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Abstract: The research aims to identify individual value-creation indicators, which are provided
to suppliers, and their significance in building and maintaining sustainable, long-lasting mutual
relationships between enterprises and their suppliers. The enterprises (in the position of suppliers)
assigned the importance of the individual value-creation indicators which are provided to them and
expressed the level of satisfaction with the relationships with their buyers. The research was carried
out through structured questionnaires and collected answers from 112 managers of enterprises from
Slovakia. Research results include the list of 21 individual value-creation indicators (defined in the
questionnaire) and show which value-creation indicators are provided to the enterprises (suppliers)
the most, which of these indicators are essential for the suppliers, and if the suppliers are provided
with the values, they consider significant. The analysis of individual value creation indicators was
done separately using Chi-squared and Cramer’s V tests and Rank–Biserial Correlation. The logistic
regression was used to analyze all factors and their influence on the relationship between suppliers
and the enterprise. Enterprises (suppliers) are generally satisfied with their relationship with buyers.
However, almost 19% of suppliers consider their relationship neutral or unsatisfying. This result
points out that there is room for improvement, which can be done by providing significant value-
creation indicators to suppliers.

Keywords: value creation; indicators; suppliers; perception; relationship; B2B

1. Introduction

The relationship between the stakeholders and the enterprise can be defined based on
two continuous flows. Each of these stakeholders contributes something to the enterprise
and, on the other hand, receives something from it (Post et al. 2002).

In managing the relationship between the enterprise and its suppliers, the enterprise
must select key suppliers to whom it will devote the effort, financial resources, and other
resources such as time to ensure their loyalty and good long-term relationships. Subse-
quently, the enterprise needs to monitor the results and development of these relationships
over time. The enterprise’s interaction with other organizations or stakeholders is called
inter-organizational relationship (IOR). These are of great importance for the enterprise’s
performance (Mandt 2018). Managing the supplier relationship is important for identifying
the value-creation indicators that help the enterprise select and provide value. In this
way, they ensure the provision of just the important value to suppliers, resulting in good
and sustainable relationships. These relationships lead to loyalty, trust, mutual tolerance,
and long-term cooperation. Decisions require flexibility to respond to market demands, so
managers need a flexible information system with a high-quality selection of information
(Chodasova and Tekulova 2016). These relationships should lead to efficient business. For
all stakeholders involved, it means achieving maximum results with minimum investments
(Prusa et al. 2020).

The research aims to show that the value creation process through providing value
creation indicators impacts the relationships between enterprises and their suppliers.
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One of the essential factors in the value-creation process is the mutual relationship
between the enterprise and its stakeholders. The research provides value-creation indicators
through which enterprises build and maintain supplier relationships. The main parts of
the research are:

• a connection between the provided indicators and the built relationships;
• the significance of the indicators perceived by suppliers; and
• the list of value creation indicators that can be provided to suppliers.

In the value creation process is important to know the suppliers’ needs, frustrations,
and opinions. Therefore, when providing value-creation indicators to suppliers, it is critical
to know which indicators are significant for them. Then the enterprise can avoid providing
value-creation indicators which are not crucial for suppliers and can focus on these which
are meaningful to them. Therefore, a list of 21 value-creation indicators was created and
provided to the suppliers to specify their significance. Afterward, the provision of the
indicators was linked and compared with the satisfaction rate of the mutual relationship
between the enterprises and their suppliers. This way, enterprises can determine which
value-creation indicators lead to good long-term relationships. When an enterprise knows
the significance of the indicators, it can focus its resources, such as time and finances, on
meaningful ones.

The research focuses on the following problems:

• The ambiguity and inadequacy of information on the reception of suppliers’ value cre-
ation indicators. Their perception is from the perspective of both sides: the enterprise
and the suppliers;

• The individual indicators of value creation provided to suppliers are not identified.
• The importance of these indicators, attributed to them by suppliers, is not deter-

mined. Therefore, it is important to identify indicators and their relation to building a
relationship between the suppliers and the enterprise;

• The degree of acceptance of individual indicators of value creation and its comparison
with the actual importance attached to the given indicator is unclear.

The relationship between enterprises and their suppliers is the main subject dealt
with by Supplier Relationship Management (SRM). The company State of Flux from the
United Kingdom publishes Global SRM Research Report every year, focusing on who is
responsible for SRM questions, what are the pillars of SRM, what is the value, what is the
goal of building sustainable mutual relationships with suppliers, and many others (State of
Flux 2022). However, these studies usually deal with the subject based on the enterprises’
(buyers’) points of view. What are their goals, what do they want to achieve, and why is it
beneficial? There is room for consideration of suppliers’ points of view. Is it beneficial what
the enterprises are doing? Are the suppliers provided with values significant to them? Do
they perceive the values provided by enterprises? For enterprises (buyers) is important to
know if the value they are providing to suppliers is perceived by them and if such provision
has any influence on the mutual relationship they are trying to build. Based on the given
facts, the following research questions were formulated:

• Which value creation indicators are significant in building a supplier’s relationship
with its buyers?

• How do enterprises (suppliers) evaluate their relationship with their buyers?
• Which value creation indicators are provided to the suppliers the most?
• Which value creation indicators are the most important for the suppliers?
• Are suppliers provided with precisely the values they consider most important?

2. Literature Review

The literature review consists of three main sections: Value and value creation, Indi-
cators in the value creation process, and Buyers-suppliers relationship. The main reason
is to provide an individual explanation for a better and deeper understanding of their
connection. These three subjects are linked within the further sections.



Adm. Sci. 2023, 13, 174 3 of 20

2.1. Value and Value Creation

As the term value has many meanings, it is crucial to define it initially. The pri-
mary theoretical basis for the research is the international standards EN 1325:2014 Value
Management—Glossary—Terms and Definitions (BSI 2014) and EN 12973:2020 Value Man-
agement (BSI 2020). The given international standards define value as the degree to which a
project, product, or enterprise satisfies the needs of stakeholders concerning the resources
consumed. According to Davies and Davies (2011), value is the difference between achieved
results and resources. Turner (1990) sees value as a marginal utility. Leung and Liu (2003)
point out that value is a subjective view of things, and Aliakbarlou et al. (2017) add that value
has a dynamic nature that constantly changes over time. According to Cha and O’Connor
(2005), value has no single and proper definition, as it has an essentially abstract concept.

Value creation focuses on owners and final customers. However, creating long-term
value for the owners themselves also requires other stakeholders’ satisfaction. The enter-
prise can only create this long-term value if it recognizes the needs of other stakeholders
(Goedhart et al. 2020). Value creation is linked to several stakeholders (customers, business
partners, intermediaries, suppliers, and other partners). The reason is that all these stake-
holders have a common need, which is not only the creation of value but also its acquisition
and appropriation (Brandenburger and Stuart 1996). Cooperation with stakeholders is
an important factor in an enterprise’s ability to manage this cooperation, which means
balancing a value creation strategy and a value appropriation strategy (Gnyawali and
Charleton 2018). The supplier is portrayed as the element in the value creation process,
which creates added value for the final consumer. Increasing the enterprise’s overall pro-
ductivity is one of the factors enabling the creation of added value and achieving long-term
growth. Through productivity growth, enterprises are more competitive in the local market
and also the national and international markets (Chodasova et al. 2015). Choosing the right
supplier is an important decision for an enterprise. This decision also significantly impacts
the enterprise’s management (stocks, quality, costs, profit, sales). Therefore, the enterprise
should constantly maintain the relationship with such a supplier and ensure long-term
cooperation and loyalty.

The basic elements of gaining a competitive advantage within B2B are, on the one hand,
the creation of value and, on the other hand, its acceptance (Eggert et al. 2019). However,
most publications focus on value creation as the ratio of an enterprise’s benefit to the price it
has to pay (Geiger et al. 2015; Gronroos and Helle 2010). However, enterprises have now
begun to realize that if they provide value to other stakeholders (e.g., suppliers), they may
not only focus on cash returns but will be rewarded by the loyalty of these stakeholders,
strengthening competitiveness or long-term cooperation. Providing value becomes a benefit
for both parties. Granovetter (1985) and Morgan and Hunt (1994) have already pointed
out the importance of long-term mutual cooperation and building links between supplier
and buyer.

The building of mutual relationships leads to the expected behavior, which reduces
the imposition of the other party and thus leads to a reduction in transaction costs. The
business strategy is being revised towards more sustainable production methods, business
processes, resource efficiency, waste disposal, partnership building, and communication
efficiency (Hitka et al. 2019). Thus, achieving a particular goal becomes essential. The main
difference in the perception of achieving a goal is whether the goal is based on expectations
or experience. Subsequently, value creation is perceived when the agreement is entered into
and reflects all the expected consequences of the transaction in terms of objectives for both
the buyer and the supplier (Eggert et al. 2019). An important element in the value creation
process is the resources that the enterprise and the stakeholders have at their disposal. The
use of these resources needs to be reconsidered, especially when the goal is to create value
(Huemer and Wang 2021).

The basis of the value creation process is a business model the enterprise chooses
and implements (Climent and Haftor 2020). Spieth et al. (2019) defined four basic factors
of business models: responsible efficiency, the complementarity of impacts, common
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values, and integration innovations as part of the value creation process. These business
models have become an important tool for managers to understand the logic of value
creation and identification (Martins et al. 2015). One of the effects of creating business
models is analyzing their effects and results (Abdelkafi and Tauscher 2016). Clarifying
measurable results in project management for process improvement and process change is
important. The advantages of their use are cost savings and performance improvement
processes (Simanova et al. 2019). It is also important to find the modern approach as the
traditional methods have many disadvantages. One of them is that they analyze the past,
and predicting future development is almost impossible (Tokarcikova et al. 2014).

2.2. Indicators in the Value Creation Process

International Standard EN 12973: 2020—Value Management further states that an
enterprise should apply value management principles in defining objectives and potential
variables. The action plan and the indicators should be defined in terms of functionality
and value. It also recommends that consideration should be given to the overall impact of
all indicators to obtain information on progress towards the objectives set while providing
information to the person responsible for implementing the decisions.

Economic data and indicators help businesses identify what will happen in the future,
and enterprises can invest accordingly to reap profits later (Constable and Wright 2011).
According to the UNAIDS study, the indicator provides information that something exists
and is valid (Hales et al. 2010). This study further argues that a good indicator should be
clearly defined and should focus on one issue where relevant information on the situation
needs to be obtained, mainly information that provides the strategic overview required for
effective planning and decision-making. KPMG Study (2016) characterizes indicators as
measurable variables whose primary purpose is to provide information on specific aspects of
the research process. Hart (1999), Wolf and Chomkhamsri (2012) set out the primary criteria
for selecting indicators. These criteria include robustness, relevance, efficiency, clarity, ease of
measurement, and practicality. Within the research focused on the enterprise’s relationship
with its business partners, the connection between value creation and individual indicators
is becoming increasingly apparent. In this case, it is first necessary to identify the needs of
stakeholders and then identify indicators.

According to the international standard EN 12973: 2020—Value management is an
indicator of a specific attribute, where each change affects the value of the assessed entity.
When defining goals, the enterprise should follow the principles of value management. It
also applies to the identification of potential variables. The definition of indicators should be
both functional and value-based. All key indicators affecting the growth and performance
of the enterprise can be divided into financial and non-financial (Tokarcikova et al. 2014).
After defining the indicators, the enterprise should then focus on their perception. It should
be necessary for the enterprise to focus on the recipient’s perception. The paper focuses on
indicators of value creation for the supplier, on their perception by the given stakeholder,
and on the influence of these indicators on the mutual relationship between the enterprise
and suppliers. According to Demuth (2013), perception is receiving information that is
subsequently processed, transformed, and modified.

2.3. Buyers-Suppliers Relationship

All market players try to get the best resources from the same supplier (Takeishi 2002).
Supplier satisfaction is one of the primary determinants of the supplier’s buyer selection
process (Pulles et al. 2016). That is why enterprises try to create value for the suppliers
and thus ensure their satisfaction, loyalty, long-term cooperation, access to the necessary
resources, better technologies, better quality, or other supplier benefits (Vos et al. 2021).
Collaboration with suppliers is crucial for the enterprise to ensure its performance and com-
petitiveness in the market (Yen and Hung 2017). It is necessary to be aware of the value and
importance of individual people (stakeholders in the process) to ensure the competitiveness
of the enterprise in the domestic as well as the global market (Kucharcikova and Miciak
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2017). Cooperation between suppliers and buyers (B2B) is influenced by problems resulting
from economic, social, and environmental factors (Jánošová 2021). One way to prevent
these problems is to maintain fairness in the relationship between buyers and suppliers. It
is a matter of observing business conditions and good interpersonal relations between the
given business partners (Luo 2009). These factors are also indicators in the value creation
process. Sufficient resources are needed to create value for stakeholders. All enterprises
strive to meet the needs of given stakeholders (including business partners) through limited
resources, which become their driving force to achieve sustainable development.

The basis of a good relationship between a supplier and its buyers is trust based on
mutual information. Partners are willing to provide comprehensive information through
mutual trust based on solid relationships (Carey et al. 2011). Providing information and
obtaining opinions, suggestions, or feedback are other indicators of the value-creation
process. It is trust based on long-term cooperation that prevents information leakage, where
information can be misused by buyers for their own benefit (Zhou et al. 2014), or information
can get into competition (Li and Zhang 2008), which is why suppliers are willing to share
information only if they build a relationship and trust with the buyer. The value creation
process helps the enterprise create relationships and trust with its business partners.

Calculating the economic return on any investment in motivation is very difficult
because it is based on a complex quantification of measurable benefits for the enterprise (Hitka
et al. 2017). One of the main goals of any organization is to achieve as much efficiency and
profit as possible (Prusa et al. 2020). Strong corporate social responsibility can also enhance a
company’s reputation and maximize its profit. Profit also depends on the competitiveness of
the enterprise. Competitiveness is actually “competing with other enterprises in the given
branch” (Tekulova et al. 2016).

This research aims to combine the findings of various studies on value creation and
its perception into one study and evaluate their impact on suppliers’ satisfaction with the
relationship with their buyers. As a result, research questions were proposed and are listed
in the introduction. Subsequently, research was carried out on indicators of value creation
and their impact on the supplier’s relationship with its buyers.

The topics concerning value creation processes are essential for enterprises to build and
maintain stakeholder relationships. Realizing that the value creation process and building
relationships are closely related is important. Most of the papers show the importance of
these topics in general. However, there is not a highlighted connection between them. The
research shows that the value creation process through providing value creation indicators
might impact the relationships between enterprises and their suppliers. It is also imperative
for enterprises to know which value-creation indicators are significant for their suppliers.
Specific options and recommendations need to be provided in order for enterprises to be
able to identify opportunities for value creation. Therefore, the list of 21 value-creation
indicators for suppliers was created and presented to the suppliers to enable enterprises to
identify which indicators are significant for suppliers and which are not.

3. Material and Methods

The research aims to show that the value creation process through providing value
creation indicators impacts the relationships between enterprises and their suppliers.

For the purpose of this goal, the survey focused on Business to Business (B2B). The
main reason is that the research deals with the relationships between the enterprises (buyers)
and their suppliers. Therefore, choosing enterprises with suppliers and whose buyers are
not just final customers but businesses to obtain relevant data was significant. For this
purpose, we had to choose enterprises that fit the mentioned requirements.

Based on the studies focusing on Supplier relationship management (SRM), literature
review, and information from practice, a list of 21 value-creation indicators was created. In
our opinion, these indicators influence the mutual relationships between enterprises and
their suppliers in the B2B sector.
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The survey was carried out using an online structured questionnaire created in Google
Forms that was sent to 3820 companies. These companies were selected based on the re-
quirements concerning having suppliers and buyers (B2B). We approached 3820 companies,
of which 3.87% participated in the survey. The questionnaire should have been filled out by
managers of the enterprises. After cleaning the data, answers from 112 respondents were
used in the analysis (2.93%).

The questionnaire consisted of 6 Sections: Introduction, Information regarding the
Company, Company as a value provider, Company as a value receiver, Mutual Relationship
with Buyers and Suppliers, and Conclusion. The first section focused on providing informa-
tion regarding the survey, the goal, and the purpose. The second section contained questions
regarding the Company—size, subject, etc. The third section contained questions regarding
the values which Company provides to its suppliers—which indicators are provided to
its suppliers by the Company, and what is its opinion as the provider. The fourth section
contained similar questions as the third one, but the Company was supposed to answer the
questions from the supplier’s point of view. The fifth section was dedicated to mutual rela-
tionships with suppliers and buyers. The last section consisted of thanking the respondents
and asking them for consent to process the provided information. The questions connected
to the survey can be found in Appendix A.

The enterprises answered the questions from the suppliers’ point of view, i.e., what val-
ues are provided to them by their buyers. At the same time, they expressed the importance
of the given value creation indicators and their relationship with their buyers.

Within the questionnaires, 21 indicators of value creation for the suppliers were de-
fined. Individual indicators of value creation for suppliers are summarized in Table 1 below.

Table 1. Value creation indicators for suppliers.

Regularity of orders Shortening the due date period, one-time payments

Adherence to business conditions Satisfaction surveys

Payment of invoices (liabilities) within due date Feedback demand

Friendly relationships, team buildings Joint problem solving

Business meetings Identifying suggestions and questions

Providing feedback (reviews) Reward system in compliance with business conditions

Recommendation of the enterprise (goods/services) to other buyers Providing information on the solvency of the enterprise

Business promotion assistance (goods/services) Relationships beyond contractual conditions, willingness to
communicate in solving problems

Increasing the frequency of orders, increasing the quantity of ordered
goods/services

Providing comments on improvements, questions and
recommendations

Regular enterprise bulletins related to news in production,
transport, etc.

Reassessment of contractual conditions, procedures, changes based on
mutual communication

Regular (monthly, quarterly, semi-annual, annual) meetings

Respondents were asked to express their perception of the importance of value creation
indicators within the questionnaire on a scale from 1 to 5 (1—no importance, 2—more unim-
portant than important, 3—neutral, 4—more important than unimportant, 5—important).
Receiving, i.e., whether the given values are provided to them, the respondents should
express yes/no answers.

The mutual relationship of the enterprise (as a supplier—recipient of the value) with
its buyers was to be expressed by the respondents on a scale from 1 to 5 (1—completely un-
satisfied, 2—more unsatisfied than satisfied, 3—neutral, 4—more satisfied than unsatisfied,
5—completely satisfied).

Descriptive statistics (mainly the average and frequency) are used to evaluate other im-
portant data to meet the paper’s objectives. Image processing and data evaluation through
graphs and tables are used for better clarity and comprehensibility of the assessed data.
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One of the aims of the research is to evaluate the indicators of value creation, precisely
their significance, and the force of influence they have on the relationship between supplier
and buyer. The Chi-squared test (Wasserstein and Lazar 2016; Ostertagova 2013) is used to
evaluate the significance, and the Cramer’s V test determines the variables’ dependence
(Bergsma 2013; Marchant-Shapiro 2017). Subsequently, the Rank–Biserial Correlation is
used to measure the strength of the association between the indicators and the relationship
with buyers. Using the Chi-squared test, it is possible to determine the level of significance
of individual indicators for the mutual relationship of the supplier with its buyers through
p-value. The given indicator is significant if the p-value is lower than 0.05. The next step is
to evaluate the strength of the interdependence between the value creation indicators and
the supplier’s relationship with its buyers through Cramer’s V. The closer the value is to 1,
the stronger the interdependence is. The Biserial correlation coefficient is an association
index between a dichotomous variable and an ordinal variable. This coefficient measures
the strength of the association of those two variables in a single measure (from −1 to 1).
−1 indicates a perfect negative association, 0 indicates no association, and +1 indicates a
perfect positive association.

For a more in-depth analysis of the relationship with buyers and the factors that affect
this relationship, we used ordinal logistic regression (OLR). Ordinal regression models
belong to generalized linear models, and they are used to predict an ordinal dependent
variable, in this case, the enterprise’s relationship with its buyers (B2B), which was deter-
mined on a 5—point Likert scale. 1 represented complete dissatisfaction, and 5 complete
satisfaction with the relationship. Our model used a logit link function to analyze the or-
dered categorical data. If the logit link is used, the ordinal regression model may be written
in the form as follows (Yatskiv and Spiridovska 2013):

f
(
γj(X)

)
= log

(
γj(X)

1−γj(X)

)
=

log
( P{Y ≤ yj/ X}

P {Y> yj/ X}

)
= αj + βX, j = 1, 2, . . . , k− 1

γj(x) = eαj+βX

1+eαj+βX ,

where j indexes the cut-off points for all categories (k) of the outcome variable.
Based on the respondents’ answers, we selected the ten most frequently provided

indicators of value (regularity of orders, adherence to business conditions, payment of
invoices due date, friendly relationships, recommendation of the enterprise, goods or
services to other buyers, business promotion assistance, relationships beyond the contract,
joint problem solving, and providing feedback) and used them as input binary variables
into the model. We also added as an input to the model the importance of these ten
identified value indicators as ordinal categorical variables. In addition, the business of
enterprise (production or services) as a binary variable and enterprise size (categorical
variable) were used as independent variables in the model.

All the factors mentioned were considered potential determinants affecting the relation-
ship with buyers. However, before creating the model, we decided to test the assumption
of multicollinearity using VIF (Variance Inflation Factor) with a threshold of 2.5. Based on
the results of this method, the value indicator “Increasing the frequency of orders and
increasing the quantity of ordered goods/services together” with its importance was re-
moved from the independent variables. All the tests and OLR were performed in IBM SPSS
Statistics software.

4. Results
4.1. Providing Value Creation Indicators to Suppliers

Creating value for stakeholders is important in developing good business relationships,
increasing competitive advantage, and securing a market position. Enterprises in the
position of suppliers (112 respondents from Slovakia) answered which indicators of value
creation are provided to them by their buyers, i.e., on which buyers focus the most when
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securing good business relations with them as their suppliers. On the other hand, the survey
results also identify those indicators of value creation that are not provided to suppliers at
all or only to a small extent.

Figure 1 shows that the suppliers are provided the most with an indicator of value
creation, which is the regularity of orders. This was indicated by up to 72.32% of respon-
dents. Other frequently provided values are adherence to business conditions (71.43%),
payment of invoices (liabilities) within the due date (65.18%), but also recommendation
of the enterprise (goods/services) to other buyers (50.00%). On the contrary, the least
provided indicators of value creation include, for example, regular enterprise bulletins,
where only 5.36% of respondents answered that the given value is provided to them. Other
indicators of value creation, which are provided to a meager extent, are also:

• A reward system in compliance with business conditions (11.61%);
• Provision of information on the enterprise’s solvency (7.14%);
• Shortening of the due date period, one-off payments (7.14%).

Adm. Sci. 2023, 13, x FOR PEER REVIEW 9 of 21 
 

 

 
Figure 1. Value creation indicators provided to the suppliers. 

4.2. Perception of Received Indicators of Value Creation by the Suppliers 
An important factor in providing value to suppliers is not only information on which 

indicators of value are most provided to suppliers, but the primary information is suppli-
ers’ perception of these indicators. In order to meet the needs of suppliers and the possi-
bilities of the enterprise (what they can provide to these suppliers, i.e., what are their ca-
pacity and financial options), it is crucial to know the suppliers’ preferences. Businesses 
in the position of suppliers answered the questions regarding the importance they attach 
to individual indicators of value creation. Based on this information, it is possible:  
• To compare whether they are provided with the values important to suppliers; 
• To identify indicators that should enterprises (buyers) focus on more when creating 

and providing value to suppliers; 
• To identify indicators that are provided to suppliers unnecessarily. Thus, enterprises 

(buyers) waste their time, financial, and capacity resources. 
Enterprises (112 respondents from Slovakia) expressed the importance of individual 

indicators on a scale from 1 (no importance) to 5 (high importance). Figure 2 represents 
the importance of individual indicators ascribed to them by enterprises as recipients of 
value-creation indicators. The indicator to which enterprises in the position of suppliers 
attach the highest importance is adherence to business conditions. Up to 83.93% of re-
spondents said that the indicator is more important than unimportant or highly im-
portant. Other indicators that are important for enterprises in the position of suppliers or 
more important than unimportant are: 
• the regularity of orders (76.79%); 
• payment of invoices (liabilities) within the due date (73.21%); 

0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70% 80% 90%100%

Regularity of orders

Adherence to business conditions

Payment of invoices (liabilities) within due date

Friendly relationships, team buildings

Business meetings

Providing feedback (reviews)

Recommendation of the company

Business promotion assistance (goods/services)

Increasing  orders or quantity

Shortening the due date period, one-time payments

Relationships beyond contractual conditions

Providing information on the solvency

Providing comments and recommendations

Satisfaction surveys

Feedback demand

Regular company bulletins

Joint problem solving

Identifying suggestions and questions

Regular meetings

Reassessment of contractual conditions

Reward system

Value creation indicators provided to the suppliers (percentage)

YES NO

Figure 1. Value creation indicators provided to the suppliers.

4.2. Perception of Received Indicators of Value Creation by the Suppliers

An important factor in providing value to suppliers is not only information on which
indicators of value are most provided to suppliers, but the primary information is suppliers’
perception of these indicators. In order to meet the needs of suppliers and the possibilities
of the enterprise (what they can provide to these suppliers, i.e., what are their capacity and
financial options), it is crucial to know the suppliers’ preferences. Businesses in the position
of suppliers answered the questions regarding the importance they attach to individual
indicators of value creation. Based on this information, it is possible:

• To compare whether they are provided with the values important to suppliers;
• To identify indicators that should enterprises (buyers) focus on more when creating

and providing value to suppliers;
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• To identify indicators that are provided to suppliers unnecessarily. Thus, enterprises
(buyers) waste their time, financial, and capacity resources.

Enterprises (112 respondents from Slovakia) expressed the importance of individual
indicators on a scale from 1 (no importance) to 5 (high importance). Figure 2 represents the
importance of individual indicators ascribed to them by enterprises as recipients of value-
creation indicators. The indicator to which enterprises in the position of suppliers attach
the highest importance is adherence to business conditions. Up to 83.93% of respondents
said that the indicator is more important than unimportant or highly important. Other
indicators that are important for enterprises in the position of suppliers or more important
than unimportant are:

• the regularity of orders (76.79%);
• payment of invoices (liabilities) within the due date (73.21%);
• increasing the frequency of orders, increasing the quantity of ordered goods/services

(60.71%).
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On the other hand, the lowest importance or neutrality was attributed by enterprises
in the position of suppliers to regular bulletins (83.93%). Other indicators that are more
unimportant than important, neutral, or of no importance to the suppliers are the provision
of information on the enterprise’s solvency (70.54%), regular (monthly, quarterly, semi-
annual, annual) meetings (71.43%), a system of rewards in compliance with business
conditions (68.75%).

In some cases, shorter versions were used to fit the indicators into the figures (Figures 1
and 2). For the full names of indicators that were provided to the enterprises, see the table
below—Table 2.
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Table 2. Full names of selected indicators from Figures 1 and 2.

Indicators from Figures 1 and 2 Full Name of the Indicators

Reward system Reward system in compliance with business conditions.

Reassessment of contractual conditions Reassessment of contractual conditions, procedures, changes based on
mutual communication.

Regular meetings Regular (monthly, quarterly, semi-annual, annual) meetings.

Regular company bulletins Regular company bulletins related to news in production, transport, etc.

Providing comments and recommendations Providing comments on improvements, questions, and recommendations.

Providing information on the solvency Providing information on the solvency of the company.

Relationships beyond contractual conditions Relationships beyond contractual conditions, willingness to communicate in
solving problems.

Increasing orders or quantity Increasing the frequency of orders, increasing the quantity of
ordered goods/services.

Recommendation of the company Recommendation of the company (goods/services) to other customers (buyers).

Friendly relationships, team buildings Friendly relationships, team buildings with business partners.

4.3. Significance, Dependence and Association of Individual Value Creation Indicators and the
Supplier’s Relationship with Buyers

Cramer’s V and Chi-squared tests were used to evaluate the significance and depen-
dence of indicators of value creation and the supplier’s relationship with its buyers. Table 3
shows the results of Cramer’s V and Chi-squared test. Indicators for which the value of p is
less than 0.05 are highlighted, i.e., these indicators are significant and affect the supplier’s
relationship with its buyers. The higher the value of Cramer’s V, the greater the dependence,
i.e., dependence between indicators and the supplier’s relationship with its buyers.

Table 3. Cramer’s V and Chi-squared test.

Indicator Rank–Biserial
Correlation

X2

Cramer’s V
p

Regularity of orders 1.000 0.028 0.312
Adherence to business conditions 1.000 0.022 0.319
Payment of invoices (liabilities) within the due date 1.000 0.012 0.338
Friendly relationships, team buildings 1.000 0.026 0.314
Business meetings 1.000 0.064 0.282

Providing feedbacks (reviews) 1.000 0.368 0.196

Recommendation of the enterprise (goods/services) to other buyers 1.000 0.213 0.228

Business promotion assistance (goods/services) 1.000 0.493 0.174

Increasing the frequency of orders, increasing the quantity of ordered goods/services 1.000 0.733 0.134

Shortening the due date period, one-time payments 1.000 0.657 0.147

Relationships beyond contractual conditions, willingness to communicate in solving problems 1.000 0.351 0.199

Providing information on the solvency of the enterprise 1.000 0.171 0.239

Providing comments on improvements, questions and recommendations 1.000 0.552 0.165

Satisfaction surveys 1.000 0.201 0.231

Feedback demand 1.000 0.978 0.064

Regular enterprise bulleting related to news in production, transport, etc. 1.000 0.642 0.150

Joint problem solving 1.000 0.328 0.203

Identifying suggestions and questions 1.000 0.634 0.151

Regular (monthly, quarterly, semi-annual, annual) meetings 1.000 0.342 0.200

Reassessment of contractual conditions, procedures, changes based on mutual communication 1.000 0.766 0.128

Reward system in compliance with business conditions 1.000 0.927 0.089
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Based on the results shown in Table 3, significant indicators are identified. These
indicators impact the supplier’s relationship with its buyers. The indicators of the highest
importance include:

• The regularity of orders;
• Payment of invoices (liabilities) within the due date;
• Friendly relationships;
• team buildings;
• adherence to business conditions.

Rank Biserial Correlation was used to determine the association between the indicators
and the supplier’s relationship with its buyers. In all cases, the Rank–Biserial Correlation
coefficient equals +1, which means that there is a perfect positive association between all
the indicators and the supplier’s relationship with its buyers (see Table 2).

These indicators impact the enterprise’s relationship (which is in the supplier’s po-
sition) with its buyers. Figure 3 shows the answers of 112 respondents who rated their
relationship with buyers on a scale from 1 to 5. The average rating is 4.03, i.e., enterprises
have a relationship with their buyers that is more satisfied than unsatisfied.
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Figure 3. Enterprise’s satisfaction with the relationship with its buyers.

4.4. Model’s Results

Using ordinal logistic regression, we analyzed the influence of the subject and the size
of the enterprise, the provided indicators of value, and their importance on the enterprise’s
relationship with its buyers. Based on the Pearson goodness-of-fit (χ2(371) = 324.389,
p = 0.961), it can be stated that the model is a good fit for the observed data. Table 4 shows
the parameter estimates of the model. As can be seen, at the significance level of alpha =
0.05, the enterprise’s relationship with customers or buyers is influenced by the regularity
of orders, friendly relationships, and team building with business partners. Regarding
value indicators’ importance, no factor was identified as significant.

As shown in the model results, enterprise size and subject do not significantly impact
relationships with buyers. Regarding value indicators provision, the odds of enterprises that
did not indicate the provided value indicator “Regularity of orders” is 0.139 (95% CI, Wald
χ2(1) = 9.996, p = 0.002) times that of enterprises that selected this indicator as received. The
second significant factor in this category is the indicator “Friendly relationships, teambuild-
ings. The odds of enterprises that do not have friendly relationships with their business
partners was 0.330 times that of enterprises with friendly relationships, a statistically signifi-
cant effect, χ2(1) = 4.544, p = 0.033.
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Table 4. Parameter estimates of the ordinal regression model.

Parameter B Std. Error
Hypothesis Test Exp(B)

Wald Chi-Square Sig.

Threshold

[Relationship with buyers/customers = 1.0] −10.241 2.6401 15.046 0.001 0.008
[Relationship with buyers/customers = 2.0] −8.370 2.4632 11.547 0.001 0.000
[Relationship with buyers/customers = 3.0] −6.855 2.4093 8.096 0.004 0.001
[Relationship with buyers/customers = 4.0] −3.642 2.3149 2.476 0.116 0.026

Enterprise subject
Production 0.338 0.6118 0.305 0.581 1.402
Services 0 1

Enterprise size
Micro 0.076 0.6721 0.013 0.910 1.079
Small −0.216 0.7414 0.085 0.771 0.806
Medium 1.369 0.8547 2.564 0.109 3.930
Large 0 1

Value indicators—provision
Regularity of orders = 0 −1.974 0.6242 9.996 0.002 0.139
Regularity of orders = 1 0 1
Adherence to business conditions = 0 −0.719 0.5374 1.791 0.181 0.487
Adherence to business conditions = 1 0 1
Payment of invoices, liabilities within due date = 0 −0.560 0.5390 1.080 0.299 0.571
Payment of invoices, liabilities within due date = 1 0 1
Friendly relationships, teambuildings = 0 −1.108 0.5200 4.544 0.033 0.330
Friendly relationships, teambuildings = 1 0 1
Recommendation of the enterprise goods/services = 0 −0.200 0.5692 0.123 0.726 0.819
Recommendation of the enterprise goods/services = 1 0 1
Business promotion assistance = 0 −0.042 0.6026 0.005 0.944 0.958
Business promotion assistance = 1 0 1
Relationships beyond contractual conditions = 0 −0.865 0.6030 2.056 0.152 0.421
Relationships beyond contractual conditions = 1 0 1
Joint problem solving = 0 0.717 0.5692 1.586 0.208 2.048
Joint problem solving = 1 0 1
Providing feedback = 0 −0.225 0.5096 0.194 0.659 0.799
Providing feedback = 1 0 1
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Table 4. Cont.

Parameter B Std. Error
Hypothesis Test Exp(B)

Wald Chi-Square Sig.

Importance
Regularity of orders −0.225 0.5096 0.194 0.659 0.799
Adherence to business conditions 0 1
Payment of invoices, liabilities within due date 0.073 0.3343 0.048 0.827 1.076
Friendly relationships, teambuildings −0.422 0.3621 1.356 0.244 0.656
Recommendation of the enterprise goods/services 0.275 0.3231 0.725 0.395 1.317
Business promotion assistance −0.212 0.2090 1.034 0.309 0.809
Relationships beyond contractual conditions −0.066 0.2859 0.053 0.818 0.936
Joint problem solving −0.186 0.2706 0.471 0.492 0.831
Providing feedback −0.461 0.2690 2.939 0.086 0.631
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4.5. Key Findings

• The most provided value creation indicators to suppliers are regularity of orders
(72.32%), adherence to business conditions (71.43%), and payment of invoices (liabili-
ties) within the due date (65.18%);

• The indicators to which enterprises in the position of suppliers attached the highest
importance are adherence to business conditions (83.93%), the regularity of orders
(76.79%), and payment of invoices (liabilities) within the due date (73.21%);

• The indicators to which enterprises in the position of suppliers attached the lowest
importance are regular bulletins (83.93%), provision of information on the enterprise’s
solvency (70.54%), and regular (monthly, quarterly, semi-annual, annual) meetings
(71.43%);

• Indicators that impact a supplier’s relationship with its buyers are the regularity of
orders, payment of invoices (liabilities) within the due date, friendly relationships,
teambuilding, and adherence to business conditions;

• A total of 28% of suppliers are completely satisfied with their relationship with their
buyers. 54% of suppliers are more satisfied than unsatisfied, 13% consider their rela-
tionship neutral, 4% are more unsatisfied than satisfied, and just 1% indicated that they
are completely unsatisfied with their relationship with buyers.

• Enterprise size and enterprise subject do not have a significant impact on relationships
with buyers;

• Enterprises that receive orders regularly have better relationships with their suppliers.
Enterprises that do not have a friendly relationship with their buyers are less satisfied
with their overall relationship with them.

5. Discussion

The research aims to identify the value creation indicators provided to suppliers and
to approach their perception, i.e., what importance they attach to them. Suppliers build
relationships with their buyers based on the values provided to them. The research made
by State of Flux (2022) highlights collaboration as one of the drivers important in building
relationships with suppliers. The survey was conducted in 2022 and included feedback
from 424 respondents representing 304 companies across continents.

The paper’s subject is also to determine whether the suppliers are provided with
precisely the values that are important to them. Based on the research, it was possible to
answer the research questions defined at the beginning.

Answers to research questions:

1. Which value creation indicators are significant in building a supplier’s relationship
with its buyers?

Four of the 21 indicators were identified based on the Chi-squared test, which are
significant and thus impact the enterprise’s relationship with its buyers (see Table 3). All
these indicators also have the highest Cramer’s V coefficient and positive Rank–Biserial
Correlation coefficient. Based on this research, enterprises that want to build a relationship
with their suppliers should provide the given indicators of value creation. When creating a
relationship with suppliers, enterprises should focus mainly on the following:

• regularity of orders;
• adherence to business conditions;
• payment of the invoice (liabilities) within the due date;
• friendly relationships, and team building.

Thanks to determining the significance of the given indicators, it was possible to focus
the research on selected indicators that impact the relationship between the supplier and
its buyers.

One of the significant indicators in building a supplier’s relationship with its buyers is
the regularity of orders. However, based on the research conducted by State of Flux (2022),
at least 55% of enterprises reported major challenges in forecasting demand and planning.
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On the other hand, 60% of companies increased their level of engagement with suppliers
and joint planning activities. This fact also points to the importance of collaboration in
choosing significant value-creation indicators.

2. How do enterprises (suppliers) evaluate their relationship with their buyers?

Based on the Cramer’s V and Chi-squared test, it was possible to determine significant
and dependent indicators that affect the enterprise’s relationship (as a supplier) with its
buyers. Enterprises have defined their relationship with buyers (see Figure 3). A total of
81.25% of enterprises (suppliers) are satisfied with their relationship with their buyers.
Alternatively, for them, their mutual relationship is more satisfying than unsatisfying. How-
ever, 18.75% of respondents (suppliers) stated that they have a neutral relationship with
their buyers. Alternatively, their mutual relationship is unsatisfying or more unsatisfying
than satisfying. In order for customers (buyers) to improve the perception and opinions
of suppliers on their interrelationships, buyers should focus on four significant indicators
and find a way to provide the given value-creation indicators to their suppliers. Creating a
good relationship, trust, and cooperation are the fundamental pillars of long-term business
relationships, mutual respect, joint progress, and growth of both business partners, buyers,
and suppliers. The research conducted by the State of Flux (2022) showed the point of view
of enterprises (buyers) in case what benefits they gained from building the relationship
with their suppliers. Most of the respondents, 73%, stated risk reduction as the benefit they
gained. The other answers were service level (58%), cost avoidance (56%), continuous im-
provement and innovation (56%), collaborative problem-solving (52%), increasing supplier
commitment (50%), cost reduction (49%), and others.

3. Which value creation indicators are provided to the suppliers the most?

Based on the research (see Figure 1), nine value creation indicators were selected,
which are provided to suppliers the most. The given indicators are:

• Regularity of orders (72.32%);
• Adherence to business conditions (71.43%);
• Payment of invoices (liabilities) within the due date (65.18%);
• Recommendation of the enterprise (goods/services) to other buyers (50.00%);
• Providing feedback (40.18%);
• Relationships beyond contractual terms, willingness to communicate in solving prob-

lems (34.82%);
• Business promotion assistance (goods/services) (33.04%);
• Business meetings (32.14%);
• Joint problem-solving (32.14%).

When comparing the value creation indicators that are significant in building a rela-
tionship with buyers and those that are actually provided, it is visible that not all significant
indicators are provided to the suppliers or are provided to a low extent. It is these indicators
that buyers should focus on when providing value to suppliers. Such an indicator is, for
example, friendly relationships, and team building, which are provided to only 30.36% of
respondents (suppliers). The research from the State of Flux (2022) provided information
regarding financial benefits delivered above and beyond contracted spending for their criti-
cal and strategic suppliers. A total of 43% of respondents said they do not capture/monitor
these financial benefits. On the other hand, 46% of respondents keep track of this matter.

4. Which value creation indicators are the most important for the suppliers?

Based on the research (see Figure 2), nine indicators of value creation were selected,
which most of the respondents (suppliers) stated were important for them or more impor-
tant than unimportant. The given indicators of value creation include:

• Adherence to business conditions (83.93%);
• Regularity of orders (76.79%);
• Payment of invoices (liabilities) within the due date (73.21%);
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• Increasing the frequency of orders, increasing the number of ordered goods/services
(60.71%);

• Providing feedback (59.82%);
• Recommendation of the enterprise (goods/services) to other buyers (57.14%);
• Relationship beyond contractual conditions (53.57%);
• Business promotion assistance (goods/services) (51.79%);
• Joint problem solving (45.54%);
• Reassessment of contractual conditions, changes based on mutual communication

(41.96%).

When comparing the value creation indicators significant in building a relationship
with buyers and those to which suppliers attach the highest importance, it is clear that not all
significant indicators are among the most important for suppliers. Such an indicator is, for
example, friendly relationships and team building. Only 37.50% of respondents indicated
that the given indicator of value creation is important for them or more important than
unimportant.

In order for enterprises (buyers) to know what indicators are significant for their sup-
pliers, it is important to gather feedback from them. Based on the research by State of Flux
(2022), 55% of respondents gather feedback through ad-hoc informal conversations with
key suppliers, 41.7% have documented conversations, and 19.7% use one-directional ques-
tionnaires. The rest use 360-degree feedback or engage a third party. 15% of respondents
stated that they do not gather any feedback from suppliers.

5. Are suppliers provided with precisely the values they consider most important?

By comparing the results of the value creation indicators that are provided to suppliers
and those that are important to suppliers, it is possible to establish the following:

(a) Indicators provided to suppliers which are also important for them, i.e., the given in-
dicators of value creation are perceived by suppliers, and they attach high importance
to them;

(b) Indicators provided to suppliers which are not important for them, i.e., suppliers do
not perceive the indicators; they are not important to them. These indicators of value
creation are provided by enterprises (buyers) in building a relationship with suppliers
unnecessarily and thus waste financial, capacity and time resources;

(c) Indicators that are not provided to suppliers but are important for them. I.e. value cre-
ation indicators that enterprises (buyers) should focus on when building a relationship
with suppliers.

When comparing the list of the most provided indicators and the list of most important
indicators for suppliers (i.e., they attach importance to them or are more important to
them than unimportant), it is clear that suppliers are provided with important indicators.
However, it is crucial to determine the extent to which these value-creation indicators are
provided to the enterprise (supplier).

An indicator that is provided to suppliers and which is also important for suppliers is,
for example, the regularity of orders, where 76.79% of respondents stated that the indicator
is important to them. Almost the same percentage of respondents indicated that the value
creation indicator was also provided to them (72.32%).

Among the important indicators provided to the suppliers but not to the same extent
is, for example, adherence to business conditions. Up to 83.93% of respondents stated that
the indicator is important to them. However, this value is provided only to 80 respondents
(71.43% of suppliers). Such indicators, which are important for suppliers but not provided
to them to the same extent, are:

• Payment of invoices (liabilities) within the due date;
• Recommendation of the enterprise (goods/services) to other buyers;
• Increasing the frequency of orders, increasing the quantity of ordered goods/services;
• Providing feedback;
• Relationship beyond contractual terms.
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Enterprises (buyers) should focus on these indicators of value creation (stated above)
when creating value. The given indicators are important for suppliers but are not provided
to them. In these cases, a space to provide value and thus build or improve mutual relations
with suppliers is created. If enterprises (buyers) do what is essential for suppliers, they will
create value for them. Consequently, if enterprises provide value to suppliers and these
suppliers perceive the provided value, then the process helps build long-term sustainable
relationships with suppliers, economic growth, and gain a competitive advantage for all
stakeholders in the process.

From the literature review, it appears that there is no such list of indicators for suppliers
which can impact the mutual relationships between the enterprises and their suppliers.
Therefore, the list can contain even more indicators that can be significant for the research.

It is difficult to determine the universal methodology as every enterprise is unique,
has set specific requirements for inputs and processes, and has different resources and
goals they want to achieve.

The response rate of the survey was low, the same as the extent to which respondents
participated in answering open questions. These insights can be considered as limitations
of this study.

6. Conclusions

Enterprises should focus on identifying suppliers’ opinions, attitudes, goals, and
needs before providing value to them. Only then will the enterprise be able to identify a
value that will meet the supplier’s requirements, thus being important to the supplier. The
enterprise’s resources used in this way (to identify value and method of provision) will
become effective in building a relationship with the supplier.

Generally, enterprises (suppliers) are satisfied with their relationship with buyers.
This fact was indicated by 81.25% of respondents. However, 18.75% of suppliers have
a neutral relationship with their buyers, or their mutual relationship is unsatisfying or
more unsatisfying than satisfying. Based on the research, enterprises that want to build
a relationship with their suppliers should focus on providing the following indicators:
regularity of orders, adherence to business conditions, payment of the invoice (liabilities)
within the due date, friendly relationships, and team building. The research also shows
which value creation indicators are provided to the enterprises (suppliers) the most, which
are the most important for the suppliers, and if the suppliers are provided with precisely
the values they consider most important.

Based on the research, it can be stated that suppliers are provided with indicators of
value creation to a lesser extent than they attach importance to them. The research did not
identify the value creation indicators provided to suppliers, but suppliers do not see any
importance in them. In most cases, suppliers attach importance to the indicators, but the
given value-creation indicators are provided to them to a lesser extent. This points to the fact
that enterprises (buyers) do not provide suppliers with values that suppliers do not perceive.
The result is rather the inadequacy of meeting the needs of suppliers and identifying their
opinions or attitudes. On the one hand, this can be seen as an advantage for businesses
(buyers), as they still have room to improve the conditions provided to suppliers. However,
it points to the fact that businesses (buyers) do not use value-providing opportunities to
create better long-term and sustainable relationships with suppliers.

The paper points out the importance and significance of individual value-creation
indicators for Slovak enterprises, as well as the important connection between the value-
creation process and building sustainable long-term relationships.

This paper is a preparation for further research, which should focus on the next step in
providing value to suppliers. The next step is identifying the suppliers’ views, preferences,
needs, frustrations, and objectives and determining how to deliver value to the suppli-
ers. Identifying individual value-creation indicators is one section in the comprehensive
value-creation process. The whole process should help enterprises to build and maintain
sustainable, long-lasting relationships with their suppliers. The value-creating process should
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be consequently united and linked into a clear visual model for a better understanding of
the enterprises.
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Appendix A. Questionnaire

For the purpose of the paper, the questions related to the survey were selected and
added to Appendix A.

Question Answer

What size category does your company belong to? Micro—Small—Medium—Large

To which category does your company belong to? Manufacturing company—Service provider

Does your company have suppliers? Yes—No

Does your company have buyers (businesses) who are not final customers
(consumers)?

Yes—No

What value (indicators) does your company provide to its suppliers? Please
select from the following indicators.

List of the value-creation indicators (see Table 1)

What value (indicators) do your buyers (businesses) provide to your
company? Please select from the following indicators.

List of the value-creation indicators (see Table 1)

What importance does your company see as a recipient of value in the
individual indicators stated below (please see Table 1)—related to the
previous question? Express the importance on a scale of 1—no importance to
5—high importance.

1—No importance,
2—More unimportant than important,
3—Neutral,
4—More important than unimportant,
5—Hight importance

How would your company characterize the mutual relationship with its
buyers (businesses) and suppliers? Express the satisfaction on a scale from 1
to 5, where the mutual relationship is represented by 1—the company is
completely unsatisfied with the mutual relationship to 5—the company is
completely satisfied with the relationship.

Suppliers—Buyers (Businesses)
1—Completely unsatisfied,
2—More unsatisfied than satisfied,
3—Neutral,
4—More satisfied than unsatisfied,
5—Completely satisfied.
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tov EŠIF v kontexte stratégie Európa 2020. Available online: https://www.partnerskadohoda.gov.sk/data/files/1187_metodologicka-
prirucka-pre-hodnotenie-synergickych-efektov-v-kontexte-strategie-europa-2020.pdf (accessed on 22 January 2023).

Kucharcikova, Alzbeta, and Martin Miciak. 2017. Human Capital management in Transport Enterprise. Paper presented at 18th
International Scientific Conference on LOGI, Ceske Budejovice, Czech Republic, October 19.

Leung, Mei Yung, and Anita M. M. Liu. 2003. Analysis of value and project goal specificity in value management. Construction Management
and Economics 21: 11–19. [CrossRef]

Li, Lode, and Hongtao Zhang. 2008. Confidentiality and information sharing in supply chain coordination. Management Science 54:
1467–81. [CrossRef]

Luo, Yadong. 2009. From gain-sharing to gain-generation: The quest for distributive justice in international joint ventures. Journal of
International Management 15: 343–56. [CrossRef]

Mandt, Tobias. 2018. Dependence in Buyer-Supplier Relationships. Koln: Edition KWV.
Marchant-Shapiro, Theresa. 2017. Chi-Square and Cramer’s V: What Do You Expect? In Statistics for Political Analysis: Understanding the

Numbers. London: SAGE Publications, chp. 9.
Martins, Luis L., Violina P. Rindova, and Bruce E. Greenbaum. 2015. Unlocking the hidden value of concepts: A cognitive approach to

business model innovation. Strategic Entrepreneurship Journal 9: 99–117. [CrossRef]
Morgan, Robert M., and Shelby D. Hunt. 1994. The commitment-trust theory of relationship marketing. Journal of Marketing 58: 20–38.

[CrossRef]
Ostertagova, Eva. 2013. Aplikovaná štatistika. Košice: Equilibria, p. 218.

https://doi.org/10.1061/(ASCE)0733-9364(2005)131:2(239)
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jbusres.2020.09.007
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.indmarman.2019.03.004
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.indmarman.2015.02.042
https://doi.org/10.1177/0149206318788945
https://doi.org/10.1086/228311
https://doi.org/10.1108/09564231011079057
https://www.unaids.org/sites/default/files/sub_landing/files/8_2-Intro-to-IndicatorsFMEF.pdf
https://www.unaids.org/sites/default/files/sub_landing/files/8_2-Intro-to-IndicatorsFMEF.pdf
https://doi.org/10.21272/mmi.2019.4-16
https://doi.org/10.15376/biores.12.4.7884-7897
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jbusres.2021.06.018
https://www.partnerskadohoda.gov.sk/data/files/1187_metodologicka-prirucka-pre-hodnotenie-synergickych-efektov-v-kontexte-strategie-europa-2020.pdf
https://www.partnerskadohoda.gov.sk/data/files/1187_metodologicka-prirucka-pre-hodnotenie-synergickych-efektov-v-kontexte-strategie-europa-2020.pdf
https://doi.org/10.1080/0144619032000065081
https://doi.org/10.1287/mnsc.1070.0851
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.intman.2008.12.006
https://doi.org/10.1002/sej.1191
https://doi.org/10.1177/002224299405800302


Adm. Sci. 2023, 13, 174 20 of 20

Post, James E., Lee E. Preston, and Sybille Sachs. 2002. Managing the extended enterprise: The new stakeholder view. California
Management Review 45: 6–28. [CrossRef]
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