Component Analysis) and varimax rotation were conducted. Factors are listed 
in Table 4. 

Table 4: Factors for SCO 

Factors Alpha Mean * Std.  I** II 

Factor 1: Corporate Norms-Related Orientation .763     

SCO4 Our most important supplier is willing to make cooperative 
changes in our supply chain. 

  
3.80 

 
.759 

 
.910 

 

SCO5 Our most important supplier views its business as a value-added 
piece of work to the whole supply chain. 

  
3.86 

 
.974 

 
.793 

 

Factor 2:  Credibility & Commitment Related Orientation .757     

SCO2 Our most important supplier is knowledgeable regarding our 
products and/or services when they are doing business with our 
supply chain members. 

  
 

4.11 

 
 

.583 

  
 

.830 

SCO1 Promises made to our supply chain members by our most 
important supplier is reliable. 

  
3.94 

 
.802 

  
.777 

SCO3 Our most important supplier is patient with supply chain 
members when they make mistakes that cause trouble to 
suppliers but are not repeated.  

  
 

3.71 

 
 

.860 

  
 

.768 
*Five-point scale 1: poor 5: excellent 
**The Roman numerals refer to the number of factors 

Factor 1 measures whether the suppliers try to achieve mutual and individual goals while avoiding opportunistic actions 
and the factor is named as "corporate-norms related orientation". According to factor analysis results, this factor contains 
two variables. The highest factor loading is 0.910, which measures corporative norms. SCO5 is the second variable that has 
the 0.793-factor loading and it measures corporative norms. Cronbach's Alpha value is 0.763 for the Factor 1. Factor 2 
measures whether the supply chain partner is a reliable and sees the supply chain as an organization and behaves on behalf 
of organization’s favor. The factor is named as “credibility and commitment-related orientation”. According to factor 
analysis results, this factor contains three variables. SCO2 has the highest factor loading is with 0.830 point, which measures 
credibility. SCO1 is the second variable that has the 0.777-factor loading measures credibility and lastly, SCO3, which 
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measures commitment, has 0.768-factor loading. Moreover, Cronbach's Alpha value is 0.757 for the Factor 2. Factors for 
suppliers' brand factors are shown in Table 5. 

Table 5: Factors for suppliers’ brand factors 

Factors Alpha Mean 
* 

Std.  I** II III IV V 

Factor 1: Suppliers’ brand image .892        

BI2 We can reliably predict how the most important 
supplier in our supply chain will perform. 

  
3.77 

 
.910 

 
.864 

    

BI1 The most important supplier in our supply chain is 
known as a firm that takes good care of its trade 
partners. 

  
 

3.83 

 
 

.822 

 
 

.851 

    

BI5 The most important supplier in our supply chain is 
a prestigious firm. 

  
4.11 

 
.718 

 
.829 

    

BT1 The most important supplier in our supply chain 
meets its obligations to us. 

  
4.00 

 
.767 

 
.801 

    

BI3 In comparison to other suppliers, the most 
important supplier in our supply chain is known to 
consistently deliver very high quality.  3.86 .845 .614 

    

Factor 2: Suppliers’ brand equity .823        

BE5 We feel a strong emotional connection to our most 
important supplier's brand. 

  
2.71 

 
1.017 

  
.873 

   

BE1 We are willing to pay more in order to do business 
with our most important supplier. 

  
2.80 

 
.964 

  
.648 

   

BE3 The most important supplier’ brand gives us an 
advantage over our competitors. 

  
3.17 

 
1.175 

  
.625 

   

BE2 The most important supplier’s brand is different 
from other suppliers.  

  
3.74 

 
.741 

  
.488 

   

BE4 We perceive our most important supplier’s brand 
as prestigious.  

  
3.57 

 
1.092 

  
.482 

   

Factor 3: Suppliers’ brand awareness .744        

BA4 Compared to other suppliers, our most important 
supplier is a leading brand in the industry.  

  
 

4.09 

 
 

.742 

   
 

.869 

  

BA1 The name of our most important supplier is well-
known in our industry. 

  
4.34 

 
.873 

   
.772 

  

BA2 The most important supplier in our supply chain is 
the industry leader in brand awareness. 

  
 

3.73 

 
 

1.017 

 
 

 
 

.631 

  

Factor 4: Suppliers’ brand trust .654        

BT2 The most important supplier in our supply chain is 
trustworthy. 

  
3.89 

 
.900 

 
  

 
.732 

 

BA3 Our most important supplier is recognized by other 
members of our supply chain as a strong trade 
partner. 

  
 

3.66 

 
 

.906 

 
  

 
 

.668 

 

BI4 The most important supplier in our supply chain 
has a rich brand history. 

  
3.71 

 
.710 

 
  

 
.605 

 

Factor 5: Suppliers’ brand communication .847        

BE7 We pay attention advertising and the information 
that comes from our most important supplier. 

  
 

3.37 

 
 

.973 

 
  

  
 

.954 

BE6 We remember adverting and information that 
comes from our most important supplier. 

  
3.23 

 
1.140 

 
  

  
.855 

*Five-point scale 1: poor 5: excellent 
**The Roman numerals refer to the number of factors 
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Factor 1 measures whether supplier takes good care of its partners (BI1), produce high-quality products constantly (BI3), 
fulfill its responsibilities (BT1), is a respected firm (BI5) and manufacturer's trust about its future performance (BI2). Factor 1 
named as "suppliers' brand image". Factor 2 measures whether a manufacturer feels an emotional attachment to the 
supplier (BE5), ready to pay more to continue doing business with that supplier (BE1), gets an edge over competitors by 
working with that supplier (BE3), feels prestigious by working with that supplier (BE4) and the brand of the supplier is 
different than competitors' brand (BE2) and the factor is named as "suppliers' brand equity".  Factor 3 measures whether 
the supplier is a leading brand in the industry (BA4), supplier's name is a well-known (BA1) and supplier's brand is a well-
recognized (BA2). For these reasons, the factor is named as" suppliers' brand awareness". Factor 4 measures whether the 
supplier has a rich brand history (BI4), has a trustworthy brand (BT2) and is a powerful partner (BA3) from the perspective 
of the manufacturer and it is named as "suppliers' brand trust". Factor 5 measures whether manufacturer gives attention 
(BE6) and remembers (BE7) the information and advertisements sent by the supplier. Even though these variables were 
considered as brand equity variables at the beginning stage of the study, factor analysis results showed that they are 
grouped under different factor and it is named as "suppliers' brand communication".    

In the paper, an exploratory factor analysis PCA (Principal Component Analysis) and varimax rotation conducted on 
responses from 35 individuals for each item. The Kaiser rule is to drop all components with eigenvalues under 1.0. However, 
according to anti-image matrix results, it is seen that SCP6, SCP9, SCP12 and SCP13 MSA value smaller than 0.5 (Field, 
2005). Thus, those variables are expelled from the analysis. Factors for SCP is shown in Table 6. 

Table 6: Factors for Supply Chain Performance 

Factors Alpha Mean * Std.  I** II 

Factor 1: Cost and Service-Based Performance  .897     

SCP11 Working with the most important supplier in our supply 
chain enhances supply chain performance with regard to 
flexibility. 

  
 

3.83 

 
 

.785 

 
 

.882 

 

SCP10 Working with the most important supplier in our supply 
chain enhances supply chain performance with regard to 
customer service. 

  
 

3.69 

 
 

.932 

 
 

.851 

 

SCP5 Working with the most important supplier in our supply 
chain enhances supply chain performance with regard to 
requested amount delivery. 

  
 

3.97 

 
 

.857 

 
 

.774 

 

SCP1 Working with the most important supplier in our supply 
chain enhances supply chain performance with regard to 
cost. 

  
 

3.89 

 
 

.900 

 
 

.747 

 

SCP8 Working with the most important supplier in our supply 
chain enhances supply chain performance with regard to 
time to market. 

  
 

3.77 

 
 

.910 

 
 

.632 

 

Factor 2: Time and Operation-Based Performance  .870     

SCP2 Working with the most important supplier in our supply 
chain enhances supply chain performance with regard to 
on-time delivery. 

  
 

3.97 

 
 

.747 

  
 

.841 

SCP4 Working with the most important supplier in our supply 
chain enhances supply chain performance with regard to 
delivery on right place. 

  
 

3.80 

 
 

.833 

  
 

.807 

SCP7 Working with the most important supplier in our supply 
chain enhances supply chain performance with regard to 
smallest error rates in picking order. 

  
 

4.00 

 
 

.728 

  
 

.786 

SCP3 Working with the most important supplier in our supply 
chain enhances supply chain performance with regard to 
lead-time.  

  
 

3.89 

 
 

.832 

  
 

.771 
*Five-point scale 1: poor 5: excellent 
**The Roman numerals refer to the number of factors 

Factor 1 measures supply chain performance with flexibility (SCP11), customer service (10), requested amount delivery 
(SCP5), cost (SCP1) and time to market (SCP8) and this factor is named as “cost and service-based performance”.  Factor 2 
measures supply chain performance with on-time delivery (SCP2), delivery on the right place (SCP4), smallest error rates in 
picking order (SCP7) and lead-time (SCP3).     
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Although a preliminary conceptual model is given in the previous section, there was a need for modification in the 
conceptual model since SCO factor was divided into two as “corporate norms-related and credibility” and “commitment-
related orientation”; while supplier’s brand factors were divided into 5 factors as “supplier’s brand image”, “supplier’s 
brand equity”, “supplier’s brand awareness”, “supplier’s brand trust” and a new factor of “supplier’s brand communication” 
was added. Moreover, in the SCP part, two new factors, which are “cost and service-based performance” and “time and 
operation-based performance” were added. Thus, modified conceptual model and hypotheses are shown below. 

H1. Suppliers’ supply chain orientation affects suppliers’ brand factors positively. 

H.1.1. Suppliers' corporate norms affect brand factors positively. 

H1.1.a Suppliers' corporate norms affect brand image positively. 

H1.1.b Suppliers' corporate norms affect brand awareness positively. 

H1.1.c Suppliers' corporate norms affect brand trust positively. 

H1.1.d Suppliers' corporate norms affect brand communication positively. 

H1.2. Suppliers’ credibility & commitment affects brand factors positively. 

H1.2.a Suppliers’ credibility & commitment affects brand image positively. 

H1.2.b Suppliers’ credibility & commitment affects brand awareness positively. 

H1.2.c Suppliers’ credibility & commitment affects brand trust positively. 

H1.2.d Suppliers’ credibility & commitment affects brand communication positively. 

H2. Suppliers’ supply chain orientation affects suppliers’ brand equity positively. 

H2.1 Suppliers’ credibility & commitment affects brand equity positively. 

H2.2 Suppliers' corporate norms affect brand equity positively. 

H3. Suppliers' brand factors affect suppliers' brand equity positively. 

H3.1 Suppliers’ brand awareness affects suppliers’ brand equity positively. 

H3.2 Suppliers’ brand image affects suppliers’ brand equity positively. 

H3.3 Suppliers’ brand trust affects suppliers’ equity positively. 

H3.4 Suppliers’ brand communication affects suppliers’ brand equity positively. 

H4. Suppliers’ brand equity affects supply chain performance positively. 

H4.1 Suppliers’ brand equity affects supply chain’s cost & service-based performance. 

H4.2 Suppliers’ brand equity affects supply chain’s time & operation-based performance. 

H5. Suppliers' brand factors affect supply chain performance positively. 

H5.1 Suppliers’ brand awareness affects supply chain performance positively. 

H5.1.a Suppliers’ brand awareness affects supply chain’s cost & service-based performance. 

H5.1.b Suppliers’ brand awareness affects supply chain’s time & operation-based performance. 

H5.2 Suppliers’ brand image affects supply chain performance positively.  

H5.2.a Suppliers’ brand image affects supply chain’s cost & service-based performance. 

H5.2.b Suppliers’ brand image affects supply chain’s time & operation-based performance. 

H5.3 Suppliers’ brand trust affects supply chain performance positively.  

H5.3.a Suppliers’ brand trust affects supply chain’s cost & service-based performance. 

H5.3.b Suppliers’ brand trust affects supply chain’s time & operation-based performance. 

H5.4 Suppliers’ brand communication affects supply chain performance positively.  
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H5.4.a Suppliers’ brand communication affects supply chain’s cost & service-based performance. 

H5.4.b Suppliers’ brand communication affects supply chain’s time & operation-based performance. 

4.3. Correlation Analysis Results (Hypothesis Testing) 

In the study, parametric tests are implemented to see whether there is a relationship between demographic variables 
(industry, firm size and ownership structure) and supply chain performance. To see whether there is a difference between 
industry type and supply chain performance, first Levene test is applied which controls homogeneity. After Levene test is 
applied, SPSS cannot able to perform tests because of low variable size. 

To see whether there is a difference between firm size and supply chain performance, again Levene test is applied and 
results showed that it is applicable for one-way ANOVA. After seeing Levene test result is proper, then one-way ANOVA is 
applied, however, it is found that there is no difference according to firm size for supply chain orientation. Moreover, to see 
whether there is a difference between ownership structure and supply chain performance, again Levene test is applied and 
results showed that it is applicable for one-way ANOVA. After seeing Levene test result is proper, then one-way ANOVA is 
applied, however, it is found that there is no difference according to ownership structure for supply chain orientation. 

In this study, suppliers' orientation and suppliers' brand equity factors affect supply chain orientation hypotheses tested 
with regression analysis.  Before starting to form regression model, assumptions are tested. For this purpose, the 
assumption of normality for dependent and independent variables checked and it is observed that normal distribution has 
not degenerated. After that, by controlling homoscedasticity matrix, it is seen that the assumption of constant variance is 
proper. 

After verifying assumptions, recommended hypotheses tested with regression analysis and results are shown in Table 7, 
Table 8, Table 9, Table 10 and Table 11. According to regression analysis results, H1.1.a, H1.1.c, H1.2.a, H1.2.c, H2.1, H3.3, 
H4.1, H5.2.a, H5.2.b, H5.3.a and H5.3.b  found  validated respectively. Suppliers’ corporate norms affects suppliers’ brand 
image (R

2
 = 0.528, p = 0.001 < 0.05), suppliers’ brand trust (R

2
 = 0.439, p = 0.008 < 0.05) and suppliers’ brand equity 

positively (R
2
 = 0.343, p = 0.044 < 0.05); while suppliers’ credibility & commitment affects suppliers’ brand image (R

2
 = 

0.439, p = 0.008 < 0.05) and suppliers’ brand trust positively (R
2
 = 0.586, p = 0.000 < 0.05). According to results, suppliers’ 

brand trust affects suppliers’ equity positively (R
2
 = 0.349, p = 0.040 < 0.05).  Moreover, it is seen that suppliers’ brand 

equity affects supply chains’ cost & service-based performance positively (R
2
 = 0.526, p = 0.001 < 0.05). Thus, it is seen that 

suppliers’ brand image affects supply chain’s cost & service-based performance (R
2
 = 0.396, p = 0.018 < 0.05) and supply 

chains’ time & operation-based performance positively (R
2
 = 0.059, p = 0.000 < 0.05).  Lastly, it is found that suppliers’ 

brand trust affects supply chain’s cost & service-based performance (R
2
 = 0.512, p = 0.002 < 0.05) and supply chains’ time & 

operation-based performance positively (R
2
 = 0.607, p = 0.000 < 0.05).  

Table 7: Results of Hypothesis Tests (H1)  

Hypothesis  Pearson 
Correlation 

Sig. (2-
tailed) 

Result 

H1. Suppliers’ supply chain orientation affects suppliers’ brand factors 
positively. 

   

H.1.1. Suppliers’ corporate norms affect brand factors positively.  

H1.1a Suppliers’ corporate norms affect brand image positively. .528** .001 Accepted 

H1.1.b Suppliers’ corporate norms affect brand awareness positively. .188 .280 Rejected 

H1.1.c Suppliers’ corporate norms affect brand trust positively. .439** .008 Accepted 

H1.1.d Suppliers’ corporate norms affect brand communication positively. .064 .716 Rejected 

H1.2. Suppliers’ credibility & commitment affects brand factors positively.    

H1.2.a Suppliers’ credibility & commitment affects brand image positively. .439** .008 Accepted 

H1.2.b Suppliers’ credibility & commitment affects brand awareness positively. .249 .150 Rejected 

H1.2.c Suppliers’ credibility & commitment affects brand trust positively. .586** .000 Accepted 

H1.2.d Suppliers’ credibility & commitment affects brand communication positively. -.077 .660 Rejected 
*Correlation is significant at the 0.05 level (2-tailed) 
** Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed) 
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Table 8: Results of Hypothesis Tests (H2)  

Hypothesis  Pearson 
Correlation 

Sig. (2-
tailed) 

Result 

H2. Suppliers’ supply chain orientation affects suppliers’ brand equity 
positively. 

 

H2.1 Suppliers’ corporate norms affect brand equity positively. .343* .044 Accepted 

H2.2 Suppliers’ credibility & commitment affects brand equity positively. .305 .075 Rejected 
*Correlation is significant at the 0.05 level (2-tailed) 
** Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed) 

Table 9: Results of Hypothesis Tests (H3)  

Hypothesis  Pearson 
Correlation 

Sig. (2-
tailed) 

Result 

H3 Suppliers’ brand factors affect suppliers’ brand equity positively.   

H3.1 Suppliers’ brand awareness affects suppliers’ brand equity positively. 0.72 .680 Rejected 

H3.2 Suppliers’ brand image affects suppliers’ brand equity positively. .309 .071 Rejected 

H3.3 Suppliers’ brand trust affects suppliers’ equity positively. .349* .040 Accepted 

H3.4 Suppliers’ brand communication affects suppliers’ brand equity positively. -.068 ,698 Rejected 
*Correlation is significant at the 0.05 level (2-tailed) 
** Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed) 

Table 10: Results of Hypothesis Tests (H4)  

Hypothesis  Pearson 
Correlation 

Sig. (2-
tailed) 

Result 

H4 Suppliers’ brand equity affects supply chain performance positively.  

H4.1 Suppliers’ brand equity affects supply chain’s cost & service-based 
performance. 

.526** .001 Accepted 

H4.2 Suppliers’ brand equity affects supply chain’s time & operation-based 
performance. 

.260 .131 Rejected 

*Correlation is significant at the 0.05 level (2-tailed) 
** Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed) 

Table 11: Results of Hypothesis Tests (H5)  

Hypothesis  Pearson 
Correlation 

Sig. (2-
tailed) 

Result 

H5 Suppliers’ brand factors affect supply chain performance positively.  

H5.1 Suppliers’ brand awareness affects supply chain performance positively. 

H5.1.a Suppliers’ brand awareness affects supply chain’s cost & service-based 
performance. 

-.024 .889 Rejected 

H5.1.b Suppliers’ brand awareness affects supply chain’s time & operation-based 
performance. 

.270 .117 Rejected 

H5.2 Suppliers’ brand image affects supply chain performance positively.     

H5.2.a Suppliers’ brand image affects supply chain’s cost & service-based 
performance. 

.396* .018 Accepted 

H5.2.b Suppliers’ brand image affects supply chain’s time & operation-based 
performance. 

.059** .000 Accepted 

H5.3 Suppliers’ brand trust affects supply chain performance positively.     

H5.3.a Suppliers’ brand trust affects supply chain’s cost & service-based performance. .512** .002 Accepted 

H5.3.b Suppliers’ brand trust affects supply chain’s time & operation-based 
performance. 

.607** .000 Accepted 

H5.4 Suppliers’ brand communication affects supply chain performance positively.   

H5.4.a Suppliers’ brand communication affects supply chain’s cost & service-based 
performance. 

-.261 .130 Rejected 

H5.4.b Suppliers’ brand communication affects supply chain’s time & operation-based 
performance. 

-.400 .400 Rejected 

*Correlation is significant at the 0.05 level (2-tailed) 
** Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed)  
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5. CONCLUSION 

This research examines how suppliers' supply chain orientation and brand equity affects overall supply chain performance 
in the context of manufacturing companies; while contributing our understanding of brand in B2B service settings. For this 
purpose, a scale has been developed considering supply chain orientation, brand equity, and supply chain performance. The 
online survey sent to Aegean Exporters' Association, ESBAS Aegean Free Zone and Manisa Organized Industrial Zone, and 
with 35 responses analysis has been made with using SPSS21.0. The findings provide evidence that when a supplier has 
corporate norms and credibility and commitment values, it positively affects supplier's brand image and brand trust. 
Moreover, it is seen that supplier's corporate norms affect supplier's overall brand equity as well. Second, it is validated 
that suppliers' brand trust has a positive impact on suppliers' brand equity. Third, it is seen that suppliers' brand equity 
impacts whole supply chain's cost & service-based performance. Finally, it is found that both suppliers' brand image and 
brand trust impact whole supply chain's both cost- & service-based and time- & operation-based performance. 

5.1. Managerial Implications 

This study provides a number of important implications for management. First, the study results reveal the importance of 
supplier's supply chain orientation within a supply chain if partners want to develop a high-performing supply chain. In 
addition, the study was able to show the importance of supplier's brand trust in band equity. Managers generally think that 
the only relationship between is the brand and customer. However, this study shows that brand trust is also affected firm's 
brand equity. 

The study results further show that supplier’s brand image and brand trust have distinctive roles in inducing better supply 
chain performance; meaning that if supply chain managers consider their supplier’s brand image and brand trust during 

supplier selection process, supply chain as a whole can achieve higher supply chain performance.   

5.2. Limitations and Suggestions for Future Research 

There are some limitations of the study with regards to the time limit and the low return rate. Although great effort was 
spent to increase the number of questionnaires answered by the participants, only 35 managers answered the 
questionnaire. This can be considered as the main limitation of the study since a low response rate limits the 
generalizability of the results of the survey. When related studies concentrated on manufacturing companies and 
specifically supply chain managers are considered (Davis et al., 2008; Davis et al., 2009; Kim and Cavusgil, 2009), it was 
observed that there is a similar pattern in such studies.  

This study employed brand awareness, brand image and brand trust for brand equity dimensions. Future studies may be 
conducted for exploring for different brand equity characteristics. Investigating the antecedents of brand awareness, brand 
image, and brand trust can also be suggested for providing an overview especially for logistics managers who want to 
improve their firms' brand. In the study, one participant is used, however; collecting data from multiple participants within 
a company can be another future research idea. There are numerous exogenous or moderating variables that affect brand 
equity. In a future study, those variables can also be examined. By using different conceptualizations and dimensions of 
SCO, a different perspective can also be used. Thus, conducting a study with these dimensions would be informative to see 
if additional dimensions improve the exploratory power of the model. Also, the same study can be applied again to the 
different sample with high return rate. Moreover, this scale can be used for the manufacturing firm and its suppliers 
simultaneously to see how partners in the same supply chain see each other and how firms' brand positioned partners' 
mind. 
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