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[bookmark: _Toc50537846]Chapter 0 – Tthe prologue 
This dissertation presents research focusing on supplier development for improving supplier performance or capability. This performance and capability is are related to the more “traditional” performance aspects such as cost, quality, or delivery as well as sustainability (environmental and social). The dissertation is a compilation, building on five appended papers. 	Comment by .: Veronica, I’m going to comment heavily at the beginning to bring to your attention some things you might want to look at throughout the paper. 
This research—such as through the choice of the research topic and the choice of perspective—is in part based on, or steered by, my own interests, and my own preconceived notions of how the world works, and what—in my opinion—is interesting research and what is not. One—and perhaps an important—starting point, is my preconceived notion that in buyer organizations, the perception is quite often that “the supplier is the problem;, the supplier is not doing well enough, and if only the supplier would… then it would work better; problems would be solved.”. When I started reading the supplier- development literature (years ago, I admit), this “view of the world” was somehow confirmed. At least in the way I was reading it. And of course, the whole idea of supplier development does imply there is room for improvement on the supplier’s behalf. I am certain there is merit to this. I am also certain there is a need for supplier development. But I am not so certain that the “whole problem” always lies with the supplier. I myself worked in a “large buyer type of firm” for a number of years, and sometimes, now looking in retrospect, I am quite certain that we—as a buying firm—were causing our own issues with our suppliers, perhaps based on our internal routines, the limitations our systems posed on us, and our own complexity as a buying organization.  	Comment by .: I encourage you to rethink your use of em dashes. They are extremely overused throughout this document, and it really stands out. Any unusual punctuation (including overuse of quotation marks) jumps off the page and disturbs the reader’s flow. It’s disruptive.

All writing guides caution against this. Perhaps the most venerable writing guide of all, Strunk & White, puts it simply: “Use a dash only when a more common mark of punctuation seems woefully inadequate.” 

Use of this dash is considered informal, so it is seen more often in an informal context (movie titles, lyrical-type fiction, news briefs). Writing guidance warns against even using an em (or en) dash even as close together as every other paragraph, and certainly not multiple times in one paragraph as you have done here and elsewhere. 

It is sometimes considered a mark of cluttered thinking. An expert said, “Sometimes a procession of such punctuation is a hint that a sentence is overstuffed or needs rethinking.”

In every instance in this paragraph, you could use a comma instead of the party-crashing em dash, and it is a party crasher. 

Don't worry; I will not highlight every dash. Just commenting heavily at the beginning.	Comment by .: I don’t understand. Why would a reader need to know that you have been reading about this for a long time? This seems a bit informal for formal writing.	Comment by .: This is a sentence fragment. This type of informalness might be inappropriate for such a formal and academic document.	Comment by .: Conventionally, in formal/academic writing we do not begin a sentence with conjunctions such as and or but.	Comment by .: See above regarding certain conjunctions.	Comment by .: I am not sure why this (and others) need to be in quotation marks. 

THIS IS AN ISSUE THROUGHOUT THE PAPER.

Be careful to not overuse quotation marks. I encourage you to repair this in your document. Here is a good article to explain. https://www.businesswritingblog.com/business_writing/2010/04/the-overuse-of-quotation-marks.html  And there’s this, from Oxford University Press: https://blog.oup.com/2007/11/quotations_marks/ 

Overuse of quotation marks is also known as use of scare quotes, defined as quotation marks used before and after a word or phrase to show that the word or phrase is unusual or perhaps not accurate or to indicate sarcasm or disagreement (my emphasis). 
https://www.macmillandictionaryblog.com/the-emphatic-use-of-quotation-marks 
For this research, I chose to look into supplier development and supplier-development interaction primarily from the perspective of the supplier, well aware I am not the first, nor the last to do so. The literature, however, supports my choice of perspective in so much that other authors suggest that more research from the supplier’s perspective is needed. It is also my belief that it cannot do any harm—rather the opposite—to include more of the supplier in the research. I believe that perhaps, just perhaps, if suppliers were also heard at times, their point of view could bring us closer to solutions to whatever problems are encountered in buyer-supplier relationships. It could bring us to a more open, honest, and fruitful dialogue. This research tries to bring the supplier’s experiences and perceptions into (more) light and to add this to the extant body of knowledge of supplier development. 
Next, I share a quote from a supplier representative—one which that really sparked my interest in the supplier’s perspective. —aThe quote which serves as an illustration of the “‘complexities”’ that may arise in supplier development. 	Comment by .: At well over 100 words, this needs to be set apart as a block, indent quote. In this format, there are no quotation marks, and US English does not use italics to indicate quotes – even in a block, indent quote.
US English does not use italics for quotes. Italics are used for publication titles and emphasis.

“First, you focus on an FMEA -model; this was the case when I started three years ago. Six months later, this stopped, and a new guy came. He was a doer and wanted to be in our production—a lot of visits, and everyone was expecting him to be around most of the time. Then he disappeared. Another guy came; he had been working with airplane engines—everything needed to be 100 % percent or the plane would go down! All documents needed to have the right numbers; this was the time for documentation. When he left, a consultant came. He was a pragmatic. Had had his own business: “‘I’ll sign everything;, let’s clear everything, to make sure we get things going!”’ The current guy is a bit laid back, and of course, focuses on root-cause analysis. That is the agenda these days”.

The supplier representative describes a situation of supplier-development engineers coming and going, with their own views of what is important in the business relationship. From the supplier’s perspective, this creates nothing but confusion, though it may be—from the buyer’s perspective—be a well- thought- through transition from one focus area, where the supplier needs to develop, to another. 
Through this research, I want to increase the knowledge of supplier development from the supplier’s perspective, hoping that in time, some of the findings will improve the way buyers and suppliers interact, and the way supplier development is carried out. This is why this research has taken place and what it is all about. 





[bookmark: _Toc50537847]A compilation dissertation 
This dissertation is a compilation based on five scientific papers, as listed below. The papers are appended (Appendices appendix 1-5). Below is a presentation of the papers and my contributions to the co-authored papers. 

Paper 1 – (2015) “Logistics performance management in textiles supply chains: Best-practice and barriers,”, International Journal of Productivity & Performance Management, 64(1). 
This paper is an equal effort by the two authors. In terms of idea generation, the second author was the driving force. The outlining of the paper was done jointly. The written literature review was performed in collaboration, where some sections were initiated by the first author and polished by the second author and vice versa. The data for the Nordic supply chain and the write- up for the paper was done by the second author, and the data for the gGlobal supply chain and the write- up for this chain was done by the first author. The analysis was developed jointly, whereas the first author did the majority of the writing. The reviews before publication were managed jointly and based on discussions and agreements between the authors. 	Comment by .: Global is not a proper noun.

Paper 2 – “Experiencing supplier development: Preferred suppliers’ view of barriers and enablers,’”, 31st annual NOFOMA-conference, 12-14  June  2019, Oslo, Norway. 
[bookmark: _Hlk50623604]The appended paper is self-authored.

Paper 3 – “Supplier development—The barriers of being developed by many,”, Proceedings of the 21st annual Logistics Research Network (LRN) conference, 7–-9 September 2016, Hull, United Kingdom.
The appended paper is self-authored.

Paper 4 – “Inter-organizational supply-chain interaction for sustainability—A systematic literature review,”, Sustainability, 11(19). 
The idea generation and design in terms of search- and analysis criteria was were a joint endeavor by the first, second, and fourth authors. In terms of scanning abstracts, and reading articles for inclusion/exclusion purposes, the first, second, and third authors did most of this work. The same is valid when it comes to collecting the needed data into the data analysis sheet. The majority of the analysis, based on the collected data, and the writing is the outcome of the first and second authors,; though all analysis and text hashave, to different degrees, been subject to the review and re-writing of all authors. See the appended paper for additional details.  

Paper 5 – “Approaching sustainability across a supply chain —- A study on a Swedish transport supply chain.”.	Comment by .: Do you mean of?
The idea generation for this paper was the product of the first and second authors, who also performed the actual data collection. The third author’s contributions lie in the introduction of agency theory to the paper and in the analysis and writing process.  The theoretical frame of reference, parts of the literature review, and parts of the empirical findings, analysis, and conclusions are the results of the third author’s writing. The content of all sections has been subject to continuous discussions, and re-writing between all authors. First The first author had the main responsibility in terms of writing the analysis and conclusion sections. 




[bookmark: _Toc50537848]Introduction 
This dissertation aims to shed light onto the supplier’s experiences of supplier development as it takes place within and beyond the dyad. This first chapter commences with a background to supplier development and continues with an identification and discussion of problem areas,; the problem areas to in which this dissertation can prove itself useful. The first problem area (1.2) problematizes interaction, complexities, and incentives in supplier development as they are understood to affect the supplier’s experience of supplier development. They are also understood to affect the supplier’s willingness and ability to comply with the supplier- development effort; , hence important when striving to ensure a successful supplier development. The following two problem areas discuss the existing supplier- development knowledge and its limitations. First, in relation to the focus onto the buyer’s perspective, despite the benefits the inclusion of the supplier’s perspective might bring (1.3) and second, in relation to the focus onto dyads, despite the benefits that putting supplier development in a broader context can bring (1.4). Throughout the introductory chapter—however, specifically in sections 1.3 and 1.4—the managerial and theoretical relevance of the research at hand is discussed. Finally, the purpose and research questions of the dissertation are formulated, and the structure of the dissertation is presented. 

[bookmark: _Toc43710966][bookmark: _Toc50537849]1.1 Background – or the reasons for supplier development 
The sustained focus on core competencies and core technologies in supply chains (Zeng et al., 2018; Dalvi and Kant, 2015; Routroy and Pradhan, 2013; Talluri et al., 2010), upholds a high buyer dependence on the capabilities and performance of suppliers (Arroyo-López et al., 2012; Krause et al., 2007; Krause and Ellram, 1997b). Given the supplier’s influence on the buyer’s performance, as well as on the overall supply chain performance (Cooper et al., 1997; Dyer, 2000; Ghijsen et al., 2010; Gadde et al., 2010; Joshi et al., 2017; Trent and Monczka, 1999; Su et al., 2018; Wagner, 2006), continued attention is focused onto how supplier relationships should be managed in order to create advantages collectively in supply chains (Holmen et al., 2013). Supplier development is one such approach through which those advantages may be created (Dalvi and Kant, 2015; Mortensen and Arlbjørn, 2012; Li et al., 2012; Krause, 1997). Positive impacts of supplier development on both buyer- and supply- chain performance haves been reported in many industries (Dalvi and Kant, 2015)., aAlso, its positive effects on supplier risk mitigation in relation to sustainability has have been identified (Hajmohammad and Vachon, 2016). Industry practitioners, as well as academic experts, agree that excellence in supplier development can result in, e.g., better quality, customer service, and supply chain performance (Dalvi and Kant, 2015). Supplier development has proven to be one of the most important tools for enhancing supplier performance and capability (Lamming et al., 1996). The potential strategic and long-term benefits of supplier development has have been identified by Routroy and Pradhan (2014) and Wagner (2010), who investigated the performance effects of direct and indirect supplier development through a survey study of industrial and service firms in Germany, Switzerland, and Austria. Buyers that possess the strategies, structures, and capabilities to engage in supplier development will, according to Wagner (2010), ultimately benefit from a stronger supplier network. 
How to evaluate the supplier’s performance, and the related information strategies to employ for those evaluations, has have come into focus (Cheng and Kam 2008). Accordingly, buyers invest in control mechanisms, to closely monitor the supplier’s decisions and actions (Pratt and Zeckhauser, 1985; Ketchen and Hult, 2007; Shapiro, 2005), through, e.g., performance management, or auditing (Krause et al., 1998; Krause and Ellram, 1997a,; b; Krause and Scanell, 2002; Sako 2004; Wagner, 2006; Forslund and Jonsson, 2007; 2009) as well as compliance management in relation to sustainability (Ciliberti et al., 2009; 2011; Hajmohammad and Vachon, 2016; Hyder et al., 2017; Simpson et al., 2007). The control mechanisms are extensively reflected in the supplier-development literature and are understood to be integral parts of the supplier-development efforts of buyers (Krause et al., 1998).
This dissertation takes its starting point in this positive understanding of, and expectation onfor, supplier development. The multiple potential aims of supplier development, such as improved buyer-, supplier- or supply chain performance in different areas, are acknowledged. The prevalence of control mechanisms in supplier development efforts, such as performance management, is acknowledged.    	Comment by .: In this context, expectation on is grammatically incorrect. https://www.merriam-webster.com/dictionary/expectation?src=search-dict-hed 

[bookmark: _Toc43710969][bookmark: _Toc50537850]1.2 Problem area 1: Understanding interaction, complexities, and incentives ‒- ensuring supplier development and supplier-development outcomes 
Interaction in buyer-supplier relationships has been characterized as, e.g., collaboration, coordination, or cooperation (Carter and Easton, 2011; Soosay and Hyland, 2015). Relationship dimensions such as trust and power are expected to affect the character of the interaction in the buyer-supplier relationship (Fawcett et al., 2017; Touboulic and Walker, 2015a). Certain forms of interaction may require, e.g., buyer power (Touboulic and Walker, 2015a). If trust is not present, the supplier may be unwilling to make changes to its operations to accommodate the desires of the specific buyer (Lascelles and Dale, 1990). A trust-based relationship may, on the other hand, create less need for formal control mechanisms, increase learning, improve relationship satisfaction, and enhance firm performance (Fawcett et al., 2017). Trust may increase the likelihood of a positive supplier- development outcome. The supplier-development interaction is expected to play out differently in different types of buyer-supplier relationships. The interaction, may also affect the supplier’s experience and perception of the buyer’s supplier- development effort. 
As extant research shows inconclusive findings related to the effects of supplier development (Su et al., 2018; Wagner, 2010; Yawar and Seuring, 2015), attention is brought to factors that may affect its outcomes. The supplier needs to be able to respond to the buyer’s supplier- development effort (Joshi et al., 2017; Roloff et al., 2015; Ramsay et al., 2013). Aspects of the buyer’s operations (e.g., specifications, communications, internal training, and organizational roles) may be a source of complexity that affectsing a supplier’s ability to comply with the supplier- development effort (Lascelles and Dale 1990). Also, the suppliers’s interrelationships with other buyers in their network of buyers, their supplier’s suppliers, and the buyer(s)’ suppliers, with whom they may be instructed to cooperate (Cheng and Kam, 2008; Holmen et al., 2013), can be sources of complexities in need for of consideration. Also, those complexities may affect the supplier’s ability to respond to the buyer’s supplier- development effort and must therefore be considered. For successful supplier development, tThe supplier’s commitment to the supplier-development effort is necessary for successful supplier development (Ellegaard and Ritter, 2006), i.e., it is not enough to ensure that the supplier is able to respond to the supplier- development effort, ; they must also be willing to do so. How to motivate the supplier to behave consistently with the buyer’s goals or expected outcomes becomes important. Hence, Rreward structures, or incentives that reinforce desired activities (Pratt and Zeckhauser, 1985; Ketchen and Hult, 2007; Shapiro, 2005) hence come into focus. Empirical studies have shown the importance of incentives for in motivating suppliers to enhance their performance and to strengthen the efficacy of the supplier- development effort (Wagner, 2006; 2010; Ghijsen et al. 2010). Ghijsen et al. (2010) show, in their study of first-tier suppliers in the German automotive industry, that, e.g., promises of future business positively affect the supplier’s commitment. Through their extensive literature study, Chen et al. (2015), through their extensive literature study, also show that direct incentives and, e.g., promises of future business and financial support, may motivate suppliers.
Acknowledging that the supplier needs to be both able and willing to comply with and respond to the supplier-development effort directs attention to complexities and incentives in supplier development. It is important that the supplier does not experience too much complexity and contradiction and does experience enough incentives in order to commit to, and be able to reap the benefits of the supplier-development effort. Consequently, only a situation where in which the supplier’s situation is taken into consideration is expected to make the best out of the buyer-supplier relationship and the supplier development invested in by the buyer. Focusing on the supplier’s ability as well as willingness and motivation to respond to supplier- development efforts may give insights into how supplier- development can be designed and delivered for an increased likelihood of supplier- development success. 
 This dissertation acknowledges that the relationship and interaction between buyer and supplier will affect the supplier development and the outcome of the same. It emphasizes the need to appreciate complexities in supplier development, as the supplier’s ability to respond to the buyer’s supplier- development effort is expected to be affected by it. This dissertation also recognizes that the supplier- development effort must hold enough incentive for the supplier to be willing and motivated to wholeheartedly commit to the supplier- development. This dissertation hence acknowledges both complexities and incentives as important for supplier development. Increased knowledge of the interaction, the complexities, and the incentives in supplier development contributes to a better understanding of how supplier development, and its expected outcomes can be ensured.

[bookmark: _Toc43710967][bookmark: _Toc50537851]1.3 Problem area 2: Limited knowledge of supplier development from the supplier’s perspective
The sometimes- lackluster outcomes of supplier development (Arroyo-López et al., 2012; Busse et al., 2016; Krause et al., 2000; Lee and Klassen, 2008) haves been argued to depend on a one-way view of supplier development where the situation of the supplier is not taken into consideredation (Mortensen and Arlbjørn, 2012; Perry, 2012; Touboulic and Walker, 2015a). Such a situation may become problematic, as it could create goal conflicts and/or uncertainties in the supplier development. Mortensen and Arlbjørn (2012) conclude, based on their case study of eight supplier-development relationships, that as suppliers have their own strategic agendas, buyers should consider suppliers’ perspectives and motivations when implementing supplier development. One of the most- cited definitions of supplier development, focused onto the buyer’s supply needs rather than the need of both actors, conceptualizes supplier development as “any effort of a buying firm with a supplier to increase its performance and/or capabilities and meet the buying firm’s short- and/or long-term supply needs” (Krause and Ellram, 1997a:39). The research in supplier development, and buyer-supplier interaction, is also dominated by the buyer perspective (Mortensen and Arlbjørn, 2012; Nakamba et al., 2017; Ramsay et al., 2013; Terpend et al., 2008). A bias towards the perspective of the buyer can hence be identified. 
As the supplier is likely to experience and perceive the supplier development in a different light than does the buyer; , there is a risk their point of view is not well -understood by neither the research community nor the buyers. More studies based on the perspectives of the supplier, haves been duly recommended (Joshi et al., 2017; Mortensen and Arlbjørn, 2012; Nagati and Rebolledo, 2013; Nakamba et al., 2017; Ramsay et al., 2013), yet not to any larger extent, there has not been a significant response.ded to. Prosman et al. (2016) suggest a focus on supplier perceptions related to why different governance methods such as supplier development, are obstructed. Investigating supplier development between buyers and suppliers, from the supplier’s perspective opens possibilities for potential new insights which that can enrich the literature on supplier development. Research focusing on the perspective of the supplier, can be seen as a gap in the literature which that this research can aid in closing. Furthermore, it can pave the way for more successful supplier- development outcomes. Hence, there is a theoretical as well as managerial relevance in understanding the supplier’s perspective of the supplier- development and buyer-supplier interaction, as it may be just what is needed to unlock hidden potentials in the buyer-supplier relationship. Without itOtherwise, it is difficult to improve performance and make the best out of the supplier development.
This dissertation makes a contribution to the literature by aiding in narrowing the knowledge gap that the supplier’s perspective of supplier development constitutes. By taking the supplier perspective—underrepresented in the literature and not well understood in buyer firms—as an important point of departure, this dissertation offers an additional piece of the supplier-development puzzle. This piece represents the view of “‘the other side of the dyad”’ within those dyadic supplier-development relationships. 

[bookmark: _Toc43710968][bookmark: _Toc50537852]1.4 Problem area 3: Limited knowledge about supplier development beyond the dyad 
Multi-tier supply chains are said to involve different management challenges to those in dyads (Choi and Krause, 2006; Sauer and Seuring, 2018). Supplier development in multi-tier supply chains, may imply specific complexities for the buyer as well as for the first-tier supplier who is directly affected by the buyer’s supplier-development effort. Sustainability—, which is often said to be more important to the actors closest to the customer (Andersen and Skjoett-Larsen, 2009; Laari et al., 2016), could become a challenge when execution and control is are delegated, through supplier-development efforts, across the supply chain. A better Uunderstanding of better, the challenges and complexities the supplier(s) experience and perceive in such a supplier-development setting could open possibilities for new knowledge as well as, in the longer term, improvements in the supplier development. In this dissertation, despite the perceived consensus that supply chains are not only simple linear structures – chains – but more like “supply chain networks” (or “supply networks”) that includeing inter-connected supply chains (Miemczyk et al., 2012),; the term “supply chain” is used to illustrate linear buyer – sub-supplier relationship structures. They are still expected to display some of the complex interrelationships between actors, which are the norm for industrial supply (chain) networks (Pathak et al., 2007). 
Giunipero et al. (2008) haves proposed that the inter-relationship between multiple suppliers in multi-tier supply chains needs yet to be systematically investigated. Kembro and Näslund (2014) suggest that the often-used dyadic approach to researching supply chains is problematic, considering that the complexities and dynamics across multi-tier supply chains differ from those in direct buyer-supplier relationships. Though this awareness exists, the literature point to a relative lack of—and agreed need for—supply chain management research with data collection from multiple supply chain actors and a unit of analysis “‘beyond the focal firm”’, or “’beyond the dyad”’ (Carter and Easton, 2011; Giunipero et al., 2008; Kembro and Näslund, 2014; Kembro et al., 2017; Soosay and Hyland, 2015).
Also, networks are understood to present certain types of complexities or challenges (Pathak et al., 2007). Similar to supply management,— which incurs a number of challenges for the buyer regarding how to manage a network of independent and supposedly self-interested suppliers (Ellegaard et al., 2003),— supplier development does not take place in isolation, and the challenge of being developed by many different buyers simultaneously may arise. In this dissertation, networks represent one to many structures or relationships, one-to-many, e.g., a supplier and its network of (multiple) buyers. As different buyers may have differing perceptions of what supplier capability attributes are important (Ross et al., 2006), and how they want to utilize and develop those capabilities, the supplier could be challenged by contradictory requirements from buyers. From the supplier’s perspective, there is a trade-off between adaptation (to one buyer) and adaptability (to others) (Jahre and Fabbe-Costes, 2005). Contradictory requirements from multiple buyers may reduce the supplier’s ability to respond and adapt to the requirements of other buyers (Holmen et al., 2013). 
Networks, which are hence likely to involve other complexities than those of dyads, are also underrepresented in buyer-supplier research, and according to Choi and Kim (2008), the lion’s share of the supplier-management literature has focused on the internal capabilities of suppliers. It The literature therefore fails to address the importance of networks beyond the immediate dyad. Questions such as how a supplier’s relationship with other buying firms may affect its performance haves been largely disregarded. The literature on supplier development could, therefore, benefit by paying attention to complexities in supplier development in network contexts. 	Comment by .: If you mean therein or in or in that place, time, or thing, then the word therefor (no e) is correct. Note, though, that it is very seldom used and is usually judged as a typo. It is most always only seen in legal writing.
If you mean for that reason or consequently, then the correct word is as edited.
The buyer’s supplier-development effort and the supplier’s experience of the same, may be affected by the supply chain or network. Therefore, going beyond the dyad can provide new or different insights, as it this offers a more holistic approach to supplier development where multi-tier perspectives or interrelationships in networks can be reflected. The complexity of the “real-world” supply -chain network (left, and in graey – is for reference only and not investigated in this research) and the relative simplicity of the often studied dyad (center) is illustrated in Figure 1. The relative complexities of a supply chain (one-to-one-to-one) and network (one-to-many), as conceptualized and also studied in this research, are illustrated (right). 	Comment by .: American spelling.

[image: ]
Figure 1. The conceptualization of supply chain network, dyad, supply chain and network, respectively
The supplier’s perspective, i.e., what is focused on in this dissertation, is illustrated by the “location and direction of the eye” in the above figure, whereas the extant literature would often display the opposite perspective. The dyad, supply chain and network, respectively (center and right), captures what is studied as part of this dissertation. The supply chain network, illustrated for reference, gives a slightly more accurate view of the sources of complexities that can be present. 
This dissertation makes a contribution to the literature by aiding in narrowing the knowledge gap that research beyond the dyad constitutes. It does this so by paying attention to complexities beyond the dyad in networks and supply chains alike. Complexities in supplier development within dyads are also addressed. 

[bookmark: _Toc43710970][bookmark: _Toc50537853]1.5 Purpose and research questions
Considering the outlined importance of suppliers and the importance of supplier development to reach a position where the supply chain operates at a level of increased performance, this research extends prior research in the area of supply chain management with a specific focus onto supplier development and the perspective of the supplier. This perspective presents an opportunity to be relevant for the development of both literature and industry practice. The current literature can benefit from the deeper or more nuanced knowledge of supplier development thant the inclusion of, or increased prominence of the supplier’s perspective offers. Industry can benefit in terms of actually opening up for more successful supplier development as the understanding of the suppliers’ experiences increases. Understanding the perspective of the supplier could give buyers new insights, which are expected to benefit the design and development of supplier-development efforts. 
The supplier’s experience of supplier development can be captured by focusing on the buyer-supplier dyad (within the dyad), or by looking at the broader context of the supply chain or network (beyond the dyad) where the supplier-development effort takes place. The current literature can (specifically) benefit from the increased knowledge of supplier development that the inclusion of, or increased prominence of “‘supplier-development research beyond the dyad”’ can offer. 
Based on this reasoning, the purpose of this dissertation is to:

…increase the knowledge of supplier development within and beyond the dyad, based on the experiences of suppliers. 

With regard to properly elucidating the purpose, research questions guide the investigation of the supplier development. Those research questions are presented in the next coming sections. The purpose is addressed by focusing on supplier-development interaction, complexities in supplier development within and beyond the dyad, as well as the incentives for supplier- development commitment; , all of which are viewed from the perspective of the supplier, i.e., based in the supplier’s experiences. 	Comment by .: In this context, these words are synonyms. If you want to use both, then you will have to separate them by use of the word and. Otherwise, it reads as “the next next sections.”	Comment by .: Here and elsewhere, do you mean based on? 
We typically use based in for locations (physical and metaphorical). For example, I could say that I’m based in Florida, but I have other offices elsewhere.
Based on is more commonly used.
[bookmark: _Toc43710971][bookmark: _Toc50537854]1.5.1. Supplier-development interaction
RQ1. How can the supplier-development interaction be characterized? 
By investigating the supplier-development interaction, a better understanding of the supplier’s experiences of supplier development is expected. An important point of departure is, therefore, the character of that interaction in which the supplier development takes place. The literature displays a number of different ways tof characterizeing supplier development, such as thorough the distinction between direct and indirect supplier development (Wagner, 2006; 2010), or the collaborative or monitoring-based supplier development (Hajmohammad and Vachon, 2016). Either is usually used in relation to supplier development within the dyad. The literature also displays ways of to characterizeing interaction, such as through collaboration, coordination, or cooperation (Carter and Easton, 2011; Soosay and Hyland, 2015). What insights to supplier-development interaction can be gained by applying those literature-based concepts to supplier-development interaction viewed from the supplier’s perspective, and by involving actors in indirect relationships, i.e., going beyond the dyad? The unfolding of interaction gives additional nuances to the experienced supplier development, which in turn offers a deeper and more holistic understanding of the supplier development.
[bookmark: _Toc43710972][bookmark: _Toc50537855]1.5.2. Supplier development and its inherent complexities 
RQ2. What complexities in supplier development can suppliers experience, and how can they affect the supplier development and its outcomes? 
By focusing on complexities in supplier development; , a recurring theme in the discussion of problem areas above (1.2 and 1.4), a deeper knowledge of the supplier’s experiences of supplier development can be obtained. Complexities are found to be an integral part of supplier development when perceived from the supplier’s perspective. Likewise, within and beyond the dyad appear to be important aspects of the supplier’s supplier-development experience. Different types of complexities are understood to arise in supplier development within and beyond the dyad. Gaining knowledge of the complexities and the effects they may bring, can create managerial as well as theoretical benefits. 
[bookmark: _Toc43710973][bookmark: _Toc50537856]1.5.3. Incentivizing supplier development 
RQ3. What incentives to supplier development can the suppliers experience, and how can the incentives affect the supplier development and its outcomes? 
By focusing on incentives in supplier development, a further understanding of the supplier’s experiences of supplier development is obtained. Incentives are considered important in order to ensure supplier motivation to partake in the buyer’s supplier- development effort, despite any experienced complexities. Willingness and motivation to do so is are understood to strengthen the efficacy of the supplier- development effort (Wagner, 2006,; 2010; Ghijsen et al., 2010). Incentives may come in different forms like explicit legal contracts (White 1985) provided by the buyer (principal, as understood from agency theory),; and the supplier (agent) may also be incentivized by other expected positive outcomes of the supplier-development effort. 
[bookmark: _Toc50537857]1.5.4 The relationship between the research questions and their connection to the purpose
The first research question sets the stage for answering the following two questions. All the three questions could, theoretically speaking, be answered without the other two being asked. However, it is my firm belief that by investigating the characteristics of the supplier-development interaction, the quality of the answer of to the following two questions is improved. Having more knowledge of the supplier-development interaction gives a better basis for understanding the complexities and incentives as experienced and perceived by the supplier. Therefore, in an ttempt to show how I view the relationship between the research questions and purpose, the following image (Figure 2) is presented.  	Comment by .: To be succinct, I suggest you say “I believe.” However, this may be a style choice on your part.
I just point these things out, and you make the decision.

The dashed arrows from RQ1 to RQ2 and RQ3, indicates the supporting relationship this question (RQ1) has in answering the other two. All three research questions are utilized together in order to fulfill the purpose. 

[bookmark: _Toc43710975][bookmark: _Toc50537858]1.6 Outlining the dissertation
The dissertation consists of the “‘kappa”’ (a.k.a. cChapeau – however, I will continue using the Swedish kappa), and the appended papers, referred to as Ppapers 1 to 5. The outline of the dissertation is presented in Figure 3, below. 	Comment by .: Let us use uppercase for these since you are using the word Paper/s as part of their titles in this context.

Figure 3. Outline of the dissertation including kappa and appended papers
The chapter “‘Conceptual frame of reference”’ encompasses a literature review of buyer-supplier interaction and supplier development. Interaction is addressed, as it provides a means for understanding the supplier development. Supplier development is addressed in general terms, as well as when sustainability is the focus of the development effort. The chapter “‘Theoretical lens – Agency theory”’ focuses on agency theory as a descriptive and explanatory lens;, primarily important for this research are the notions of information (a)symmetry, goal (in)congruence, agency problems, control mechanisms, and incentives. are important for this research. The contents of both chapters are inputs to support the analysis (presented in chapter the “‘Findings and discussion”’ chapter), and, as such, in answering the research questions. The conceptual frame of reference is specifically important in addressing research question (RQ) 1 (characterizing the interaction);, however, it is also applied when addressing RQ2 and RQ3. Agency theory, is specifically foundational for the identification of incentives (RQ3);, however, it is also applied as a theoretical lens through which interaction (RQ1) as well as complexities (RQ2) are investigated. The methodology chapter presents the research process, with discussions on, e.g., data collection and analysis. How the appended papers contribute to the dissertation is presented in the coming chapter (chapter 5). The appended papers have their own contributions, outside the bounds of this kappa, and can therefore be read for their own sake. Findings and discussion, as well as conclusions, implications, and suggestions for further research are finally presented (chapters 6 and 7). 	Comment by .: If you need to spell out the RQ acronym, then I suggest it would be better to do so above when you first use it. 



[bookmark: _Toc50537859]Conceptual frame of reference 
This chapter presents the conceptual frame of reference, giving a basic understanding of the relevant overarching concepts of buyer-supplier interaction (2.1) and interaction in supplier development (2.2). The general interactions literature characterizes interaction as, e.g., collaboration, coordination, and cooperation.  The supplier-development literature presents the two streams of direct-indirect supplier development (aiming for traditional performance outcomes) and collaborative-monitoring- based supplier development (aiming for sustainability outcomes), both of which are used to characterize the supplier-development interaction. The concepts from the different literature bases are not mutually exclusive but share elements and are to some extent overlap to some extent.ping. 2.3 discusses sources of complexities in supplier development; networks and supply chains, respectively. The chapter finishes off (2.4) with other factors which that may affect the supplier development and the supplier- development outcomes, such as barriers, enablers, or incentives. 

[bookmark: _Toc50537860]2.1 Characterizing buyer-supplier interaction 
Interaction between supply chain actors (e.g., buyers and suppliers) is often characterized in terms of e.g., collaboration, coordination, and cooperation (Carter and Easton, 2011; Soosay and Hyland, 2015). Different interaction is formed depending on, e.g., the strategic importance of the relationship, the closeness and the level of trust and commitment, and power (Touboulic and Walker, 2015a; Soosay and Hyland, 2015; Yan and Dooley, 2013; Samaddar et al., 2005). Interaction can also be characterized by using terms such as coercion, threats, persuasion, or on equal terms (Caniëls et al., 2013; Hajmohammad and Vachon, 2016). 
Collaboration is often described as being a higher form of interaction than coordination and cooperation. Supply chain collaboration has been defined as “a long-term partnership process where supply chain partners with common goals work closely together to achieve mutual advantages that are greater than the firms would achieve individually” (Cao et al., 2010:6616). In their attempt to conceptualize supply chain collaboration,  Cao et al. (2010), in their attempt to conceptualize supply chain collaboration, draw attention to the importance of, e.g., collaborative communication where open, frequent, balanced, two-way, multilevel communications indicate close buyer-supplier relationships.  Collaboration can be seen as relational integration based on the efforts in information exchange, goal congruence, and incentive alignment. Soosay and Hyland (2015) also identify the importance of, e.g., trust and joint decision-making for collaboration. In relationships of high strategic importance and with a high degree of complexity, and as trust and commitment deepens between the supply chain actors, collaboration may take place (Samaddar et al., 2005). 	Comment by .: This type of sentence structure is awkward.
Trust has been described as a cornerstone of any kind of relationship between a buyer and supplier and is known to reduce the perception of risk associated with opportunistic behavior on the part of the other actor (Zaheer et al., 1998). Also, Fawcett et al. (2012:163) emphasize the importance of trust for collaboration when they state, “Without a foundation of trust, collaborative alliances can neither be built nor sustained.”. They further emphasize the importance of two types of capability for supply chain trust:; performance- and relationship commitment capability. They perceive that supply chain trust differs from trust in personal relationships, which includes benevolence, (see, e.g., Ganesan, (1994). In order for trust to establish trust, the supply chain partners need to truly want to provide outstanding performance levels, and to have the systems and processes in place to be able to do so. Relationship commitment is manifested by open information sharing, investments in partner skills, cultivating respect-based interpersonal buyer/supplier relationships, and empathy in the decision-making process (Fawcett et al., 2017). Trust promotes commitment in exchanges between partners, i.e., better communication, information and knowledge sharing, and thus improves supplier development (Handfield et al., 2000; Hernández-Espallardo et al., 2010; Nagati and Rebolledo, 2013).  Perceptions of dishonest communication, or the experience of misaligned metrics, and short- term thinking are major impediments to relationship commitment and trust (Fawcett et al., 2012; 2017).; which is important in a supplier development setting. A climate of trust will ensure the continuity of long-term relationships and the appropriation of a portion of the productivity gains derived from learning new capabilities (Li et al., 2007; Sako, 2004). 
Power, correctly applied, can promote collaboration in supply chain relationships (Benton and Maloni, 2005). Influenced by Emerson (1962), Bastl et al. (2013), Habib (2015), and Kähkönen (2014), this dissertation understands power as the ability of one actor to influence the intentions and actions of another actor. In a supply chain context, it can regard the capacity to optimize the behavior of suppliers and sub-suppliers to accord with the buyer’s expectations ofn supplier outcomes (Kähkönen, 2014).  Bastl et al. (2013) see power imbalance between buyers and suppliers as one of the defining characteristics of any supply (chain) network. The degree of power balance can range from symmetrical to asymmetrical (Mohr and Nevin, 1990). Power has been identified as an important dimension of social responsibility in supply chains, and buyers have been shown to exercise this power by dictating how suppliers conduct their business to, e.g., promote sustainability (Eriksson and Svensson, 2015). Similarly, Kembro et al. (2017) identified that powerful supply chain actors can force other actors, in multi-tier supply chains, to share information. Ferreira et al. (2012) suggested that the powerful supply chain actor often controls the interaction, while other actors follow; , which can be referred to as hierarchical collaboration[footnoteRef:1]. Collaboration is said to be absent when supply chain actors pursue their own objectives or when information is delayed and distorted (Cao et al., 2010). [1:  Based on the work of Ferreira et al. (2012), this term is suggested in Paper 1 (Ülgen and Forslund, 2015).] 

Not all forms of interaction between supply chain actors can be perceived as collaboration.  As an example, relations with 2nd second- and third-3rd tier suppliers or customers can seldom be described as collaborative,; yet the importance of relationships beyond the immediate dyad has been stressed (c.f. Meehan and Bryde, 2014). Coordination takes place in relationships with high strategic importance yet withbut lower commercial and financial complexity (Samaddar et al., 2005). Coordination is characterized as the alignment of actions (Yan and Dooley, 2013), such as, e.g., the exchange of workflow, and a continuous flow of critical information. Uncoordinated behavior, has been shown to create inefficiencies that impact the accomplishment of interdependent tasks (Gulati et al., 2005). Cooperation, on the other hand, is commonly characterized as the exchange of basic information in long-term relationships, where long-term contracts tend to be established. The relationship where cooperation takes place can be characterized by lower strategic importance, and lower complexity (Samaddar et al., 2005),; yet not to the extent where the relationship and interaction can be said to be at arm’s length and based solely upon open market negotiations. Non cooperative behavior may create an environment where, instead of satisfying joint needs, shared resources are used to satisfy the interests of individual firms’ interests (Gulati et al., 2005). 	Comment by .: The Latin word is conferre, so you would not use two periods

[bookmark: _Toc50537861]2.2 Interaction in supplier development
Buyers tend to use supplier development either as a strategic tool, through the allocation of supplier-development resources where they will provide the buyer with a competitive advantage (proactively), or as a remedial or reactive tool, by focusing resources on toward suppliers with poor performance to correct obvious deficiencies. Krause et al. (1998) argues that strategic efforts significantly increase the buyer’s involvement in the supplier’s processes and require a substantial dedication of resources in supplier development. Different supplier-development practices may have different aims, and they can be separated into those that focus on the improvements in short-term performance and those that focus on the development of more long-term capabilities like product innovation and continuous process improvement (Wagner and Krause, 2009). Performance and capability can be related to, e.g., cost, quality, or delivery service (Handfield et al., 2000) as well as social and environmental performance (Busse et al., 2016; Pagell and Wu, 2009; Yawar and Seuring, 2018). 
Watts and Hahn (1993) propose that supplier-development efforts should focus on developing suppliers’ future capabilities in technology and product development rather than on improving current quality and cost. From the buyer’s point of view, as presented by Dunn and Young (2004:20), the core objective of supplier development is “to synchronize supplier capabilities with purchaser expectations.”. Transfer of capabilities from buyer to supplier, can be accomplished through a multitude of supplier-development practices and through the implementation of organizational routines that support (deeper) interaction, the interchange of information, and the implementation of best practices. All in order to improve the quality of the knowledge to be transferred. 	Comment by .: This is a sentence fragment. 
With the broad view on supplier development that this dissertation takes as its starting point, it can be seen to encompass a wide range of practices to govern the behavior or outcome of suppliers in terms of, e.g., quality (Zu and Kaynak, 2012), delivery (Su et al., 2018), or sustainability (Ciliberti et al., 2011; Sancha et al., 2015). Examples of practices are rewards and penalties, inspections, supplier training, supplier auditing, and supplier certification (Busse, et al., 2016; Zsidisin et al., 2004; Zu and Kaynak, 2012); all requireing different amounts of resource commitment from the buyer and the supplier. Requests for performance improvement (Sánchez-Rodríguez et al., 2005; Wagner, 2006), buyer-supplier goal setting (Krause et al., 1998), supplier evaluation and feedback (Krause and Ellram, 1997a; Sako, 2004) through performance management (Forslund and Jonsson, 2007,; 2009) or compliance management (Ciliberti et al., 2009; 2011), shop -floor assistance (Krause and Ellram, 1997a; Sako, 2004), and direct investment in supplier operations (Krause et al., 1998) are likewise understood as supplier-development practices. 
Two partly different, but also overlapping supplier-development strands present themselves in the literature:, illustrating the supplier-development interaction as ranging from direct to indirect (based on the implemented supplier- development practices, as (discussed in 2.2.1)), or from monitoring-based to collaborative, where the latter strand is often used in relation to sustainable supplier development (discussed in 2.2.2, below).   
[bookmark: _Toc50537862]2.2.1 Direct and indirect supplier development 
Related to the buyer’s involvement and resource commitment, the supplier-development practices can be seen as either direct or indirect (Wagner, 2006; 2010). This distinction comes from the “traditional supplier-development literature,” which focuses on outcomes such as cost, quality, delivery, or the like. In indirect supplier development, the buyer makes use of the market forces or communication to achieve the performance improvements of the supplier. The buyer only invests limited resources and enforces supplier improvement by the use of 1) competitive pressure, and 2) supplier evaluation and certifications (Krause, 1999; Krause et al., 2000, 2007), through which the buyer can identify the supplier’s performance, compare it with other suppliers and provide directions for improvement (Forslund and Jonsson, 2007), and finally, through 3) incentives, e.g., potential fors of increased business (Krause, 1999; Krause et al., 2000,; 2007). Based on the work of Krause (1999) and Krause et al. (2000,; 2007), Gosling et al. (2015) refer to those as supplier-development strategies. 
The different supplier-development efforts are often performed in a stepwise supplier-development process, with the use of competitive pressure as the primary strategy for supplier development (Gosling et al., 2015). Direct supplier development, which would then be the fourth strategy for supplier development, would include proactive approaches through direct means (Gosling et al., 2015);, andit includes relationship or transaction-specific investments of resources—capital and/or human (Krause et al., 2000; Wagner, 2006). Buyers often commences with, and builds further on the first and second supplier-development strategies, and a buyer focusing on strategies 1 and 2 (competitive pressure and supplier evaluation and certification) are is understood to be early in the supplier-development process.  Yawar and Seuring (2015) indicate that that buying firms indulge in direct supplier development once antecedents like trust are established;, they further perceive trust and commitment as driving forces behind the adoption of (direct) supplier development. 
Industry and type of firm are situation factors proposed to influence supplier development. Wagner (2006) proposes certain assembly industries, such as the heavy- vehicles industry, to exhibit above-average supplier development through human as well as capital support, and process industries, e.g.,such as textiles and clothing, to be below average with respect to both human and capital support. Krause and Scanell (2002) noted that OEMs tend to use incentives (potential for more business) and direct involvement with the supplier to a greater extent than do service firms (including e.g., retail trade, wholesale trade, and transportation providers) who instead tend to rely on the competitive pressure of market forces to drive supplier improvement.	Comment by .: Do you mean situational?
It has been suggested that indirect supplier development such as supplier evaluations can give some improvements in supplier performance (Wagner and Krause, 2009; Wagner, 2010), whereas it gives little to no development of supplier capabilities (Arroyo-López et al., 2012). An indirect development effort, such as supplier evaluations and feedback, may increase a supplier’s willingness to develop, however not necessarily the capacity to do so. Supplier evaluations may identify weaknesses (e.g., problems with maintaining quality) but are not enough to identify the root cause of the problem (Hahn et al., 1990). Poor workmanship, or deficiencies in the manufacturing process or design could all be the cause of the same identified problem. Further investigation is needed to pinpoint the root cause. The indirect supplier-development practices can instead be perceived as key enablers of other supplier-development efforts (Krause et al., 2000; Wagner and Krause, 2009; Wagner, 2006; Arroyo-López et al., 2012). This may explain why buyers still engage in indirect supplier development. Hence, Tthe indirect supplier-development practices can hence be perceived as a commitment to the future and as a basis for direct supplier development at the present time (Krause, 1997; Yawar and Seuring, 2015). Wagner (2006) reports a correlation between supplier evaluations and more resource-intensive direct supplier-development practices; , suggesting that formal evaluations are used, if and when, more resource-intensive supplier-development practices are to be implemented. Wagner (2010), however, suggests that supplier-development efforts are less effective if indirect and direct supplier-development practices are applied simultaneously, as the overall goals and the contributions expected from the supplier become less clear.
As managerial and other resources are scarce and need to be focused into on important relationships (Holmen et al., 2013), most supplier-development efforts are performed with strategic or preferred suppliers who supply critical high-volume products (Handfield et al., 2000; Krause et al., 1998; Ulaga and Eggert, 2006). Rarely would, e.g., back-up suppliers be considered for supplier development (Ulaga and Eggert, 2006). Though not explicitly expressed, Ulaga and Eggert (2006) primarily refer to more resource-intensive, direct supplier-development practices. The exception may be when the supplier development aims for sustainability and where the buyer may experience the need to work with development efforts for a wider audience. Requirements from the market may make them (the buyers) responsible for the sustainability of their entire chain (see, e.g., Faisal, 2010; Laari et al., 2016). 
[bookmark: _Toc50537863]2.2.2 Collaborative and monitoring-based supplier development 
[bookmark: _Hlk50736280]The sustainable supplier-development literature displays a similar distinction between supplier- development approaches like the direct/indirect one. The approaches are referred to as collaborative or more compliance- (Hyder et al., 2017; Simpson et al., 2007) or monitoring-based (Hajmohammad and Vachon, 2016) supplier development. Going further, it will be referred to as monitoring-based supplier development. Collaborative supplier development is often seen as a critical component in creating sustainable supply chains (Pagell and Wu, 2009; Cheng, 2011; Pagell and Wu, 2009; Seuring and Müller, 2008), as it can facilitate sustainability initiatives between supply chain actors. Also, less collaborative interaction, such as monitoring and assessments, has been shown to foster sustainability in supply chains (Gimenez and Sierra, 2012; Gimenez and Tachizawa, 2012). In this case, supplier development is used in order to control the behaviors or outputs of the supplier, through close monitoring of decisions and actions. The creation of reward structures (i.e., incentives) that reinforce desired activities are also used (Gimenez and Tachizawa, 2012; Ketchen and Hult, 2007; Prosman et al., 2016). A mix between collaborative and monitoring-based supplier-development practices—e.g., supplier training (collaboration) and assessments (monitoring)—are exhibited, similar to that of direct- and indirect supplier development. Hence, In order to make their supply chains more sustainable, firms are hence implementing practices such as supplier- assessment tools, codes of conduct, or and collaboration with suppliers (Andersen and Skjoett-Larsen, 2009; Cilibert et al., 2011). 
Through sustainable supplier development, buyers can mitigate potential supply chain sustainability risks (Busse, 2016; Sancha et al., 2015). Hajmohammad and Vachon (2016) suggest that sustainable supplier development may be seen as either a monitoring- or collaboration- based risk-mitigation strategy. The monitoring-based risk-mitigation strategy builds on imposing the buyer’s code of conduct onto the supplier, whereas the collaboration- based strategy opens opportunities for partnerships and direct interaction and jointly developed environmental and social solutions. Gimenez and Tachizawa (2012) uses a similar categorization referred to as assessment,— which includes any activity related with to evaluating suppliers, (e.g., questionnaires and company visits,) —and collaboration, which —refersring to working directly with suppliers by providing them with training, support, or other activities. The latter is a way of working together on rather equal terms. According to the structured literature review of Gimenz and Tachizawa (2012), it is suggested that both monitoring- (assessment) and collaboration-based interaction have positive effects on social and environmental performance. Hence, both methods can be used to extend sustainability to suppliers. However, assessment alone is often not seen to be enough, and collaborative practices are proposed to firms to really improve the sustainability of their suppliers (Gimenez et al., 2012). Again, this is similar to the direct- indirect classification discussed previously. This “mixed approach” based on monitoring/compliance as well as collaboration is said to be specifically suitable when there is a resource imbalance between buyer and supplier (in favor of the buyer) (Touboulic and Walker, 2015a). Hajmohammad and Vachon (2016) propose that both risk-mitigation strategies require relative supplier dependence. The monitoring-based strategy is appropriate when the perceived sustainability risk is low, and the collaborative strategy is appropriate when the perceived risk is high. Hajmohammad and Vachon (2016), therefore, add a layer of risk into the discussion of when different supplier-development practices may be the preferred ones, and together with what suppliers. 

[bookmark: _Toc50537864]2.3 Supplier development and complexities beyond the dyad
Supplier development takes place in dyads, i.e., between buyers and suppliers[footnoteRef:2]. In that sense, Iit can, in that sense, be understood as a dyadic occurrence, yet embedded in wider settings (Pilbeam et al., 2012; Choi and Kim, 2008; Håkansson and Snehota, 1995) such as networks or supply chains. Interrelationships and dependencies exist between actors in those structures (Choi and Krause, 2006; Choi and Kim, 2008; Sauer and Seuring, 2018), and as such, networks and supply chains are sources of complexities. Buyers and suppliers are involved in interaction with other actors (likely other buyers and/or suppliers) that may influence the relationship and the outcome of the relationship between them (Gadde et al., 2010). To get a more holistic understanding of supplier development, supplier development needs to be understood it is in this wider setting, with all the complexities it may bring., supplier development needs to be understood.  [2:  Valid as long as no supplier development like Toyota’s jishuken groups (multiple suppliers in participation with buyer) or third parties of different character, are involved.] 

Related to sustainability, large firms at the end of the supply chain are often held responsible for the sustainability of the entire chain (Andersen and Skjoett-Larsen, 2009; Caniëls et al., 2013; Eriksson and Svensson, 2015; Multaharju et al., 2017; Tachizawa and Wong, 2014), and they may find themselves in the “sustainability spotlight” due to any unsustainable practice of suppliers or sub-suppliers,; even when those practices do not relate to the buyer’s own products or services bought. Demands for transparency and accountability recognizes the importance of the impact of, e.g., second- and third-tier suppliers. This is often conceptualized as multi-tier supply chains (Gong et al., 2018; Kembro et al., 2017; Wilhelm et al., 2016; Tachizawa and Wong, 2014; Sauer and Seuring, 2018). In a supply chain, first-tier suppliers would be dependent on their suppliers (second-tier suppliers from a focal firm’s point of view) in regards to, e.g., quality, delivery service, cost or sustainability (Choi and Krause, 2006; Choi and Kim, 2008; Faisal, 2010; Miemczyk et al., 2012; Laari et al., 2016; Tseng et al., 2016; Wilhelm et al., 2016) increasing the complexities for the different firms. Questions as to how to achieve sub-supplier compliance need to be addressed (Sauer and Seuring, 2018). This may mean that the supplier needs to take on the role to transfer and secure adherence to the supplier-development efforts and requirements throughout the chain (Wilhelm et al., 2016), illustrated in Figure 4, below. 


Figure 4. Transfer of supplier-development responsibility in supply chains
Sustainability requirements, as well as product and service requirements set by the buyer, are often communicated to and agreed with a first-tier supplier,; frequently enforced via a supplier-development effort encompassing, e.g., supplier evaluation and feedback (Krause and Ellram, 1997a) or shop- floor assistance (Sako, 2004). Due to the interconnectedness, and dependence, the importance of, e.g., communication and information -sharing between multiple actors, is emphasized (Wiengarten and Longoni, 2015; Meehan and Bryde, 2014). 
The possible direct influence from a powerful actor decreases with increasing distance in multi-tier supply chains (Tachizawa and Wong, 2014; Sauer and Seuring, 2018), and there is often a great distance between, e.g., a buyer and a second-tier supplier both in terms of industry (Kembro et al., 2017) and geography (Wilhelm et al., 2016). The use of third-party auditors is a possible practice to monitor lower-tier suppliers (Tachizawa and Wong, 2014), and the buyer may take on the role of a “watch dog[footnoteRef:3]” (Spence and Bourlakis, 2009) for the supply chain as a whole, or transfer the responsibility for the second-tier supplier to the first-tier supplier. Tachizawa and Wong (2014) additionally identify a “do not bother approach” used by buyers in relation to lower- tier suppliers.   [3:  In relation to sustainable supply chains, Spence and Bourlakis (2009) call it the “corporate social watchdog” (CSW), described as cooperative strategies and coordination based on the dominant actor’s values, taking advantage of powerful positions trying to set standards and guide other actors in the supply chain in line with their values. 
 ] 

The network approach complements the supply- chain approach with indirect connections between relationships (Jahre and Fabbe-Costes, 2005). In a network setting, the supplier development of one buyer is not isolated from activities of other actors in the supplier’s network of buyers (Choi and Kim, 2008; Gadde, et al., 2010; Håkansson and Snehota, 1995). The actors are involved in interaction with other actors that may influence the supplier development, the buyer-supplier relationship, and the outcome of the relationship (Gadde et al., 2010). Therefore, the inter-relationships and potential contradictions between buyers becomes important, illustrated in Figure 5, below. 


Figure 5. Inter-relatedness and contradictions in supplier development in networks
The supplier’s other customers may be important drivers of the supplier’s performance, capability development, and long-term survival (Hartley and Choi, 1996). If buyers have similar requirements and similar development agendas, the buyer may be able to leverage this;, if demands are competing, the supplier may not be able to be responsive toward the needs of the buyer (Holmen et al., 2013). Customers in different industries may imply that the supplier will develop capabilities that are not sufficiently specialized towards the buyer, but. However, it could also mean the opposite, as the supplier will have multiple sources of information and access to a wider spectrum of resources. These, in turn, may positively affect positively the buyer. 
[bookmark: _Toc50537865]2.4 Incentives and other factors affecting supplier development and supplier- development outcomes 
To be able to ensure supplier development and the expected supplier- development outcomes, factors affecting it—positively or negatively—must be understood. Such factors, as discussed in the literature, often comes in the guise of, e.g., barriers and enablers. A barrier is seen as “a [ . . . ][footnoteRef:4] factor that obstructs the translation of efforts into outcomes” (Busse et al., 2016:446). Barriers have been identified as buyer-specific, supplier-specific, and interface- or relationship-related (Handfield et al., 2000). Barriers may stem from the sourcing context, and the sourcing geography in terms of global, local or regional sourcing has shown to affect the barriers (and enablers) at play (Busse et al., 2016)., oOther contextual barriers are identified, such as those of a complex organization context, focusing on complexities within the buying organizations (Papakiriakopoulos and Pramatari, 2010). Other similar concepts discussed in the literature are, e.g., challenges (Genovese et al., 2014; Sulong et al., 2015), and pitfalls (Handfield, et al., 2000).  [4:  The word “contextual” is omitted here, as other factors are also considered in this dissertation.] 

An enabler is “a factor that assists firms in achieving development” (Lee and Klassen, 2008:580). Dalvi and Kant (2018) see supplier- development enablers as factors[footnoteRef:5] which that facilitate supplier- development activities, but likewise, those that play a vital role in the successful implementation of supplier- development. According to Lee and Klassen (2008), an enabler may not be sufficient to ensure development, but their absence may hinder, retard or constrain it; the same could be expected in the presence of barriers. This would imply that barriers and enablers may be present, yet depending on the existence of other factors (or their absence), the barrier or enabler may – or may not – give the expected effects. Similar concepts in literature are success factors (Krause and Ellram, 1997b), facilitators (Busse et al., 2016; Sulong et al., 2015), or drivers which that are said to initiate and motivate firms to begin the supplier development (Lee and Klassen, 2008). In addition, incentives are discussed, and Touboulic and Walker (2015a) stresses the importance of putting the right incentives in place in order to create successful collaboration and supplier developments in relation to sustainability. Incentives are often understood as formal relationship- building mechanisms such as contracts or financial incentives.  [5:  Can be understood as generative mechanisms based in the critical realist tradition.] 

 Examples of barriers and enablers (some of which may be incentives) are lack of mutual trust, which is seen as a barrier by Handfield et al. (2000),  or trust (enabler), which allows the buyer to reap the benefits of supplier development (Arroyo-López et al., 2012). Routroy and Pradhan (2013) identify reciprocal recognition of the other actor’s effort to enhance the supplier performance and capability, the absence of ambiguity of long- term goals, as enablers, and Handfield (2000) proposes a long-term perspective from the buyer’s side as an important enabler of supplier development. Krause and Ellram (1997a) propose a number of enablers such as top management commitment and support and the use of cross-functional teams. Moreover, they propose two-way multifunctional communication, as it opens for supplier understanding of buyer needs and expectations, as well as buyer understanding of supplier capabilities (Cambra-–Fierro and Polo-–Redondo, 2008). Communications is said to be critical to supplier development (Sanders et al., 2011), where, e.g., infrequent communication (barrier) may leave actors feeling left out and lacking important information (Mohr and Sohi, 1995). Face-to-face communication, the richest mode of communication, has been found to be important in buyer-supplier relationships (Wognum et al., 2002). 





[bookmark: _Toc50537866]The selected theoretical lens – agency theory 
The selected theoretical lens through which the research problems are viewed is the agency theory. This chapter discusses the agency theory’s fit and relevance for supply chain management research, sustainable and otherwise, with a specific eye on supplier development. The important concepts and basic assumptions of agency theory are thereafter presented and discussed. Most important for this dissertation are the concepts of agency problems, information (a)symmetry, goal (in)congruence, incentives, and control mechanisms. 

Theory is Aan important element in the development of any research field is theory (Defee et al., 2010). The theoretical lens represents “‘a way of seeing,”’ and may, therefore, sharpen the inquiry of organizational life (Astley and Van de Ven, 1983). Carter and Easton (2011) reported the relative dearth in the use of a theoretical lens(es) to examine problems of interest in the area of sustainable supply chain management as their “most striking result.”. About 55 percent of investigated articles did not employ any theory. The application of theoretical lenses is, however, increasing (Touboulic and Walker, 2015b). In their literature review, (Paper 4) Ülgen et al. (2019) [paper 4] in their literature review, report that approximately 50% percent of the investigated articles as applying one or more theoretical lenses. Touboulic and Walker (2015b) propose increased theory use as one important prerequisite for increased contribution to theory,; a research need they identify within sustainable supply chain management. 
As a specific theoretical lens focuses on single sides of issues and often in such a way that they do not allow to for seeing things the lens does no’t direct the vision to, theory can also be a way of “‘not seeing”’ (Astley and Van De Ven, 1983). Common theoretical lenses in the area of supply chain management and logistics are said to be transaction- cost economics, the resource- based view, and contingency theory (Defee et al., 2010). and iIn sustainable supply chain management research, they are; institutional theory, the resource-based view including the natural resource-based view, transaction- cost theory, and stakeholder theory (Carter and Easton, 2011; Touboulic and Walker, 2015b; Ülgen et al., 2019 [paper 4]), whereas other lenses such as agency theory,  social- network theory, or stewardship -theory are less prominent. Any of those could therefore bring new insights into the logistics and supply chain management areas, including that of sustainable supply chain management. 	Comment by .: The use of contractions is extremely frowned upon in formal and academic writing.
According to Defee et al. (2010), microeconomic theory, is one of the most used theory groups in logistics and supply chain management journals. Though starting from a broad perspective (e.g., markets or industries), they also focus the unit of analysis of the firm, making them applicable to supply chain management research. The selected theoretical lens in this dissertation is the agency theory. Stemming from micro economic theory, agency theory brings with it conceptual strength and internally consistent propositions. Purchasing and relationship research, relevant to this research, displays a large share of microeconomic theory application, and many of the issues with which buyers struggle with when selecting, developing, and controlling suppliers, related to sustainability or not, can be examined through agency-based analysis. 

[bookmark: _Toc50537867]3.1 Agency theory and its relevance in supply chain management research 
Agency theory builds on the notion that all business transactions takes place between principals and agents. An agency relationship is exhibited when one party, the principal (e.g., a buyer of a product or service), delegates authority, —in terms of control and decision-making about certain tasks to another party:— the agent (e.g., a supplier delivering that product or service). On behalf of the principal, tThe agent executes the task on behalf of the principal (Jensen and Meckling, 1976). Agency relationships are inescapable in business, as any buyer-supplier relationship can be seen to involve an agent and a principal (Pratt and Zeckhauser, 1985). According to Ketchen and Hult (2007), agency theory has a natural fit with supply chain management, as supply chains are full of relationships involving one firm delegating authority to another. Jensen and Meckling (1976) see the firm as a nexus of contracts (or relationships), based on which all activity stems. Those relationships—from a supply chain point of view—regard, e.g., individual relationships with (individuals at) suppliers or customers. 
The basic premise of agency theory is that problems may arise in agency relationships if or when agents behave in ways that benefit them rather than their principals;, principals must then look into how to evaluate and reward the agents’ performance in order to create the needed motivation they need to behave consistently with the principal's goals or expected outcomes. Different control mechanisms and information strategies to employ for those evaluations becomes center stage (Cheng and Kam 2008; Ketchen and Hult, 2007; Shapiro, 2005), as well as the creation of reward structures that reinforce desired activities (Pratt and Zeckhauser, 1985; Ketchen and Hult, 2007; Shapiro, 2005). The principal will typically seek to minimize what is referred to as the agency costs, such as specifying, rewarding, monitoring, and policing the agent’s behavior. The agent, on the other hand, may work towards maximizing rewards and reducing principal control (Fayezi et al., 2012). The theory centers on the contractual relationships of principals and agents constrained by information asymmetries.  
This theoretical lens brings with it the notion of risk for goal incongruences between principals and agents and incentives that can guide and steer supplier (agent) behaviors. This can be applicable when studying supplier development and the interaction between the buyer(s) and supplier(s). Supplier development can be an arena where conflicting goals become visible, as well as a strong enough incentive to motivate the supplier to act in line with the principal’s (buyer’s) wishes. 
Agency theory attempts to describe or explain how relationships develop, and it offers suggestions as to how they might be managed or improved (Shapiro, 2005). Agency theory is said to offer unique insights into information systems, outcome uncertainty, incentives, or risk (Eisenhardt, 1989), relevant when investigating interaction in supplier development, and the suppliers’ experiences of the same. Multiple applications of agency theory are presented in supply chain management research. Fayezi et al. (2012) suggest agency theory as a means to explain the influence of effective inter-organizational communication on the mitigation of behavioral uncertainty across principal- agent transactions and to give valuable insights for relationship engineering within supply chains. They also propose agency theory as a means of studying, e.g., collaboration or cooperative structures or the establishment or maintenance of inter-organizational relationships at the supply chain level or even network level of analysis. Fayezi et al. (2012) further note the opportunity agency theory can offer, to understand contextual factors and their implications for managing network collaboration. Fayezi et al. (2012) clearly indicate the viability of the theory for further SCM research. 
In sustainable supply chain management, agency theory has been proposed as one of the promising theoretical lenses based on its contribution to the understanding of, e.g., inter-organizational incentive and reward structures promoting sustainability (Sarkis et al., 2011; Touboulic and Walker, 2015b). Bergen et al. (1992) ascertain that the theory can accommodate relationships in which one or both parties pursue broader social goals. Control through monitoring is specifically visible in the literature on corporate social responsibility where the code of conduct is used as a monitoring or control mechanism to learn about the agent’s efforts (Ciliberti et al., 2011), and the lens has been used to analyze incongruity in supply chains and the mitigation of misalignments in the area of code of conduct compliance (Ciliberti et al., 2011). As Because suppliers (agents), by working in close partnership with a buyer (principal), can learn enough about buyer expectations and control methods to fake performance rather than delivering it (Roloff et al., 2015), such mitigation is important. Suppliers may mimic code of conduct compliance by forging payrolls or training employees to give the “right” answers to auditors. The potential role of the agency theory in mitigating such a misalignment is, however, emphasized (Halldórsson et al., 2007).
The relevance of agency theory in supplier-development research specifically is illustrated by Zsidisin and Ellram (2003), based on the tendency amongst purchasing organizations to mitigate risks by deliberately manipulating a supplier’s behavior to achieve greater compliance (e.g., supplier development, certification, and co-developing of target costing). This further shows the relevance for of the theory’s application in the research at hand. In situations when the actions of the agent are difficult to observe and assess, which is often the case with increased distance in multi-tier supply chains (Wilhelm et al., 2016), the principal is said to be at an increased risk for agent opportunism (Fayezi et al., 2012), again indicating the viability of the theory for further SCM research; alsoand at levels of analysis beyond the dyad, which is one part of the research addressed in this dissertation. 

[bookmark: _Toc50537868]3.2 Central concepts of agency theory
The following concepts, marked bold, are seen as central to agency theory. 
Goal incongruence between principals and agents are is said to arise due to the self-interest and bounded rationality of individuals (Shapiro, 2005). The self-interest of agents may be open for opportunistic behaviors, i.e., they may act in their own best interest rather than in the best interest of the principal. Information asymmetries arise when at least one actor in a transaction or relationship has more or better information than the other actor(s). Typically, an agent knows more about their tasks than their principals do;, however, principals may have better knowledge as to what they want to be accomplished (Pratt and Zeckhauser, 1985). Information asymmetries can occur prior to contracting, stemming from “‘hidden information.”’. This hidden information oftentimes relates to the capabilities or characteristics of the agent (Fayezi et al., 2012) and may be difficult to validate or understand (Shapiro, 2005). Therefore, iIt may therefore be falsified, affecting the (supplier) selection-process outcome. Information asymmetries can also occur during the contractual relationship and relate to the agent’s effort, which is then known as “‘hidden action,” ’. Ii.e., actions of the agent may be lacking (Shapiro, 2005). 
Agency problems are based on goal incongruences, such as when incentives do not successfully align the interests of agents and principals, or on information asymmetries, such as when the agents keep valuable information to themselves to improve their own situation. Agency problems may occur when it is not possible for the principal tothe principal cannot monitor the agent’s actions, behaviors, and information perfectly and without cost (Pratt and Zeckhauser, 1985; Shapiro, 2005). To circumvent the agency problem and to reinforce desired activities (Ketchen and Hult, 2007), the principal can invest in information systems—or control mechanisms—to monitor the agent for (selection and) assessment purposes. 
By providing incentives (Jensen and Meckling, 1976), the buyer can also work with the alignment of interests between the agents and the principal. Incentive alignment motivates the actors to act consistently towards overall objectives, secures sufficient levels of cooperation and commitment, and lowers the risk for opportunistic behavior (Cao et al., 2010), and it includes the formulation of “‘incentive schemes.”’. The metaphor of the contract is used to describe the principal-agent relationship (Eisenhardt, 1989). Both implicit “social contracts”—such as social norms, peer pressure, and peer acceptance—and explicit legal contracts are studied by the use of agency theory (White, 1985). The contract can be seen as an incentivizing or governance mechanism to prevent inappropriate agent behaviors. In a strict agency theoretic sense, an efficient contract is one which that creates the best possible outcome for the principal, rather than one that maximizes the joint utility of both principal and agent—much in line with the focus of the supplier-development literature. To steer the behavior of the agent, two (formal) contracting methods can be used. They are 1) the behavior-oriented contract or incentive (Eisenhardt, 1989; Shapiro, 2005), and 2) the outcome-oriented contract or incentive. The preferred contract type in any situation is related to the type of task performed by the agent and the context where in which the task is performed. The bBehavior-oriented contracts stress the required processes and activities that help achieve performance; they are, and is appropriate when the measurability of the outcome is low, but when it is possible to monitor or measure agent behavior (Eisenhardt, 1989). Governance and control through monitoring is a means for securing agent compliance. Outcome-oriented contracts focus on well-defined and measurable performance, and involves specifying a delivery and linking it to payment (Selviaridis and Norrman, 2014). 

Displayed in a multi-tier supply chain, Figure 6 presents the most central notions of agency theory for this dissertation. In the coming discussion (chapter 6), they are used to increase the understanding of supplier development within as well as beyond the single dyad. 


Figure 6. Central concepts of agency theory

[bookmark: _Toc50537869]3.3 Basic assumptions in agency theory 
Agency theory builds on a number of central assumptions in regards toregarding people, organizations, and information. The conceptual strength of agency theory brings with it some of its inherent weaknesses or limitations,; at least as a basis for qualitative studies. The assumptions in agency theory relating to the nature of the individuals or organizations are understood as prerequisites for mathematical modelling and prediction, which is often the aim in the principal-agent stream of agency theory. The positive stream of agency research, on the other hand, is generally non-mathematical and empirically oriented (Jensen, 1983). Jensen (1983),— as a proponent of the positive stream of agency research,— emphasizes the difficulty as well as desirability of working with qualitative evidence. 	Comment by .: US spelling
At the heart of the theory are assumptions about, e.g., individuals as rational, self-interested value maximizers, prone to opportunism. Agency theory also presents the assumption that complex organizational structures and networks can be reduced to dyads of individuals and that agents are risk- averse, and more so than their principals (Eisenhardt, 1989; Shapiro, 2005). 
Those assumptions form the basis of the theory, yet are often relaxed when the theory is applied. Many potential applications of agency theory in supply chain management do call for a relaxation of the basic assumptions in order to allow for the complexity inherent in, e.g., buyer-supplier relationships and buyer-supplier interaction. As an example, theit is acknowledgedement that actors are not simply principals or agents, but often both may be required. The sequential nature of supply chains dictates that supply chain actors are agents in some relations, and principals in others; see Figure 7 below. 


Figure 7. Examples of principal- agent relationships in product (retail) and transport supply chains
The figure illustrates a simplified “product supply chain” (horizontal),, i.e., the firms involved in the conversion process from raw materials to finished products and a simplified “transport supply chain” (vertical), i.e., the firms involved in the movement and storage of goods. A transport supply chain (or at minimum, a transport provider) is likely to be present in all product supply chain interfaces. The dotted arrows (in Figure 7) indicate the different principal-agent relationships, showing how the role of agents and principals moves between actors, up- and down-stream in the supply chains. The figure builds on the basic assumption that the retailer, in the product supply chain, delegates work to the manufacturing supplier (1st first tier), who delegates it further to the components supplier (second2nd tier). In the transport supply chain, where transportation, and possibly other logistics services are bought and sold, the logic is the same or similar, where, as anfor example, the 4PL is an agent in relation to the retailer (the shipper), and a principal in relation to the 3PL. Cheng and Kam (2008) developed the agency terminology, by categorizing principals as either primary—acting as the “prime leader” of a network (e.g., the retailer in the above example)—or secondary principals. The secondary principal is an agent who reports to the primary principal and collaborates with other agents to meet requirements. In line with Wilhelm et al. (2016), this role can be conceptualized as double -agency. The first-tier suppliers are seen as a critical link between the (primary) principal and the remaining supply chain and get a complex, both primary and secondary agency, role. This double control relationship encompasses the responsibility to manage, for example, (e.g.) sustainability in their own organization as well as within the boundaries of its their suppliers’ organizations (Cheng and Kam, 2008). 
Also, the fact that agency relationships are not strictly dyadic, but may encompass multiple principals or multiple agents with potentially conflicting interests, has been identified. Cheng and Kam’s (2008) conceptual framework for the analysis of risk, identifiesy different network structures ranging from single agent/single principal to multiple agents/multiple principals in multi-tier supply chains. Based on the suppliers’s point of view, one such relevant network structure is that of the multiple principals they serve (Pratt and Zeckhauser, 1985; Shapiro, 2005):; principals with potentially competing interests. How to manage those different relationships becomes the focus for of the agent. 
 Moreover, the principal’s (assumed) role as the leader of the interaction has been addressed, likewise the nature of the individuals, acknowledging cooperative aspects of interaction (Shapiro, 2005). 
I would argue that, without the relaxation of some of the basic assumptions, the qualitative research I pursue—with a focus on experiences of suppliers—agency theory and the research at hand would not necessarily sit together comfortably. A particular concern has been the simultaneous wish to allow the voices and sense-making of suppliers to be heard, acknowledging the complexities in buyer-supplier interaction and the framing of it all within the boundaries of agency theory. I do, however, believe that, e.g., incentives, goal incongruence, and information asymmetry haves a lot ofmuch bearing for in research on supplier development. I find support in Fayezi et al. (2012), who acknowledges the theory’s descriptive and explanatory power when supply chains are understood as complex, not only economic but also social relationships and when addressing organizational behavior. 

[bookmark: _Toc50537870]3.4 Agency theory and its relation to the conceptual frame of reference 
This chapter has introduced the concept of agency, – i.e., the transfer of responsibility from principal to agent related to the accomplishment of certain activities or tasks. The principal-agent relationship implies the “power position” of the principal and the agent’s expected compliance (see 6.1 and 6.2).  With the transfer of responsibility comes the risk that the agent does not perform the task as per expectation, due to information asymmetry and/or goal incongruence. With reference to the earlier discussion in the conceptual frame of reference (see 2.4), those factors could be understood as barriers; as they are factors which have the possibility to of affecting the supplier development and the supplier- development outcome negatively. Regardless of the cause of “‘non-compliance,”’, the problem is referred to as an agency problem. To its aid, the principal has the opportunity to work with aligning the interests between principal and agent(s) through incentives, (e.g., contracts or other mechanisms designed to induce suppliers to improve their performance). The incentives can, therefore, be understood as enablers of supplier development as per the earlier discussion in 2.4. The principal can also invest in control mechanisms, (e.g., auditing or performance management, as presented in 2.2. ). The need for formal control mechanisms is understood to increase when trust is lacking in the buyer-supplier relationship, as (discussed in 2.1). The control mechanisms can, in my view, likewise be understood as incentivizing mechanisms. Like the contract incentive, they may be either “‘positive”’ or “‘negative”’ incentives, related to either rewards or penalties). 
In multi-tier supply chains (see 2.3), the agent may need to take on the additional role of secondary principal, i.e., the responsibility of for securing adherence to the wishes of the primary principal throughout the supply chain (referred to as double agency). Also, the complexity of multiple principals with potentially conflicting interests hasve been identified. 



[bookmark: _Toc106594][bookmark: _Toc50537871]Methodology
This chapter gives an overview of the research process in terms of studies and their outcomes in the form of published or unpublished papers. It also elaborates on how the analysis was conducted with the aim of answering the research questions and fulfilling the purpose of this dissertation. Considerations for research quality are likewise discussed. 

[bookmark: _Toc50537872]4.1 The research process
The research process consists of five different studies. First is an overall literature study on of what I refer to as traditional supplier development (Sstudy A), which transformed into a study of sustainable supplier development and buyer-supplier interaction for sustainability (Sstudy B). Together with the empirical studies, (sStudies C, D, and E), they create the totality of this work. A schematic overview of the process is presented below (Figure 8), where the studies are presented chronologically with approximate timings as toof when they were carried out. The timing of the empirical studies in the scheme, primarily represents primarily the design and data collection phase,; whereas the writing of the different artifacts, which are the result of the different studies, may have taken place, in part, beforehand, as well as during and after. From this research, those written outcomes are—or will be—presented to different audiences in the forms of journal articles, conference proceedings (all referred to as papers here) as well as a licentiate thesis (Ülgen, 2017) and this dissertation. The visualization below also shows the presentation and defense of my licentiate thesis and dissertation, indicted by the scrolls. 



Figure 8. The research process in terms of studies and thesis/dissertation outputs
The three empirical studies shed light on different aspects of supplier development and supplier-development interaction (“traditional” or “sustainable”), as well as on different settings (“product-” or “transport” supply chains) where supplier-development interaction can be encountered. 

  The following presentation starts with the main literature studies, as they best illustrate the developments taking place during the process. Thereafter, the presentation of empirical studies follows. 
[bookmark: _Toc50537873]4.1.1 The literature studies
The literature study working as the foundation of this research—Sstudy A—was initially undertaken in order to increase my own understanding of the research area of interest—supplier development. Furthermore, it was undertaken in order to direct the coming empirical studies. The study focused on supplier development in general, the supplier-development practice of performance management specifically, as well as the notion of barriers and enablers (and similar concepts). Its emphasis was to cover supplier development aiming towards the traditional areas of supplier performance (quality, delivery, and cost) as this was, at the onset of the research process, what primarily intrigued me and where I was certain interesting research opportunities were waiting to be identified. The findings of this study came to affect and shape the overall research process and content. Findings like “a large portion of supplier-development research focuses on the buyer in the buyer-supplier relationships” (see, e.g., Terpend et al., 2008 and Ramsay et al. 2013), which impliesying that there is little focus onto the supplier or the dyad or relationship as such, sparked my interest in better understanding better the experiences of the involved suppliers. Empirical studies were designed and performed during this literature study, and the writing of different artefacts took place. Study A worked as an inspiration for two2 succeeding subsequent empirical studies (Sstudies C and D), and as a foundation for developing the purpose and research questions that guided the process with the licentiate thesis. Study A was primarily narrative (Bryman and Bell, 2011). 
Study A developed into Sstudy B, focusing on supplier development aiming for sustainability performance (environmental and/or social). During 2017, after the presentation and defense of my licentiate thesis, I made the conscious choice to focus on supplier development for sustainability. was made. In part, it can be said to have already begun, as in my readings of the literature, I gradually encountered more and more such literature. was encountered. Once the (more distinct) shift towards supplier development and supply chain interaction for sustainability took place,; a clearly systematic literature review was carried out, serving as the main (but not sole) method for the literature study (Sstudy B). The notion of barriers and enablers continued to be important for the research at hand. During Sstudy B, one additional empirical study took place, as well as the writing of new papers included in this dissertation. The complete literature review (Sstudiesy A and B) has supported the development of the purpose and research questions that guided the process with this dissertation. For anyone interested in wanting to knowing more about those studies, a deeper description of Study A is found in the kappa of the licentiate thesis (Ülgen, 2017), and the structured (part of the) literature review (Sstudy B) is thoroughly described in Paper 4 (Ülgen, Björklund, Simm and Forslund, (2019). [paper 4]. Continual reading of literature has been ongoing outside the structured literature review, both within the subject area and related to theoretical lenses with a specific focus onto agency theory. 	Comment by .: This is the correct syntax unless someone else made the choice for you.
[bookmark: _Toc50537874]4.1.2 The empirical studies
Study C – barriers in supplier development – is a study of the supplier-development practice of performance management taking place in the interface between two textiles manufacturers and the sourcing organizations of two retail chains,; i.e., supplier development in a product supply chain. The investigated supplier development primarily focuses primarily on the traditional areas of supplier performance (quality, delivery, and cost), yet also supplier development for sustainability is also included. The study brings to this dissertation an understanding of the supplier-development practice (the effort as such) as well as the related experienced barriers.  The study is primarily deductive, as it builds on pre-existing literature onregarding, e.g., barriers on which the data collection was based. Enablers are furthermore identified, though in the guise of “best practices.”. The study is designed as a multiple case study of two textiles supply chains, where the empirical scope is that of a “‘true dyad,”’ (i.e., data collection from both ends of a specific dyad). For further reference to empirical scopes, see Paper 4 (Ülgen et al., (2019). [paper 4]. The main methodological inspiration for this case study is Yin (2009). 

[bookmark: _Hlk50795562]Study D – supplier experiences of barriers and enablers in supplier development –- is a study of supplier development, and barriers and enablers of supplier development. The study brings to this dissertation an understanding of supplier development and related experienced barriers and enablers. The study is designed in a two-step process, with first a study based on interviews, and supporting documents (e.g., KPI follow- up templates and 8D- reports) and reviews of firm webpages related to the supplier development program[footnoteRef:6] of an OEM in the heavy -vehicles industry, and second, a focus group study of suppliers in different industries (including heavy vehicles and automotive). 	Comment by .: This says the same thing twice. [6:  The supplier-development program can be viewed as the supplier-development practices deployed in a specific buyer-supplier relationship in order to transfer knowledge from the buyer to the supplier in a systematic and coordinated effort (Wagner, 2010).] 

The first step covers the supplier-development program of the heavy-vehicle industry OEM,; as captured through interviews of buyer and supplier representatives. The study focuses on supplier experiences and perceptions of supplier development. The main methodological inspiration for this part is Merriam (2009) and Lee et al. (2007), and it is primarily inductive in nature, as data collection was performed without specific literature frameworks in mind. Instead, the suppliers’ own sensemaking making of supplier development and barriers and enablers of supplier development was sought, for; though admittedly, barriers and enablers as such could be seen as a framework with its basis in the literature.
When it comes to an understanding of the ongoing supplier-development effort, the empirical scope is the “‘true dyad;”’, i.e. both buyers and suppliers were interviewed in order to describe the ongoing supplier development. The empirical scope related to experienced barriers and enablers is the focal firm, based on the interviews with the suppliers. The investigated barriers and enablers relate primarily to the dyad (supplier-heavy-vehicle OEM buyer) but also, to some extent,  the supplier’s network of buyers, which came to be conceptualized as “‘being developed by many.”’. 
As the second step, the focus group study of multiple suppliers from different industries supplying components, sub-assemblies, or sub- systems to OEMs was undertaken. The focus group interviews haves a “‘focal firm dyad”’ or “‘focal firm network’” perspective. The involved representatives were partakingparticipating based on their roles as suppliers. The focus groups were performed in order to further develop, strengthen, or challenge certain findings from the main study of the heavy- vehicle industry suppliers,; specifically, the ones findings related to being developed by many. The focus group was chosen as a method was chosen because of its advantages for capturing the dynamics of viewpoints from several participants in the groups simultaneously, and building on them. The main methodological inspiration for the focus group study is Sutton and Arnold (2013). As with Sstudy C, this study focuses on supplier development in product supply chains, and the traditional areas of supplier performance (quality, delivery, and cost). 

[bookmark: _Hlk50796122]Study E – supplier development for sustainability –- is a study of sustainable supplier development focusing on relationships between actors, and the communication of sustainability (environmental and social) requirements throughout a transport supply chain (TSC). Having rendered gained some understanding of supplier development in product supply chains, a shift from product to TSCs took place in order to create an understanding of supplier development/interaction between buyers and suppliers in this kind of setting as well. The study brings an understanding of sustainable supplier development in TSCs to the dissertation. The study is designed as a case study with data collection from three actors:; a retail chain (further referred to as the shipper), a third- party logistics service provider (3PL), and a hauler[footnoteRef:7] (performing the actual transport service on the shipper’s behalf). Hence, the empirical scope is a “‘true supply chain.”’. The study is primarily deductive, and the data collection builds on existing frameworks, for e.g., for communication. To support the analysis, the empirical findings are viewed and discussed through the theoretical lens of agency theory. The main methodological inspiration for the case study is Yin (2014).  [7:  The hauler-3PL relationship is based on a cooperative ownership structure where the hauler is one of approximately 80 haulers who owns the 3PL. ] 


[bookmark: _Toc50537875]4.2 Process outcomes included in this dissertation
The studies, presented in 4.1 above, are the basis of this dissertation; the outcomes from the process are the five appended papers and the kappa of this PhD dissertation. Additionally, the kappa of the licentiate thesis (Ülgen, 2017) is also an output of the research process. The literature- and empirical studies are inputs to the papers; the literature studies and papers are inputs to the kappa of the dissertation.
Figure 9, below is an illustration of what inputs (studies and/or papers) created what output (papers and/or kappa of PhD dissertation). Paper 1 builds on Sstudiesy A and C, and is narrow in its focus on the specific supplier-development practice of performance management. Papers 2 and 3, based on Studiesstudy A and D, look at supplier development as a bigger program, or as a more comprehensive or inclusive activity. Those three papers build on empirical data from—either industrial or retail—product supply chains. See Figure 9 for what the inputs (studies) are used to create pPapers 1-3 (also visualizing pPapers 4 and 5, as well as the kappa of the dissertation). 	Comment by .: Check here...	Comment by .: ...and here to make sure you want to say what instead of which.
“What” is for lots of possibilities, while “which” is for fewer possibilities, as in you’ve narrowed down your options.

Figure 9. Key to how studies translate into papers, and the kappa of PhD dissertation
Another tTwo additional papers are included in this dissertation. The structured literature review (Ppaper 4) is the main outcome of the structured literature- review study (Sstudy B). The empirical paper (Ppaper 5) displays empirical data from a TSC, and builds on Studiesstudy B and E. Those papers are also visualized in Figure 9 (above) together with the kappa of the dissertation. Studies are inputs to the papers; papers and literature studies are inputs to the kappa of the dissertation. Figure 9 is not intended as an illustration of the research process itself, such as whether, e.g., deduction/induction was the primary method. 
Table 1 below, gives a summary of the papers’ content and methodology. The bold print indicates the paper’s primary focus (where, e.g., Ppaper 1 focuses on supplier development aiming for traditional outcomes ([quality, cost, etc.],) yet sustainability outcomes are also considered). 

[bookmark: _Hlk50797597]Table 1. Papers in terms of content and methodology	Comment by .: I suggest “Content and methodology of papers.”

[bookmark: _Toc50537876]4.3 Scientific foundation 
Different ways of perceiving reality, what constitutes knowledge of that reality, and how knowledge can be created, is are the basis of different scientific traditions. One way of describing the scientific traditions is by focusing on the traditions of social constructionism, positivism, and the post- positivist critical realism traditions (Adamides et al., 2012; Fletcher, 2017; Wynn and Williams, 2012). The papers in this dissertation are framed within the “twilight zone” (or border line) of social constructionism and critical realism. 
[bookmark: _Toc50537877]4.3.1 A brief comment on three scientific traditions (constructionism, positivism, and critical realism) 
The constructionist tradition is focused on the understanding of the intangible constructions or perspectives that individuals form about, e.g., different events or different topics. The basic ontology underpinning the constructionist tradition is often understood to be relativism. According to Burningham and Cooper (1999), constructionism however does not need to build on an “‘extreme”’ relativist (ontological) view. Instead, which is often the case in published research, a mild or contextual constructionism is displayed,; one which that acknowledges an independent reality. What that reality (material or social) “‘is,”’ or the meaning of it, is understood to be socially constructed.
[bookmark: _Hlk50798545] According to Sismondo (1993), the understanding that the social reality is socially constructed is also in line with constructionism in the “‘Berger and Luckman sense.”’. The focus of constructionist research is not necessarily to evaluate whether constructions are true or false;, instead, there is a focus on facilitating an informed understanding, understood as a relativist epistemology. However, also constructionists may also make “truth claims”, or take preference in one claim (or construction) above another. This meansMeaning that they may very well take a realist position towards certain aspects of their research (Burningham and Cooper, 1999). Constructionists are traditionally using qualitative research methods; , and constructionism and qualitative studies are joint by a mutual respect for the complexities of the human experience. According to Gammelgaard (2004) and Nilsson and Gammelgaard (2012), little research in the realm of logistics and supply chain management is framed within the constructionist tradition, or what Arbnor and Bjerke (1997; 2009) refers to as the actors’ approach. 	Comment by .: Do you mean joined?
Or do you mean to say “...constructionism and qualitive studies share a mutual respect for...”
In contrast, the positivist tradition builds on assumptions that reality is objective, tangible, and fragmentable, and the aim of the research is often prediction. The general understanding is that causal relationships can be discovered, i.e., it is focused on the uncovering of a universal set of laws that underpin reality. Research findings in this tradition are deemed value-free, time-free, and context- independent (Mentzer and Kahn, 1995). According to (Mentzer and Kahn, (1995), this is moreover where a large share of the logistics and supply chain management research is situated. Gammelgaard (2004) supports Mentzer and Kahn, in so much that logistics research is little influenced by the behavioral approaches to scientific study rather than the economic approaches. 
The critical realist tradition represents an ontological realism and an epistemological relativism emphasizing that our knowledge of reality is theory-dependent. Structures and mechanisms underlying actual events in the form of (logistics) practice and performance (Aastrup and Halldórsson, 2008) are also emphasized. Parr (2015) puts forward that critical realism bears many similarities to research grounded in mild[footnoteRef:8] constructionism, as it also acknowledges that social scientific knowledge is historically and culturally situated. Important for critical realism is that it offers the opportunity of being able to judge between competing theories on the basis ofbased on their merits as explanations about the social world. It does not subscribe to “‘judgmental relativism,”’ claiming that all beliefs are equally valid and that none can be rationally preferred above another. According to Fletcher (2017), critical realism serves as a general methodological framework;, however, it is not associated with any particular set of methods. Certain research designs, such as case study research, are said to be suitable, as they hold a sensitivity to contextual and causal circumstances. Research within this tradition is often in search for of explanation; more seldom are critical realists concerned with “‘common properties”’ and “‘general patterns.”’. The use of quantitative methods is rare (Parr, 2015). Critical realism seeks to describe reality based on an analysis of the experiences observed and interpreted by the participants, along with other types of data (Wynn and Williams, 2012). One of the most fundamental assumptions in critical realism is the existence of generative mechanisms that create events (Bhaskar, 1975), rather than strict cause-effect types of relationships. Critical realism suggests that social activity is embedded in material occurrences, and that social phenomena is an important dimension to include in analysis (Sayer, 1992); e.g., the power position of suppliers, and the conflicting positions of one supplier in multiple supply chains, may be influential (Aastrup and Halldórsson, 2008). Critical realism acknowledges that logistics activities are affected by agents and their choices and intentions.  [8:  Referred to by Parr (2015) as “weak” constructionism.] 

[bookmark: _Toc50537878]4.3.2 The scientific view as a basis for this dissertation 
My own scientific view is largely influenced by the notion that reality is (in part) socially constructed, and that knowledge of the same is contextual, and bound to a time and a place. It is therefore also built on the notion that what goes on is not only a matter of material occurrences, but is related to the actor’s choices and intentions. Figure 10 visualizes my understanding of the scientific traditions, based in ontology and epistemology. 


Figure 10. The scientific framing of the papers in this research

I see the different pieces of this research to be framed within the intersection between critical realism and constructionism. 	Comment by .: I suggest you move this to the end of the previous paragraph.
Constructionism aligns well with my favoring of qualitative studies, and the focus onto experiences and perceptions of the actors in the empirical world. This is primarily evident in Ppapers 2 and 3, aiming to describe preferred- supplier perceptions of barriers and enablers (Ppaper 2) and to explore barriers of being developed by many buyers simultaneously and over time (Ppaper 3), respectively. Those papers display the importance of context, of the informant’s own sensemaking, and, specifically in Ppaper 3, that the individual case has something important to tell us. Instead of searching for general properties, the importance of context is displayed through, e.g., the different experiences and perceptions supplier representatives present based on the type of buyers they collaborate with (Ppaper 3). Their view of complexities (internally within the buyer organizations specifically) clearly differ. Further, the network context, – in which the supplier development can be understood to take place, is also identified as important. Paper 2 displays the relevance of context or situation through its focus on preferred suppliers, who, unlike other suppliers, experience certain types of barriers. Papers 2 and 3 are self-authored and may display research “‘outside”’ the more general frame of logistics and supply chain management realm, as here, the “views and desires of social agents” are mostly disregarded (Aastrup and Halldórsson, 2008:748). 
Papers 1, 4, and 5, as well as the kappa, is are best understood to be framed within the post-positivist critical realist tradition, a place where I and my co-authors /supervisors meet and find common ground to work productively together. Based on my understanding of the critical realist and constructionist traditions—where the similarities between them are more than their differences—I do feel at home within this scientific tradition. Papers 1, and 5, aiming to reveal the practices of logistics performance management and related best practices and barriers (pPaper 1) and how high sustainability ambitions of a shipper can be approached in a supply chain (pPaper 5), respectively, are qualitative in nature;, they pays attention to context yet takes existing literature (performance management and communication and relationship literature respectively) as a starting point for the empirical research, aligning in that sense with the critical realist tradition. Paper 5 specifically, furthermore builds on a theoretical framework, which gives additional insights for a better understanding of the different actors’ perspectives. presented. 	Comment by .: Is this perhaps too informal?
How can a tradition (which is abstract) also be a place (which is tangible)?
Paper 4, the structured literature review, aims to create a research agenda, based on a synthesis of extant research. The suggestions for further research are wide in nature, and the proposed research agenda holds suggestions for research that could be framed within any of the three scientific traditions as discussed here. Examples are, e.g., the suggestion for research addressing the involved actors’ experiences and perceptions of inter-organizational supply chain interaction (IOSCI), i.e., the interaction between actors (buyers and suppliers) in supply chains which that could be investigated using a constructionist approach. Research designed in order to understand how IOSCI and relations evolve over time, including potential cause- and- effect relationships, could be framed based on a positivist or critical realist approach in search for of generative mechanisms. The pPapers 1, 4, and 5, which are co-authored and published or currently going through the process of being published, can be seen to be more in line with the lion’s share of the logistics and supply chain management research. Neither of the scientific positions can be said to have been used dogmatically, but rather functioned as an overarching guiding principle when designing, conducting and writing the research.	Comment by .: Are you sure?
The English translation of e.g. is for example.
So here you are saying, “Examples, for example, are the suggestion...”

[bookmark: _Toc50537879]4.4 The analysis to answer the research questions
In order to answer the research questions, different parts of the conceptual frame of reference (chapter 2), and the selected theoretical lens (chapter 3) are utilized together with the findings of the appended papers. Also, an overall return to the different studies (literature as well as empirical) and the interviews and field notes were made. The understanding of the totality of the research gained over time, worked as a guide in developing the research questions and executing the analysis for this dissertation.    
The analysis related to research question 1, regarding the characteristics of the interaction in supplier development, utilizes the following concepts from the literature on interaction; collaboration, coordination and cooperation, and power-dependence and trust, as well as concepts from the supplier- development literature; direct and indirect supplier development, and finally collaborative and monitoring- based supplier development, i.e., both Sstudies A and B are utilized. The analysis is performed by searching for themes in the papers and empirical data to be related to the literature-based concepts. A pattern- matching strategy (Yin, 2014) was implemented,. Itwhich was done in a two-step process where first power and trust were analyzed., tThis first analysis then fed into the analysis directing interest towards collaboration, coordination, and cooperation. The findings of the different papers (paper by paper) were structured into “literature-based themes” and “subthemes-themes,”, such as pPower (theme) and, e.g., influence over other actors, degree of power balance ranging from symmetrical to asymmetrical (subthemes-themes) and tTrust (theme) and, e.g., performance capability and relationship capability (subthemes-themes) further looked intoinvestigated by classifying the buyer-supplier relationships in relation to the openness of communication and investments in the other actor (second-tier sub-theme), and cCollaboration (theme) and, e.g., the strategic importance of relationship and hierarchical collaboration (sub-themes). In regards toRegarding  collaboration, coordination, and cooperation, going into this research process, the predicted pattern, going into this research process, was that collaboration would play a major role in the relationships between OEM-heavy- vehicles suppliers, due to their preferred-supplier status (Ppaper 2), and shipper-3PL, due to the 3PL’s expertise in, and proactive sustainability work. Less collaborative interaction was predicted for the other studied relationships. The interaction was, where possible, characterized using those labels. In addition, agency theory is applied as a theoretical lens, through which the findings are viewed, searching the findings of the studies and papers for examples of goal incongruence, information asymmetries (and potential agency problems), applications of control mechanisms, and other (positive) incentives. 	Comment by .: This 81-word sentence is difficult to read. It scored a 25 on the Flesch reading ease scale (90-100 = very easy to read, 0-30 = extremely difficult to read.
The analysis related to research question 2 regarding complexities in supplier development is builds on the findings of Sstudy D primarily, but also Sstudies C and E also give inputs to this analysis. The more evident complexities in supplier development, from the supplier’s perspective, are identified through paper 3[footnoteRef:9]. Inspired by Yin’s (2014) discussion of explanation building, all papers/studies were investigated for complexities in supplier development. In order to identify complexities, the notions of contradictions, (lack of) continuity, and (lost) relationships (identified as barriers based on Ppaper 3) were used. E.g.For example, the supplier-development strategies, made sense of explained by Gosling et al. (2015) and originally developed by (Krause , (1999) and Krause et al., (2000; 2007), was identified as a literature-based framework that could bring some light into the analysis (based on the “‘criteria”’ contradiction). In order to identify what could constitute complexities in supplier development—would they not be related to contradictions, continuity, or relationship—also, a more “open” investigation of the papers took place. This led to the identification of the complexities of information asymmetries,; specifically prevalent in multi-tier supply chains. Practically tThis was done by creating a matrix where findings from the different papers and studies were plotted based on first, complexities first, and then, fine-tuned based on contradictions, continuity, relationship, etc. Agency theory was used as a theoretical lens, and potential agency problems were identified (related to the complexities), and discussed based on the supplier perspective, foundational for this dissertation. The analysis builds on the postmodern goal (Schutt, 2012) of trying to understand how the suppliers see and make sense of the world, without thinking there is one single (or even any) “correct” description. [9:  The label “complexities” evolved during the work with the kappa of the licentiate thesis (Ülgen, 2017). ] 

In relation to research question 3, the analysis takes its starting point in the importance of incentives in supplier development, and as an important concept in agency theory. Each study and paper was investigated in search for of incentivizing mechanisms provided by the principals, and as such as acknowledged by agency theory. An example could be incentives identified through the formal contract. Two such incentives were identified. All papers were then investigated for other potential incentives, i.e., mechanisms that may favor the supplier’s commitment to the supplier- development effort. This analysis directed interest to the previously identified enablers. The criteria for inclusion was that, at minimum, three of the empirical papers would show evidence in favor of the suggested incentive. This analysis took place by note-taking in the margins of printed paper copies of the appended papers. One such incentive was identified.   
All the identified incentives were then investigated in order to describe how and why they work to incentivize or even dis-incentivize (!) the supplier’s supplier-development commitment. 	Comment by .: What?
 
[bookmark: _Toc480528365][bookmark: _Toc497853297][bookmark: _Toc498413673][bookmark: _Toc50537880]4.5 Research quality – trustworthiness 
As the research in this dissertation is primarily qualitative in nature, a quality criterion suitable for this kind of research has been considered. Trustworthiness implies some form of correspondence to a reality outside of the researcher’s perception. The following section relates this research to the four embedded sets of evaluation criteria for trustworthiness: credibility, transferability, dependability, and confirmability (Bryman and Bell, 2014; Halldórsson and Aastrup, 2003). In addition to those criteria for research quality, I have chosen to make a remark on research ethics at the end of this section. 
[bookmark: _Toc476302133][bookmark: _Toc497853298][bookmark: _Toc498413674][bookmark: _Toc50537881]4.5.1 Credibility 
Credibility is related to the truth value of the research (Halldórsson and Aastrup, 2003; Bailey, 2007) and regards how well the informant’s view of reality is represented. Credible research displays an understanding of the phenomena under investigation, and a credible account rings true to readers and members of the setting. Informants play an important role—letting the informants correct the picture of the reality that the researcher draws is an important component in striving for credibility. In order to control for and strengthen the credibility (Halldórsson and Aastrup, 2003), most interviews were recorded, transcribed, and summarized into “‘case descriptions.”’. They were sent to the informants for commentary (Studies study C and study D). If needed, (which was the case in Sstudy C for the global retail chain (additional interviews) and Sstudy D for suppliers D and F, where additional accounts and corrections to the case descriptions were collected,) changes were made and additional interviews were carried out in order to verify and create the necessary clarity. Where no recordings were made, extensive note- taking by minimum at least one researcher took place, whilest the other(s) was/were more actively engaged in the interviews (Sstudy C). 
[bookmark: _Toc476302134][bookmark: _Toc497853299][bookmark: _Toc498413675]Credibility of the findings can, in addition, be created via triangulation, e.g., source, methods, and investigator triangulation (Bryman and Bell, 2014). Multiple respondents enable source triangulation (Barrat, et al., 2011),; present in all the empirical studies, and hence in all empirical papers. Additional data sources such as documents, and web pages complemented the interviews in all studies. . Investigator triangulation was also present (Sstudiesy D and E), where at least minimum of two researchers were involved. For Sstudy C, interviews were carried out individually by the two researchers; however, the analysis was performed jointly. 
[bookmark: _Toc50537882]4.5.2 Transferability 
[bookmark: _Toc476302135][bookmark: _Toc497853300][bookmark: _Toc498413676]Transferability refers to whether the research can make general claims about the world, i.e., if it is generalizable across persons, settings, and time (Aastrup and Halldórsson, 2008; Bryman and Bell, 2014; Halldórsson and Aastrup, 2003). However, Ttransferability is however not always an aim in and of itself; equally important as finding what is similar, is to finding what is unique in a specific case (Arbnor and Bjerke, 2009). Transferability through naturalistic generalizability is accomplished through the descriptions of the context and through detailed accounts of what has been examined (Bailey, 2007). Thereafter it is up to the reader to decide whether or not there is transferability. The respective papers contains accounts of the context through, e.g., industry, firm size, type of buyer/supplier relationship e.g.,such as in terms of the products (generic, customer-specific, components, or products for resale-sell), power-dependence relations, relationship longevity, and other factors that are deemed to be important for a reader when assessing the transferability of findings. However, Ttransferability has however not been a clear aim in this research, as general claims haves not been the focus in of this research.  
[bookmark: _Toc50537883]4.5.3 Dependability 
According to Lincoln and Guba (1986), dependability regards the process rather than outcome of the research. It regardsconsiders the extent to which the study can be replicated with the same or similar results (Bryman and Bell, 2014) and concerns the stability of data over time (Halldórsson and Aastrup, 2003). Different measures have been taken utilized in the quest for dependability in this research and for the possibility to make a dependability judgement of the same. As with any published, or unpublished scientific work, self-authored or not, the papers, thesis, and dissertation have—for their betterment—to different degrees been subject to scrutiny and inputs from supervisors, opponents (in Linnaeus University- and Linköping University- internal seminars), and journal or conference reviewers.  All in all, this means that the research has been subject to external audits throughout the research process. The involvement of multiple researchers throughout the process, gaveprovided an opportunity for thorough discussion and judgement of the data. The methodological descriptions in the papers also bring a certain level of “replicability” to the studies,; specifically for Ppapers 1, 4, and 5, where a more “deductive” logic, with clear frames of reference, has been used to shape the investigation (interview questions for Ppapers 1 and 5 and search criteria for Ppaper 4).
[bookmark: _Toc476302136][bookmark: _Toc497853301][bookmark: _Toc498413677][bookmark: _Toc50537884]4.5.4 Confirmability 
[bookmark: _Toc497853302][bookmark: _Toc498413678]According to Halldórsson and Aastrup (2003), confirmability refers to the objectivity of the research, meaning that the researchers did not let personal biases or values affect the research. Complete objectivity is not possible in case studies, as there is close interaction between the researcher and the data, and complete objectivity is correspondingly not always sought for (Bailey, 2007). It is, however, important that it is clear that findings are supported by data. The confirmability criterion is hence concerned with the product (data and reconstructions), rather than the process (Lincoln and Guba, 1986). Confirmability relates to the degree to which the results could be corroborated by others. The steps taken to secure confirmability is are bythrough joint analysis work, ongoing discussions of interpretations with the supervising committee as well as fellow researchers (co-authors), and by letting faculty members in logistics, supply chain management and industrial marketing, as well as industry representatives read the drafts throughout the writing process. The papers (not necessarily in their final form) have moreover been presented and discussed at conferences; hence, researchers have had the opportunity to question interpretations and give input on the studies and their findings, strengthening the confirmability of the research.  
[bookmark: _Toc50537885]4.5.5 Research ethics
As the research in this dissertation is empirical, research ethics related to, e.g., confidentiality, informed consent, and deception are important topics to consider (Vetenskapsrådet, 2011). Researchers should ensure the confidentiality of the informant’s records and the anonymity of accounts if requested to do so. If requested, firms involved in the research should be anonymized to not allow for identification. In this research, firms are anonymized, and informants are presented based on their functional responsibility. There are multiple possible dimensions to anonymity in this research. A first dimension is the anonymity of the firms in relation to those who come across and read this dissertation and papers;, a second dimension could be the anonymity of the supplier firms in relation to the buyer, and finally, the anonymity of the informants themselves. In Sstudy C, the potential anonymity aspects to consider is the anonymity of the firms to the reader. As the suppliers were selected and known by the buyer, they did not have the opportunity to be anonymous in this regard. Informants are mentioned with their functional responsibility, but no statements are tied to a specific informant.  None of the informants presented any wish to be anonymous, but as no specific benefits of presenting firm names were apparent, the choice to not present them was made. As to the anonymity of the firms in Sstudiesy D and E, the buyers did not present any concerns, and only one supplier informant (Sstudy D) expressed the wish to be presented without the firm name—this is the main reason not to present firm names from Sstudy D (and E). 	Comment by .: Why have you used parentheses here?
Informed consent regards the informants’ opportunity to make an informed judgement about their involvement and whether or not they allow interviews to be recorded. In this research, the informants have been informed of the aim of the research, asked if they wish to continue with the interviews, and informed of any recordings. As they have also been able to read the case descriptions afterwards, they have had the opportunity to ensure that misunderstandings have been avoided. 
Deception can be avoided by explaining the true nature of the research and trying not to mislead the informants. However, as the research takes turns and as new features of the research reveals itselfthemselves, this it is impossible to avoid this completely. However, Tto the best of my (our) ability, I (we) have however tried to explain my (our) motives going in to each interview situation.  



[bookmark: _Toc50537886]Contributions from appended papers
The following section introduces the respective papers and explains how they contribute to this dissertation. The discussion in chapter 6 largely takes its starting point from those contributions. The presentation of the papers follows a reasonably chronological order. This chapter gives specific information about my understanding of the findings and contributions of the respective papers. 

[bookmark: _Toc50537887]5.1 Paper 1
Logistics performance management in textiles supply chains: Best-practice and barriers
Conceptually, this paper takes its point of departure in the literature on logistics performance management. The paper contributes to RQ1 through its descriptions of the supplier-development interaction between buyers and suppliers and the supplier-development practice performance management (primarily an indirect practice) specifically. It contributes to RQ2 through, e.g., the identified complexities of the organizational structure of one buyer and to RQ3 thought through the identified attractiveness of one of the buying organizations. The setting is two product supply chains in the textiles industry—the Nordic supply chain (NSC) and the Gglobal supply chain (GSC), and the purpose of Ppaper 1 is to explore and assess to whatthe extent to which textiles supply chains display the best practices and barriers to logistics performance management that exist across supply chains in general.
The findings suggest that the supplier in the GSC experiences supplier development based on hierarchical collaboration, grounded in the Gglobal retail chain’s (GRC) relative power position and the supplier’s relative dependence. The GRC’s resources and competence within the performance management process—which are understood to be above those of the average textiles industry buyers’—are seen as the main enablers of the supplier- development;, this, together with the large volumes the buyer represents, makes the buyer an attractive customer. The supplier- development effort includes joint analysis and improvement projects. 
The suppliers experience frequent communications (GSC), as well as lack of interaction and lack of understandings of the other actor’s performance management process (NSC). A lack of trust on a personal level is found in the NSC, which is believed to affect the interaction and supplier development negatively. The lack of trust is related to a lack of personal relationships and limited communication and exchange. Due to frequent changes in purchasing staff, no relationships on a personal level are developed on a personal level. In the GSC, the supplier experiences that multiple supply chain interfaces and internal competition within the buyer adds complexities to the business relation, resulting in differing metrics and targets within the supply chain actor (GRC). Differing performance metrics, and hence targets, is are moreover present between the actors in the NSC, which is are perceived to negatively affect the supplier development. The two actors in the NSC have completely different perceptions of the supplier’s performance, and no communication of targets, nor performance levels, takes place. The buyer avoids communicating with the supplier due to an expressed lack of trust. 
The buyer-supplier interaction (for sustainability) can be described as ranging from weak at best, with little cooperation around sustainability (NSC), to collaborative efforts focusing on jointly improving, e.g., truck fill rate, where the expected outcomes can be a lessened environmental footprint as well as lower cost (GSC). 
The findings indicate only partial support for textiles supply chains being less developed than other industries in terms of logistics, as well as to that retailers are investing less in supplier development than, e.g., OEMs (in assembly industries). The understanding, though, is that this is contingent on buyer size rather than industry or supply chain position.  No industry- specific findings were made. Contradictory requirements occurring within the same supply chain actor is are understood as an illustration of the complexities that arise for suppliers, as supplier development takes place in networks, and not only within the dyad. 

[bookmark: _Toc50537888]5.2 Paper 2
Experiencing supplier development: Preferred suppliers’ view of barriers and enablers 
The paper contributes to RQ1 and RQ2 through its descriptions of the supplier-development program of one heavy- vehicles industry OEM, as experienced and perceived by preferred suppliers. The buyer is a resourceful and powerful actor within the heavy -vehicles industry, and the suppliers are relatively more dependent on the buyer then than vice versa. Founded in the conceptual frame of reference of this dissertation, it can be concluded that the supplier-development program utilizes all four supplier-development strategies:, competitive pressure, supplier evaluation, incentives, and direct supplier development, as presented by Gosling et al. (2015). The paper also contributes to RQ3 and the identification of the preferred-supplier status as an intended incentive. The purpose of Ppaper 2 is to describe preferred-supplier perceptions of barriers and enablers understood to affect the performance and/or capability developments of the supplier. 
Conceptually, the paper builds on the supplier- development literature with a focus onto barriers and enablers, supported by relationship marketing literature. The findings point towards a supplier development that is built around indirect practices, such as competitive bidding and excessive use of supplier switching during contract periods, and other supplier- development practices, such as KPI follow- ups. The supplier- development effort is primarily remedial or reactive, despite the suppliers’ “‘high”’ supplier classification and their related higher expectations. In addition, direct supplier-development practices as on-site development efforts are displayed. 
“‘Customer attractiveness,”’, based on the buyer’s available resources and competencies and the business value the buyer represents, is seen to positively influence the supplier development. It positively affects positively the supplier’s willingness to commit to the supplier-development effort. “‘The supplier’s unfulfilled expectations”’ of proactive supplier development—due to the supplier’s “‘preferred-supplier status”’—and “‘the buyer’s lack of long-term perspective”’ and lack of understanding of the supplier’s situation, are understood to negatively affect negatively the supplier’s willingness and motivation to participate in the supplier development, and may inhibit transaction-specific investments. The buyer’s “‘lack of communication and information sharing”’ is understood to affect the outcome of the supplier development more directly. The communication, which is primarily unidirectional from the buyer, and heavily reliant on the use of advanced communication mediums rather than personal, information- rich media, is understood to obstruct development. Feed-back loops from the buyer are often missing, leading to an experienced lack of needed information, which risks creating lessened future interaction from the supplier. Despite the buyer’s attractiveness, a certain level of supplier dissatisfaction,-satisfaction which may negatively affect the supplier’s’ resource allocation in favor of other attractive buyers, is displayed. 
The study contributes to the literature with new empirical evidence by investigating the supplier’s perspective and through the identification of unfulfilled expectations as a hindering factor in supplier development. It is understood to pertain primarily to the meaning of the preferred-supplier classification, something for which detailed exploration is lacking in the supplier-development literature (Yawar and Seuring, 2015).

[bookmark: _Toc50537889]5.3 Paper 3
Supplier development: The barriers of being developed by many
The paper contributes to RQ1 and RQ2 through its descriptions of supplier development and interactions as experienced by suppliers when being subjected to the development efforts of many different buyers simultaneously and over time. “Being developed by many,”, i.e., supplier development in networks, is understood as a source of complexities in supplier development. The paper draws from the supplier-development literature as well as from the network literature in an attempt to increase the understanding of the results of the empirical study. The paper focuses specifically on supplier development when the supplier is subjected to supplier development by many buyers and many individuals (different purchasing and supplier-development staff) within buyers and buyer groups. The purpose of Ppaper 3 is to explore barriers of being developed by many buyers simultaneously and over time as experienced by suppliers. 
The findings indicate supplier development built around indirect practices—with the addition of direct practices such as joint development projects. The buyer-supplier relationships display a relative supplier dependence (OEM-case supplier as well as focus group suppliers working with large OEM-buyers). The supplier development, as experienced and perceived by the supplier(s), is steered by contradictory interests of different buyers—within and outside buyer groups. The contradictory interests creates different supplier-development agendas and development paths for the supplier. The buyer requirements will affect the direction in which the supplier moves in technologically, and the capabilities the supplier utilizes and develops in their its operations. This could be specifically important for larger buyer groups that have the possibility to strategically utilize the supplier if they share a common agenda for the supplier. When contradictions arise within buyer groups, they may be especially difficult for the supplier. The supplier’s inability to adhere to the requirement of one actor in the buyer group may risk the totality of the customer account. 
The findings from multiple manufacturing suppliers point towards continuous changes in the supplier- development agenda, and a fragmentation of responsibility with unclear decision mandates, due to frequent turnover of the buyers’ supplier development and purchasing staff. This creates a lack of continuity over time, as many individuals guide interaction and supplier development. is guided by many individuals. This implies that the effects of the supplier development may not reach the core of the supplier organization, as instead of assisting in changing behaviors and attitudes, the supplier-development effort may be seen as a disruptive threat to the organization. The supplier organization will then comply, to the least possible extent, with the requirements for change. Rather, for the case supplier, it has become the management staff’s task to present the right information at the right time to the buyer(s) instead of implementing changes based on the buyers’ supplier-development work. Due to the staff coming and going, individual relationships are disrupted, and it that directs the interaction and communication between the actors to portals and other impersonal means of communication. It comes with the experienced lack of information and decision- making as a result. The lost personal relationships also create a perceived lack of responsibility, and dishonest communication, on behalf of the purchasing staff.
The paper adds to literature three overarching ways of illustrating and understanding barriers in a network context and develops the language used in order to discuss or understand barriers.   

[bookmark: _Toc50537890]5.5 Paper 4
Inter-organizational supply chain interaction for sustainability: a systematic literature review
The paper is based on the logistics and supply chain management literature with a focus on interaction for sustainability. The paper contributes to RQ1 through its literature- based descriptions of inter-organizational interaction for sustainability, and to RQ2 for illustrating the “‘non- contradictions”’ between monitoring and collaborative practices. The purpose of Ppaper 4 is to advance the understanding of the logistics and supply chain management literature on IOSCI[footnoteRef:10] for sustainability by describing and synthesizing the existing knowledge, the development of the research over time, and to proposinge a future research agenda. The paper contributes through its literature-based descriptions of buyer-supplier interaction ranging from control or governance,  to long-term close alliances with a high degree of coordination or collaboration. Examples of identified supplier-development practices are the posing of environmental requirements, green supplier assessments, supplier monitoring based on a code of conduct, and knowledge sharing.  [10:  Inter-organizational supply chain interaction ] 

Collaboration and monitoring practices are seen to take placeoccur at the same time in the same dyad, and a monitoring practice alone is understood as not to be always sufficient to enhance a supply chain partner’s capability to improve their sustainability. A stronger collaborative or partnership approach may be more feasible for firms with equal levels of resources; a mixed approach, combining both collaborative and monitoring or compliance-based methods, is instead said to suit those relationships that are characterized by resource imbalance.  
The level of trust and the power balance/power asymmetry between the supply chain actors are common dimensions that are understood to influence the buyer-supplier relationship and the interaction formed. However, the implementation of joint sustainability practices can also provide the potential to make the relationship more strategic;, i.e., the sustainability practice brings the possibility for more strategic and trust-based relationships. A lack of trust is understood to be a barrier to collaboration, and an increased level of trust is seen to lower the need for formal mechanisms. Trust has been shown to have a positive impact on suppliers’ social performance. Joint dependency has been found to positively influence socially responsible supply chain management, whilest buyer dependence constrains it as the supplier can resist the implementation of sustainable practices. Despite being a large emitter of greenhouse- gasses, few studies of interaction for sustainability addressing the actors in the transport industry are identified. The inclusion of e.g., the LSPs, for example, could cover a larger share of the supply chain’s environmental and social footprint. Empirical evidence of socially focused inter-organizational supply chain interaction for sustainability including suppliers outside of Asia is nearly absent. Factors external to the supply chain, such as market requirements, regulatory requirements, or legitimacy, and the adoption of internal green practices, are identified as drivers or enablers of sustainability- driven interaction. Despite an identified importance of sustainability interaction beyond the dyad, and despite repeated calls for SSCM research with supply chains as the unit of analysis and data collection at multiple actors, a (buyer) focal firm emphasis remains. Few identified studies reflect data collection (empirical scope) from a true dyad, true supply chain, or true network. 

[bookmark: _Toc50537891]5.6 Paper 5
Approaching sustainability across a supply chain - A study on a Swedish transport supply chain 
Conceptually, Ppaper 5 takes its point of departure in the sustainable supply chain management and communications literature. Theoretically, it is founded within agency theory. The paper contributes to RQ1 through its descriptions of interactions and supplier development for sustainability in a supply chain, to RQ2 through the identification of complexities of supplier development in supply chains, and to RQ3 by the buyer’s customer attractiveness functioning as an incentive for the supplier to comply with the buyer’s supplier- development effort. The setting is a transport supply chain (TSC) of a powerful and environmentally ambitious shipper (retailer). The purpose of Ppaper 5 is to explore how a shipper’s high sustainability ambitions can be approached across a transport supply chain. 
The findings point towards two generic forms of buyer-supplier interaction around sustainability in supply chains:; the SCR- (collaborative sSupply Cchain rResponsibility) and CSW- (cCorporate Ssocial Wwatchdog) approaches, which builds on a chain wide commitment, or a dominant actor, respectively. Though traces of both approaches are visible in the supply chain, and sustainability is managed differently within the different dyads, the majority of the supplier development for sustainability is based on a monitoring approach through the use of third- party auditors and different types of follow- up tools within and beyond the immediate buyer-supplier dyad. Communication challenges that may undermine sustainability are identified; these include, such as an overload of irrelevant information, the partial failure of to integrateing sustainability requirements to in the actions of the LSPs, the low frequency of communication, the hindering of oral, bidirectional dialogue and feedback, the mishandling of the complexity of conflicting contract requirements, and the suppression of improvement ideas and desires for measurement feedback. are identified. By managing communication better, the relationships in the TSC could be strengthened. Also, agency problems, such as information asymmetries between agents and their less-informed principals, explain the manifested sustainability approach. Likewise, what could be referred to as principal problems, i.e., when the principal is hindering the sharing of information, collaboration, and sustainability improvements in the TSC, are identified. Collaboration around sustainability is found primarily between 3PL and hauler. Instead, the dominant actor, in this case, the shipper, uses its powerful position to set sustainability standards for other actors, to create competitive pressure between suppliers, and to keep the TSC actors, particularly actors beyond the immediate buyer-supplier dyad, at arm’s length, avoiding too much communication up and down the TSC. The encouragementEncouraging of upwards communication (from supplier to buyer) has otherwise been known to foster trust and strengthen the relationship between buyers and suppliers. The paper proposes “‘secondary agent”’ as the label for the second-tier supplier to identify and distinguish it from the “‘agent”’/“‘secondary principal”’ (i.e., the first-tier supplier). 	Comment by .: Traditionally, this would be written as “... the collaborative supply chain responsibility (SCR) and corporate social watchdog (CSW)...” because acronyms are typically spelled out on first use, and then the acronym is shown in parenthesis. 
The primary conveyor of sustainability requirements is the contract appendix, focusing on the environmental, and to some extent, also social performance of the TSC. The contract can be seen as the incentivizing mechanism to ensure sustainability and to prevent agency problems. With reference to the lax sustainability requirements and the non-compliance clauses for delivery requirements, the cogency of the incentive is questioned. Monitoring is used as a tool to verify compliance. 
The paper benefits literature and theory through the concept of “‘secondary principal,”’ allowing for defining and illustrating principal-agent relationships in supply chains. It also adds the notion of “‘principal problems”’ as a problem of agency indeed, yet primarily related to the principal in the relationship (their its working methods, organization, etc.). Communication is identified as the most evident barrier to collaborative interaction and supplier development. Again, the paper firms up the importance of communication in supplier development. 

[bookmark: _Toc50537892]5.7 Summarizing “‘Contributions from appended papers”’
Table 3 (below) gives an overview of how the papers (P1-P5) contribute to the different research questions. The capital/bold “X” indicates a paper’s main contribution; the bold “x” indicates a supplementary contribution, and the “x” a contribution based on “no new” empirical data. 

Table 3. Where the papers lend their contributions to the research questions



[bookmark: _Toc50537893]Findings and discussion 
In this chapter, the findings of the papers are discussed in order to answer the respective research questions. To the highest possible extent, the research questions are discussed separately. 
The first section, 6.1, address and characterizes the supplier- development interaction, as understood from the supplier’s experiences. This section discusses the interaction based oin the notions of trust, power and dependence, and forms of interaction, as those have proven useful when looking at the supplier-development interaction. The second section, 6.2, discusses supplier-development complexities, a notion that has proved important when looking at supplier development from the supplier’s perspective. The final section, 6.3, addresses the experienced incentives in supplier development, incentives as provided by principals (buyers) and other incentives the suppliers may experience. 

[bookmark: _Toc50537894]6.1 Characterizing the interaction in supplier development 
In response to research question 1: “How can the supplier-development interaction be characterized?”, this research searches to characterize the interaction at play in supplier-development settings. This section starts off by focusing on trust, (6.1.1) and power and dependence (6.1.2), derived from the interaction literature in the conceptual frame of reference (2.1). They are important dimensions in understanding buyer-supplier interaction (Fawcett et al., 2012; Fawcett et al., 2017; Zaheer et al., 1998; Yawar and Seuring, 2015; Toboulic and Walker, 2015a). Trust, and power, and dependence are discussed in relation to the direct and indirect, as well as collaborative and monitoring -based supplier development, as presented in 2.2. “Coordination, cooperation, and hierarchical collaboration” (6.1.3) builds on the findings of 6.1.1 and 6.1.2, and construes how the supplier-development interaction can be characterized.    
[bookmark: _Toc50537895]6.1.1 Lack of buyer and supplier trust 
This research identifies lack of buyer trust in the suppliers as a barrier for to collaboration, in line with, e.g., Fawcett et al. (2012). The experienced supplier-development interaction in this dissertation is largely built on monitoring practices (indirect practices), be it for sustainability (Ppaper 5) or for more traditional performance outcomes (pPapers 1, 2, and 3). In this dissertation, the application of monitoring practices is not understood as neither a bearer nor a creator of trust, and as such, does not encourage collaboration. Instead, the frequently used monitoring practices are interpreted as a display of a lack of buyer trust in the suppliers. The monitoring can be seen as a means for overcoming information asymmetries between buyers and suppliers. A trust- based relationship would indicate less need for formal control mechanisms, based on the thoughts of Fawcett et al. (2017); and the primary principal should have confidence in the agent(s), irrespective of its possibility to monitor or control the agent’s actions (Zhang and Hou, 2013). An example of an interpreted lack of trust is from Ppaper 5, where the shipper, 3PL, and hauler claim to trust the other actors in the supply chain, whereas the interaction is understood to play out differently. Despite the agent’s sustainability ambition, the primary principal displays a lack of trust in the agents in relation toconcerning sustainability, and resorts to monitoring. 
This research also identifies lack of supplier trust in the buyers. Paper 3 displays not only what could be recognized as a lack of “supply chain trust,” as discussed by Fawcett et al. (2017);, instead, an expressed lack of trust related directly to the individuals in the buyer organization is presented. The suppliers in pPaper 3 experience, e.g., disingenuous or even dishonest communication. This is exemplified by the purchaser’s assuring assurance that the supplier need not to worry about reported poor supplier delivery precision figures—influenced by, e.g., the buyer’s backlog, which “‘comes back to bite the supplier”’ when the purchaser leaves the assignment (pPaper 3). Papers 2 and 3, also display an experienced lack of empathy in the decision- making process, i.e., an inability or unwillingness of the buyer to consider the impact of any decision on the supplier’s ability to perform successfully, such as the frequent competitive bidding within contract periods (Ppaper 2). Empathy in the decision- making process is proposed by Fawcett et al. (2017) as an important aspect of relationship commitment. The preferred suppliers (Ppaper 2) pinpoint the OEMs lack of understanding and respect for the supplier’s situation.
This research as identified a relationship between three concepts:; (lack of) trust, (lack of) communication and information sharing, and decoupling between individuals. 
In the Nordic supply chain (Ppaper 1), the textiles supplier’s lack of trust in the retail chain also seems to pertain to a perceived lack of buyer relationship commitment. Relationship commitment (Fawcett et al., 2017), implies, e.g., open information sharing, investments in partner skills, and respect-based interpersonal buyer-supplier relationships. The experienced lack of buyer relationship commitment is exemplified by the many changes in purchasing staff and the contingent short-term and decoupled relationships between individuals (Ppaper 1). Decoupling is understood as a “‘distance between individuals”’ or a “‘lack of actor bonds”’ (Gadde, et al., 2010). Similar findings are made in Ppaper 3 for the OEM and case supplier, as well as some of the focus group suppliers working with the larger buyers. Here, short-term assignments of purchasing and supplier-development staff frequently changes the direction of the supplier-development agenda. Decoupling between individuals is also perceived in Ppapers 5 (shipper-3PL, shipper-hauler), and 2 (OEM-preferred suppliers). Poor communication and short-term thinking, said to undermine relationship commitment, are present in all empirical papers. Communication is directed to portals, and the supplier representatives find it difficult to find the right person with the right proper authority in the buying firms (pPapers 2 and 3). The lack of information is shown to guide the suppliers to reactive problem- solving, and to cause a lack of or understanding of buyer requirements (all empirical papers). The lack of communication and information sharing is understood to hinder both capability and performance developments of the suppliers, as the lack of information from the buyer(s) gives rise to information asymmetries and a lack of clarity for the supplier regarding the principal’s wishes; Cambra-–Fierro and Polo-–Redondo (2008) report similar findings.  
This research recognizes lack of trust, lack of communication and information sharing, and decoupling between individuals as patterns characterizing the supplier-development interaction. All papers display them to different degrees. The lack of trust (of both buyer and supplier), the decoupling—partly based in the short-term relationships between individuals—and the lack of communication and information sharing, and the decoupling—partly based in the short-term relationships between individuals— are understood to be related. to one another. Understanding the causality between events, if any, has not been attempted. An illustration of the way I understand the relationships between lack of trust, decoupling, and lack of communication and information sharing is illustrated in Figure 11 below. 

Figure 11. The relationships between lack of trust, lack of communication and information sharing, and decoupling
I suggest that a decoupling between individuals may reinforce a lack of trust, as well asand a lack of trust may reinforce a decoupling between individuals. A lack of communication and information sharing may also reinforce a lack of trust as well as a decoupling between individuals and vice versa. What Which factor may generate the others are is indicated by the “arrowed circle.”. Those factors are suggested to affect the supplier’s willingness (primarily due to a lack of trust and decoupled supplier-development relationships) and ability (lack of communication and information sharing) to comply with the supplier-development effort. 
A lack of buyer trust in the suppliers is displayed in the supplier-development interaction in this research,; illustrated by the primarily monitoring-based supplier development. Monitoring is not understood as a bearer nor creator of trust. The lack of trust is identified as a barrier for to collaboration. 
Also, a lack of supplier trust in the buyers is identified in this research. A relatedness between lack of trust, lack of communication and information sharing, and decoupling between individuals is proposed. No attempt has been made to understand any potential causality. The understanding gained from this research is that any of those factors will have the potential power to affect the others and, therefore, the supplier-development interaction. It is also suggested that those factors will affect the supplier’s willingness and ability to comply with the supplier-development effort.  
[bookmark: _Toc50537896]6.1.2 Buyer power and supplier dependence
 Relative buyer power is displayed in all empirical papers in this research. Paper 1 displays interaction that is referred to as hierarchical collaboration, grounded in the gGlobal retail chain’s relative power position and the textile supplier’s relative dependence. Hierarchical collaboration (based on Ferreira et al., 2012), indicates one actor’s power to control the interaction where other supply chain actors follow. Similar power/dependence relations can be seen in paper 2, between the heavy- vehicle OEM and the preferred suppliers,; in Ppaper 3 between OEM and case supplier, as well as the focus group suppliers with customers in, e.g., the automotive and heavy- vehicle industries,[footnoteRef:11]; and in Ppaper 5 in the shipper-3PL dyad. As an example, the shipper in pPaper 5 exerts control over the interaction, the suppliers’ actions, and the expected outcome of the relation. The first-tier supplier’s (3PL) wishes for communication with the buyer (the shipper) about audit results, future requirements, and the interpretation of sustainability requirements are not granted. Eriksson and Svensson (2015) propose power to be important for social responsibility in supply chains;, however, based on pPaper 5, the power is not clearly used as a means of to increaseing the social responsibility or sustainability of the supply chain. Rather, it is used as a means of to keeping the supplier and sub-supplier at some distance, despite their potentially beneficial valuable inputs into how to ensure sustainability. This is a display of an information asymmetry (Pratt and Zeckhauser, 1985), where the supplier/agent is understood to know more about what is possible to accomplish than does the principal, does, with the important distinction that the principal does not display interest in overcoming this asymmetry.   [11:  For the remaining focus group suppliers, those relations are more or less unknown. ] 

A relative buyer dominance, or supplier dependence, is emphasized as a prerequisite for supplier development (Hajmohammad and Vachon, 2016; Cox et al., 2004). The literature on IOSCI (Ppaper 4) proposes that in relationships with relative supplier dependence, control mechanisms such as compliance management are used to ensure the sustainability of suppliers (and throughout the supply chain). Hajmohammad and Vachon’s (2016), propose that relatively low-risk suppliers renders a monitoring, rather than collaborative, risk-mitigation (supplier-development) strategy. This is congruently displayed through the code of conduct, audits, and spot checks in Ppaper 5 and the corporate social watchdog-approach to sustainability (Spence and Bourlakis, 2009), where a dominant actor sets the stage for sustainability development. Similarly, supplier development building on comparable monitoring- and control strategies (indirect supplier development), such as KPI follow-up (Ppapers 2 and 3), and performance management focused on supplier performance (Ppaper 1), are displayed. Despite the recommendation that supplier development should aim at to improveing the supplier’s future capabilities in technology and product development (Watts and Hahn, 1993), few such examples are identified.
Through the lens of agency theory, control mechanisms are used in order to control either outcome or behavior of suppliers (White, 1985; Eisenhardt, 1989; Shapiro, 2005). This is displayed through the KPI follow- up/performance management in Ppapers 1, 2, 3, and environmental reporting in pPaper 5 (outcome) and audits and spot checks concerning primarily social and environmental sustainability in pPaper 5 (behavior); this is also addressed by Gimenez and Tachizawa (2012) and Prosman et al. (2016). The use of tools to force compliance, possible in buyer-dominant relationships, i.e., coercive power (Byrne and Power, 2014), illustrated here through the control mechanisms implemented, is more likely to create a situation of compliance rather than collaboration. Interaction based on compliance rather than collaboration is also visible from this research, where at most elements of collaboration are present. 
Power, in favor of the buyers—and hence a relative supplier dependence—is displayed in this research. This is understood to be a prerequisite for the type of primarily indirect and largely monitoring-based supplier development displayed in this research. The interaction can be understood as hierarchical collaboration based in on the buyers’ relative power positions.   
[bookmark: _Toc50537897]6.1.3 Coordination, cooperation, and hierarchical collaboration  
The identified lack of trust and the relative buyer power point in the direction of interaction which is not based on collaboration. Interaction can, as previously presented, be characterized as, e.g., collaboration, coordination, or cooperation (Carter and Easton, 2011; Soosay and Hyland, 2015). In this research, the interaction can be characterized as coordination (see, e.g., Soosay and Hyland, 2015) “‘at best,”’, though the different dyads cannot be said to always display a continuous flow of critical information (all empirical papers). Study D, containing more empirical data than included in the appended papers, displays both lacking (e.g., agenda going forward), delayed (e.g., response to supplier- improvement suggestions), and distorted (e.g., differing information depending on the individual actor) information from, e.g., the OEM buyer to the preferred suppliers (Sstudy D presented in Ülgen, 2017). As the relationships between firms are long-standing, long-term contracts are established, and there is an exchange of basic information; at minimum, the interaction is characterized by cooperation. The exceptions—though the relationships on firm-level are very old—are the shipper-3PL-dyad, and the shipper-hauler dyad in pPaper 5. Despite the long-term relationship, the contract terms cannot be said to be long- term (1 one year), and the suppliers can easily be exchanged on each contract renewal. However, a shared focus on sustainability in the supply chain makes a contract termination less likely, as the strategic importance of the relationship increases. The shipper-hauler interaction, i.e., the interaction between buyer and second-tier supplier, can be described as cooperation (see, e.g., Soosay and Hyland, 2015) “‘at best,”’, i.e., as the “lowest form” of interaction presented in the review of the literature. This is in line with expectations, as cooperation is usually found in relationships with lower strategic importance as well as lower, e.g., commercial, complexity (Samaddar et al., 2005). Describing the interaction as cooperation may even be to take it too far, as the buyer is trying to keep the sub-supplier at an arm’s length. The possibility to do so, increases as the distance between the actors increases (beyond the first tier). The relation displays a near-total decoupling between individuals in this buyer-sub-supplier relationship, with non-existent relationships on a personal level and no direct information exchange. The little information shared, needs to first pass through the first-tier supplier/secondary principal. This creates a risk for distorted information or information not reaching the primary principal and/or the secondary agent. 	Comment by .: See comment below.	Comment by .: The word both applies to two items only. You seem to have three here (lacking, delayed, and distorted information).
https://www.lexico.com/definition/both 
https://www.collinsdictionary.com/us/dictionary/english/both 	Comment by .: This applies to the above use, too.
Are you sure you are using this term correctly? We use at best to indicate that even if we describe something as favorably as possible or if it performs as well as it possibly can, it is still not very good. 

Oxford definition: taking the most optimistic view. “What signs there are of recovery are patchy at best... This policy, they say, is at best confused and at worst non-existent.”
Webster’s: under the most favorable circumstances. “At best, you’ll earn back what you paid in...He's an average writer at best.”
	Comment by .: This makes me wonder even more about the use of at best here.
The buyer-supplier relationship that most closely fulfills the features of a collaborative interaction (e.g., long-term partnership between supply chain partners with common goals, working closely together to achieve mutual advantages based on trust and joint decision-making) is the 3PL-hauler-relationship (Ppaper 5), even though the 3PL has a relative power position in relation to the hauler. The collaborative elements are understood as a result of the ownership structure, where the hauler is one of many owners of the 3PL., aA similar proposition was made by Gulati et al. (2005); therefore, this relationship can be considered an exception. The joint development projects between the Gglobal retail chain and textiles supplier (pPaper 1) can also be characterized as collaborative,; possibly explained by the relatively high strategic importance and commercial complexity of the relationship. The retail chain sources customer- specific products from the supplier, and is hence able to affect the product itself as well as, e.g., packaging solutions. Also, the OEM and the preferred suppliers (Ppapers 2 and 3) display elements of collaboration through joint development projects. This is specifically evident through paper 3, where more complex subsystems are sourced. The overall sourcing relationships are based on customer- specific components and sub-systems/sub-assemblies (increasing the complexity of the item). The customer- specific, higher- complexity products increases the complexity of the relationship. Despite being preferred suppliers, the suppliers are not strategic suppliers according to the findings of paper 2; the interaction is duly based on a buyer in the driving driver’s seat, steering the relationship based on monitoring of supplier performance. 	Comment by .: https://www.merriam-webster.com/dictionary/driver%27s%20seat 
None of the supplier-development cases investigated in this research display an interaction that can be fully characterized (fully) as collaboration. The indirect (or monitoring- based) practices can be seen as the backbone of the investigated supplier- development efforts, and the buyers act as if the suppliers are exchangeable within or between contract periods. Hajmohammad and Vachon’s (2016) findings corroborate this. They suggest both of their risk-mitigation strategies for suppliers with a relative dependence (what supplier) and the monitoring-based strategy when the supplier risk is perceived as low (when to apply the respective strategy). The interpretation made here is that the highest- risk suppliers are those ones where customer-specific products/sub-assemblies/components are present. It is also in those instances that the elements of collaboration are the highest. 
In relation to collaboration, coordination, or cooperation, the supplier-development interaction in this research is best characterized as cooperation or coordination. No displays of interaction which can be classified as collaboration haves been identified. Instead, the different buyer-supplier relationships display more or less collaborative elements where, e.g., the OEM-heavy- vehicle suppliers (Ppapers 2 and 3) display more collaborative elements and the shipper-haulers display none. This research proposes that the lack of collaboration is likely to relate to the “non-strategic” suppliers investigated. Hierarchical collaboration, as used in paper 1, is proposed as a good way of to characterizeing the supplier-development interaction in this research, as hierarchical collaboration indicates interaction steered by the more powerful actor.
 
[bookmark: _Toc50537898]6.2 Complexities in supplier development 
In response to research question 2: “What complexities in supplier development can suppliers experience, and how can they affect the supplier development and its outcomes?” this dissertation identifies four types of complexities in supplier development based in on the supplier perspective. The complexities are identified within as well asand beyond the dyad. The complexities are “the complexities of contradictory supplier-development practices” and “the complexities of decoupled supplier-development relationships,”; identified within the dyad, and “the complexities of contradictory interests in the supplier’s network of buyers” and “the complexities of Chinese wWhisper and other information asymmetries in multi-tier supply chains,”, identified beyond the dyad. The complexities are presented in Figure 12. 



Figure 12. Identified complexities within and beyond the dyad
Included in the discussion of the complexities are the effects they may bring to the supplier development. For tThe complexities of Chinese wWhisper and other information asymmetries, this is are presented in a specific sub-section, as they are understood to result in a number of additional supplier development and other activities. Each section holds a short summary of proposals in relation to the different complexities. 
[bookmark: _Toc50537899]6.2.1 The complexities of contradictory practices
According to Wagner (2006) and Yawar and Seuring (2015), indirect supplier- development practices (e.g., formal evaluations) are often followed by direct supplier-development practices in terms of human and/or capital support. Likewise, this is identified through the empirical findings in this research (Ppapers 1, 2, and 3). Based on Wagner (2010), direct and indirect practices are—using my vocabulary—potentially contradictory, as the overall goals and expected contributions of the supplier development become less clear when indirect and direct supplier-development practices are applied simultaneously. The combination of direct and indirect practices adds a layer of complexity to the supplier development. At any given time, firms are therefore suggestedadvised to engage in either indirect or direct supplier development, not in both (Wagner, 2010). 
In relation to the supplier-development process, and the four supplier-development strategies developed by Krause (1999) and Krause et al. (2000,; 2007), the suppliers in this research primarily experience the second strategy,; “‘supplier evaluation,”’ as their buyer’s main supplier-development effort (all empirical papers). The shipper in pPaper 5 uses the first supplier-development strategy, “‘competitive pressure,”’ coupled with a monitoring strategy (“‘supplier evaluation”’).  This indicates that this the buyer is early in the supplier-development process, applying the first two strategies. The shipper-3PL dyad displays no collaborative practices. For this supplier-development effort, no complexities due to contradictory practices are identified. Moreover, the sustainable supplier-development literature indicates no contradictions between monitoring- based and collaborative supplier development (Gimenez et al., 2012; De Giovanni and Esposito Vinzi, 2014). The literature on IOSCI for sustainability (Ppaper 4) rather construes that monitoring practices and collaboration often take place at the same time in the same dyad and that monitoring alone is insufficient to enhance a supply chain partner’s capability to develop further. 
The heavy vehicle OEM (papers 2 and 3) also uses “‘competitive pressure”’ as a supplier-development strategy, despite simultaneous use of strategies 2 (“‘supplier evaluation”’), 3 (‘“incentives”’) through the assignment of the preferred-supplier status, and 4 (“‘direct supplier development”’) by the involvement of buyer staff in problem-solving, other on-site development activities, and even joint development projects. The heavy- vehicles OEM, is thus understood to use indirect and direct practices at the same time, despite any potential contradictions, hence displaying the complexities of contradictory practices. 
Figure 13 presents Aan example of contradictory practices based in on the simultaneous use of different supplier development strategies (SupDev strategies) and the effects they may have on the supplier’s ability to respond to the supplier- development effort. is presented in Figure 13 below. Based on Ppaper 2, this is exemplified by the preferred-supplier status (PSS), a supplier- development practice rendering in long-term supplier contracts (5 five years), and the simultaneous frequent upturns- and downturns in volumes as the products are put to frequent competitive bidding (CB) and supplier switching during contract periods.	Comment by .: Please check to ensure that this word is correct. I do not think it is.
https://www.merriam-webster.com/dictionary/rendering?src=search-dict-hed 


Figure 13. The complexities of contradictory practices
 The supplier- development effort (indicated by the blue, left- facing arrow) holds the supplier-development practices (indicated by the dark blue dots), understood as contradictory to one another. Those contradictions are indicated by the black, opposite facing arrows. The one practice (PSS) is off-set by another practice (CB). The suppliers perceive a lack of clarity of regarding where the business relationship is going and the lack of appropriate business responsibility on the buyer’s behalf, which seemingly affectsing supplier trust in the buyer. The buyer uses all four of the supplier- development strategies simultaneously, why the supplier needs to cope with the complexities of very different approaches to supplier development from the buyer’s side. 	Comment by .: This word does not belong. Do you mean while?
To have direct practices that follow indirect practices seems a common practice in supplier development, and a reasonable one at that. However, the simultaneous and frequent use of competitive bidding and the preferred-supplier status does stand out as specifically contradictory. A similar, yet different situation can be perceived for the retailer in paper 1, through the application of the performance management process. This process implies the simultaneous use of indirect and direct supplier-development practices. simultaneously. However, in this specific case, the direct/indirect combination is understood to be more of a “build- on” strategy, rather than the simultaneous application of all the four different supplier- development strategies.  
This research proposes that “‘contradictory supplier-development practices,”’, i.e., the combination of indirect and direct practices, is a potential complexity created within the dyad. With the simultaneous use of indirect and direct supplier-development practices, the potential negative effect of lesseneddecreased clarity arises. As such, it may manifest as a barrier to the supplier development, though not previously addressed as such in any of the appended papers. The contradictory practices may affect the supplier’s willingness (the supplier- development effort as such) and/or ability to respond to the supplier- development effort (supplier- development outcome). 

[bookmark: _Toc50537900]6.2.2 The complexities of decoupled supplier-development relationships
Suppliers in this research experience decoupling between individuals (all empirical papers). As discussed earlier (6.1.1), the reason behind the decoupled relationships may differ and the outcomes may differ.as well. Decoupled relationships comes with a lack of communication and information sharing. Communication and information sharing haves previously been identified as critical for supplier development (Sanders et al., 2011). The complexities of decoupled supplier-development relationships are displayed in large (Ppapers 2, 3, and 4) as well as smaller buyer firms (pPaper 1). Paper 1 displays lack of communication and information sharing between the Nordic retail chain, a relatively smaller buyer, and the textiles supplier. The lack of information sharing is related to trust not being built up on a personal level. In Ppaper 3, information sharing is guided to portals, and other impersonal means of communication which that is are experienced as obtrusive to the developments of the suppliers and leading to delayed or missing information. A decoupling can also be discerned between the shipper and suppliers in pPaper 5. The suppliers experience a lack of information on regarding planned future sustainability requirements. This makes it difficult for the supplier(s) to take part in jointly specifying the requirements, something which, in their experience, is paramount in order to develop requirements that are possible to fulfill. The suppliers in this research express an experienced lack of relevant and critical information (all papers) and/or a lack of feedback (all papers) related to the decoupled relationships. This research finds support in Cambra-Fierro and Polo-Redondo’s (2008) perception that without two-way multifunctional communication, it will be difficult for suppliers to understand buyer needs and expectations and for buyers to understand supplier capabilities, which may directly affect the supplier- development outcome. 
One generative mechanism for decoupling is the short-term relationships on a personal level created by frequent changes in buyer staff. This leads to a lack of direction in the supplier-development agenda. The quote in the prologue works as an example of when complexities arise due to frequent changes in staff, i.e., when the complexities takes place “over time” (rather than simultaneously or at a specific point in time). The supplier- development engineers are exchanged frequently, resulting in repeatedly changing development agendas (Ppaper 3), and ambiguities in the long-term supplier-development goals, which are likely to work as barriers to supplier development, in line with Handfield (2000). The complexities are displayed between the heavy- vehicles OEM and case supplier, as well as the focus group suppliers working with primarily the larger buyers (e.g., automotive and heavy- vehicle industry buyers). The frequently changing supplier-development agenda requires the suppliers to go from one focus area to another, and to try to adapt to any changes in requirements. This is understood to affect the supplier’s ability, as well as and willingness to follow the buyer’s supplier- development effort, illustrated through in Figure 14, below. 	Comment by .: Are you sure you want to use this word? Synonyms for exchanged include traded, swapped, interchanged.
It seemed in the prologue that the company itself didn’t trade one engineer for another; people just left and others replaced them. In one case, a consultant with his own company came in. 
Perhaps a better word would be replaced.


Figure 14. Decoupled, and short-term relationships disrupting the supplier- development agenda
Different individuals comes with differing supplier-development agendas aiming in different directions; a growing ground for goal incongruences and, hence, agency problems, is therefore identified. As the principals cannot observe agent behavior—which is understood to intensify with the decoupling between individuals—they rely on “imperfect surrogate measures” (Mitnick, 1992:79), i.e., reporting. In order to appear to behave well, the supplier reports in line with what is requested, despite not implementing the other required changes (Ppaper 3; and Study D, presented in Ülgen, 2017). This means the supplier-development effort may not reach the core of the supplier’s operations, i.e., a display of information asymmetry. As a result, agency costs increase—for the supplier in the form of additional management hours spent on preparing the reports, or other activities—and possibly for the buyer as a result of not reaping the benefits of the supplier-development effort as the agents concentrate their efforts on the wrong things. Similar findings in relation to information asymmetries have been addressed in a sustainability context (Roloff et al., 2015), and as the agents learn enough about buyer expectations and control methods, they may fake performance rather than delivering it. 
Even though the problems may be created by “‘agency”’—or the delegation of authority—based on the supplier’s perspective, whether “‘agency problems”’ is the best way to describe the situation ought to be addressed. In a way, those potential problems are understood to have been created by the buyer’s own working methods and/or organization (e.g., people retention, succession planning, structure of supplier-development efforts, etc.; incurring reporting requirements, frequent changes in the development agenda, fragmentation of responsibility with unclear decision mandates, etc.). The notion of agency problems (Eisenhardt, 1989; Shapiro, 2005) indicates that the agent is acting opportunistically, a notion that I find difficulty to stand by in this specific case. 
This research proposes that the decoupled and short-term relationships between individuals are complexities in supplier development created within the dyad. The decoupled and short-term relationships comes with a lack of direction in the supplier-development agenda, making the supplier inclined to report rather than to implement. Hence, Tthe decoupled and short-term relationships hence present no positive effects on the outcomes of the supplier- development effort. The decoupled relationships may affect the supplier’s willingness and/or ability (due to lacking information) to respond to the supplier- development effort. ItThey may also create an increase in agency costs. Whether any inability of the supplier to comply with the supplier- development efforts should be understood as agency problems or not have has been addressed. This research rather suggests that the problems should be understood as created by the buyer’s own working methods. 

[bookmark: _Toc50537901]6.2.3 The complexities of contradictory interests in the supplier’s network of buyers
Contradictory interests in the supplier’s network of buyers may affect the supplier’s ability and/or willingness to respond to, or adapt to requirements. Those complexities are primarily identified based on Ppapers 1 and 3, where the suppliers are approached with different and contradictory requirements and different and contradictory supplier- development agendas of different buyers. Contradictory interests haves been identified i) between customer accounts (Ppaper 3), as well as ii) within buyer groups in different buyer firms (Ppaper 3), or even iii) within the same buyer (firm), at different geographical locations (Ppapers 1 and 3). Though presented as beyond the dyad here, it is important to note that “‘within buyer groups”’ or “‘within the same buyer at different geographical locations”’, could be considered within the dyad based on the buyer’s potential to coordinate the buyer group and/or buyer firm around the supplier, i.e., depending on where you place the systems boundaries, they could be considered within as well as beyond the dyad. Therefore, the choice made here is to refer to them as “‘beyond the single dyad.”’. Any of the cases can be understood as a multiple principal-single- agent situation (Cheng and Kam, 2008),; at least when viewed from the perspective of the agent who serves multiple principals with potentially contradictory interests simultaneously. Buyers may be unaware of, or not pay attention to, the contradictory interests present in the supplier’s network of buyers. This is important, as it will, inevitably affect the outcome of the supplier-development effort investment.ed in. Choi and Kim (2008) also state that too often, buyer firms (principals) assess and govern their suppliers (agents) as if they exist in isolation, when in fact, the agent is affected by other principals. 
An example of contradictory interests leading to contradictory requirements and the effect it may have on the supplier’s ability to respond is presented in Figure 15 below. The example regards the delivery precision of one buyer which that may be contradictory to, e.g., the requirements for CO2 emissions, or resting times, or the keeping of the speed limits of others. 


Figure 15. The complexities of contradictory interests in the supplier's network of buyers 
Contradictory interests emerging from within buyers or buyer groups (beyond the single dyad), are understood to stem from the large and complex organization structures, similar to the findings of Papakiriakopoulos and Pramatari (2010). This is exemplified by the different sourcing organizations in the Gglobal retail chain in paper 1, who present differing requirements to the textiles supplier. This case indicates internal goal incongruences within the buyer, leading to mixed messages to the supplier. Those goal incongruences within buyers, are a growing ground for goal conflicts and agency problems between buyer and supplier. 
Agency problems related to the effort of the supplier, may be identified, as the supplier may fail to, or choose not to, adapt. The contradictory interests within and between supply chain actors is are understood to put the supplier’s ability for adaptation to the test. This is in line with the findings of Holmen et al. (2013) and Jahre and Fabbe-Costes (2005), who identify that a supplier’s ability to adapt to one buyer is affected by their its adaptations towards others. Instead of assisting in changing behaviors and attitudes, the supplier-development effort may be seen as a disruptive threat to the organization (Paper 3 and Study D, presented in Ülgen, 2017). To keep its integrity, the supplier is likely to comply to the least possible extent with the requirements for change, which could be understood as the agency problem referred to as moral hazard, as discussed by Fayezi et al. (2012). 
When the contradictory interests arise within a buyer or buyer group, and when there is not enough incentive to align the supplier to the totality of the buyer interests,; the supplier’s inability to comply with the supplier- development effort could be understood as a manifestation of a problem created by the buyer by not taking the situation of the supplier into considerationconsidering the situation of the supplier. Not an agency problem, i.e., a problem on the agent’s behalf. Based in on the supplier’s perspective, and comparable to the changing supplier-development agendas (see 6.2.2),; the problem could even be seen as a “‘principal problem”’ of sorts. It is an illustration of a problem of goal incongruence possibly based in information asymmetries, but not between principal and agent initially, but rather between actors within buyers (sites) or buyer groups (firms). This is correspondingly why I choose to refer to it as a “‘problem of agency”’ instead of an “agency problem,” with the connotation “‘agency problem”’ has for me. The application of the theoretical lens based in on the perspective of the supplier allows the identification of those contradictions and the understanding of potential “‘agency problems”’ from a different angle. The supplier’s inability to adapt, is likely to be equally prevalent whether the requirements come from between network actors (beyond the dyad) or within network actors (beyond the single dyad), as they all will affect the direction in which the supplier moves in technologically, and/or the capabilities the supplier utilizes and develops in their its operations. However, it is suggested to be more problematic for the supplier when they originate from within the same buyer/buyer group, as non-compliance may jeopardize the future interaction with the buyer as a whole. It is also specifically important fFor the buyer (group), it is also specifically important as they would have the possibility to strategically utilize the supplier if they share a common view of in whatthe direction in which the supplier should develop. 	Comment by .: This is a sentence fragment.
This research proposes that the contradictory interests and contradictory supplier-development agendas of different buyers are complexities created beyond the dyad (or as within large buyers/buyer groups,; beyond the single dyad). Complexities, for which buyer awareness is required. The contradictory interests comes with the risk that the supplier’s willingness and/or ability to respond to the supplier- development effort is negatively affected, i.e., that the expected supplier- development outcomes will not manifest. It is suggested that the supplier’s inability to respond to contradictory interests materializing within buyer organizations should not be considered agency problems; instead, principal problems are suggested. 	Comment by .: Again, this is a sentence fragment.
[bookmark: _Toc50537902]6.2.4 The complexities of Chinese Wwhispers and other information asymmetries in multi-tier supply chains 
In a multi-tier supply chain—even in the simple three-3 actor supply chain exhibited in Ppaper 5—complexities arise due to the risk of information asymmetries. If assumptions of natural information asymmetries and potential for goal incongruence in multi-tier supply chains (Wilhelm et al., 2016) stands true, it will put the primary principal at an increased risk for agent opportunism (Fayezi et al., 2012) and supplier non-compliance.  
In line with extant literature (Krause and Ellram, 1997a; Tachizawa and Wong, 2014; Villena and Gioia, 2018), the sustainability requirements are communicated to, and agreed with the first-tier supplier (through the contract appendix/code of conduct). They are enforced via a supplier-development effort (monitoring) and requested to be transferred by the secondary principal further to the lower- tier supplier(s). From the buyer’s perspective, the situation can be perceived as a prospective act of Chinese wWhisper or Telephone[footnoteRef:12], where a message is distributed by the first in line (primary principal), and potentially distorted on the way to the final receiver of the message (the secondary agent), adding a layer of complexity. The question arises as toof what is required in relation to what is actually delivered. arises. The primary principal may also doubt the efficacy of the information received from the agent, who collects and passes on information from the secondary agent. There is a risk that the true state of affairs does not reach the primary principal, due to the lack of effort, or despite the effort of the secondary principal.  [12:  Chinese Whisper (UK) or Telephone (US) is a children’s game in which the first player whispers a message into the ear of the second player, who repeats the message to the third player, and so on. As the message reaches the last player, the message is announced to the group. The objective is to pass the message without it becoming garbled, even though this usually ends up happening. Errors typically accumulate in the retellings. 
] 

For the sub-supplier (secondary agent), the complexities the multi-tier supply chain holds, are similar to that those of the primary principal.’s. The secondary agent is in a situation where they it needs to trust, and rely on that the secondary principal passinges along all relevant and required information. There is a risk that the secondary principal does will not share the accurate, or required information. This could put the secondary agent in an awkward situation in relation to the primary principal. In the specific case (Ppaper 5), due to the cooperative ownership structure, it seems less probable than would be the case in a regular supplier-sub-supplier relationship. 
In Figure 16, the Chinese wWhisper and other information asymmetries understood to materialize in a multi-tier supply chain are illustrated together with the expected effects they may have in the supply chain. The information asymmetries are expected to be specifically prevalent between the primary principal and second-tier supplier, in line with the understanding of Wilhelm et al. (2016).  


Figure 16. Risk for Chinese wWhisper and other Iinformation asymmetries in multi-tier supply chains
The complexities of Chinese wWhisper and other information asymmetries, brings with it the risk of distorted and/or lacking information which that may negatively affect the outcome of the supplier- development effort. Those information asymmetries gives rise to additional supplier development- and other activities in the supply chain, i.e., affecting the supplier -development by necessitating an increased supplier-development effort. 
The multi-tier supply chain generates the need to secureensure that the buyer’s requirements are met throughout the chain. For the first-tier supplier, this entails a supplier's responsibility to address and control, e.g., sustainability, not only within the its own organization but also within sub-suppliers. Within agency theory, this is referred to as double agency (Wilhelm et al., 2016), which requires the agent to take on the role of secondary principal (Cheng and Kam, 2008) in relation to the expected outcome of the supplier-development effort. This is also displayed in Ppaper 5. Due to the multi-tier supply chain, all actors may be required to perform additional activities above and beyond the posing of requirements and other implemented supplier-development practices (e.g., the buyer’s monitoring of the supplier). This is illustrated in a condensed way in Figure 17, below. A more elaborate, and case-specific illustration will also follow.  


Figure 17. Double agency and additional activities due to the multi-tier supply chain
Based in on the supplier perspective, Figure 17 illustrates that additional activities may be required to mitigate the risks connected to the information asymmetries in the multi-tier supply chain. In the figure, the additional activities for the suppliers are illustrated by the blue arrows;, the additional activities for the buyer are illustrated by the dashed, grey arrowsdashed, gray arrows illustrate the additional activities for the buyer, and the supplier’s perspective is illustrated by the ‘vision of the eyes“vision of the eyes” illustrates the supplier’s perspective.’. 	Comment by .: American spelling.
This research proposes that the Chinese wWhisper and other information asymmetries are complexities created beyond the dyad. Complexities that may negatively affect the outcome of any supplier- development effort, due to the lacking or distorted information. With the complexities comes the important role of “secondary -principal” for the first-tier supplier. This is largely a means for bridging any such information asymmetry. The risk for distorted and/or lacking information, therefore, brings additional (supplier development) activities and responsibilities in the supply chain. Those will be elaborated on further in the next section. 	Comment by .: This is another sentence fragment.
6.2.4.1 The effects of Chinese wWhispers and other information asymmetries 
The additional activities and responsibilities arising in the multi-tier supply chain can be understood as a way of to manageing the complexities of different information asymmetries. Those activities will be discussed next, actor by actor.
Related to the buyer: bBesides the supplier development taking place between primary principal and agent, —which, in Ppaper 5 is the posing of environmental (E) and social (S) requirements (i), and the monitoring of the agent for social compliance (ii),— the primary principal transfers responsibility for follow-up action (FUP) to the secondary principal (iii). The nature of the requirements, the social and environmental aspects of transport services, which are difficult to define, measure, and evaluate (Piecyk and Björklund, 2015), can be seen to increase the risk ofor information asymmetry in the supply chain. This is will likely to make the primary principal inclined towards monitoring. Congruently, the primary principal also resorts to monitoring the supply chain as a whole (iv), i.e.,through additional monitoring of the secondary agent, to secure or verify compliance. This is illustrated in Figure 18 below, where those activities are illustrated and numbered i) to iv).

Figure 18. Supplier-development related activities in multi-tier supply chains
The primary principal’s supplier-development effort directed attoward the agent is visualized illustrated by the white, dashed arrow (i and ii). The additional primary principal activities, originating from the complexities of information asymmetry in the multi-tier supply chain, are highlighted with graey (iii and iv).  In their roles ofAs agent and secondary agent, the suppliers (agents) must accept to being monitored by the primary principal, via 3rd third-party auditors. 
Related to the first- tier -supplier: The double agency/secondary principal role creates two “groups” of additional responsibilities for the first-tier supplier:. Tthe responsibility of for transferring requirements upstream in the supply chain and securing secondary agent compliance, and the responsibility for keeping the primary principal informed of the “‘sustainability status”’ of the supply chain. The secondary principal takes on those responsibilities on by 1) passing on the contract appendix (the code of conduct) to the secondary agent, i.e., forwarding environmental (E) and social (S) requirements, by 2) performing certain auditing tasks themselves (monitoring of secondary agent behavior), by 3) collecting environmental and social data from the secondary agent (outcomes), and by 4) preparing and conveying primarily outcome information (E), on, e.g., the use (%) of fossil- free fuels, to the primary principal. Those activities are highlighted (blue) in Figure 18 above, and numbered 1-4. The activities are understood as means for limiting the information asymmetry in the multi-tier supply chain. The final activity, 5) operationalization, performed jointly with the secondary agent, will be discussed next. 
The passing on of requirements (1) through the transfer of the contract appendix, which contains a large share of redundant information, is made unedited. In line with the general assumptions of agency theory (Shapiro, 2005), this transfer could therefore be perceived as carried out with a limited effort on the secondary principal’s behalf. One could, however, question if whether it is the secondary principal who should be attributed to the “‘limited effort,”’, as they receive the appendix in this form, with the same—for them—redundant information. There are indications that the information asymmetries are not diminished to any greater degree by the passing on of requirements. However, in addition, the secondary principal do havehas informal, personal meetings with the secondary agent in order to discuss their responses to the principal’s requirements, and their possible means to meet requirements and requested follow-up actions. This activity is illustrated as number 5 in Figure 18 above, and referred to as “‘operationalization.”’. This activity is understood to limit the information asymmetry in the multi-tier supply chain., and tTherefore, it does not lend support to the idea of a “‘limited effort”’ on behalf of the secondary principal. 
Related to the sub-supplier: The secondary agent tries to engage in direct communication with the primary principal to be able to share and receive information. In doing so, the secondary agent does indicates an experienced or perceived risk for Chinese wWhisper and/or other information asymmetries they are trying to overcome. Those wishes are however not granted by the primary principal, who wishesdesires to keep the secondary agent at arm’s length. This is in line with the findings of Lascelles and Dale (1990), who state that buyer representatives often discourage feedback from suppliers when ad hoc or not specifically requested. No additional activities are displayed for the secondary agent supplementary to the jointly performed operationalization, above.  
This research proposes that the Chinese wWhisper and other information asymmetries gives rise to additional (supplier development) activities and responsibilities in the supply chain.; such asThis includes the primary principal’s monitoring of the whole chain, or the secondary principal’s transferring of requirements, monitoring of secondary agent behavior, or the conveying of information to the primary principal., i.e. t The effect is additional supplier development (and other) activities in the supply chain. The transferring of requirements from secondary principal to secondary agent is understood to have little to no effect on the outcome of the supplier- development effort. However, Tthe collaborative efforts between secondary principal and secondary agent are however understood to positively affect the outcome, i.ein that. the additional activities may bring positive supplier-development outcomes.    

[bookmark: _Toc50537903]6.3 A voyage through experienced incentives and disincentives
In response to research question 3: “What incentives to supplier development can the suppliers experience, and how can the incentives affect the supplier development and its outcomes??” this dissertation considers two types of incentives. First, are incentives provided by the principals such as the contract terms (aiming to direct agent behavior and output). and sSecond, are other factors that may positively affect the supplier’s willingness or motivation to partake in and comply with the supplier- development effort of the buyer(s). 	Comment by .: See below.
[bookmark: _Toc50537904]6.3.1 Incentives provided by principals
In most agency relationships, there would be some divergence between the agent’s decisions and those decisions which that would maximize principal welfare (Jensen and Meckling, 1976). Therefore, in order to avoid agency problems or minimize agent divergence, agency theory suggests that the principal to work with incentives (Jensen and Meckling, 1976; Eisenhardt, 1989; Shapiro, 2005), and as such, manage or control agent behavior. In this research, two incentives provided by the principals are identified: —the preferred-supplier status, and the contract. Thesey however, incentives seem to have the an opposite, dis-incentivizing effect. The discussion related to the principal-provided incentives will primarily use principal and agent instead of buyer and supplier. 
6.3.1.1 The principal’s use of the preferred-supplier incentive
The first principal-provided incentive, the assignment of the preferred-supplier status (Ppaper 2), is an incentive through the promises of future business that it holds (Ghijsen et al., 2010; Gulati et al., 2005). It also serves as an illustration of the third supplier-development strategy as proposed by Krause (1999) and Krause et al. (2000; 2007):; “‘incentives.”’. The preferred-supplier status is supposed to reinforce desired activities (Ketchen and Hult, 2007). In the specific case, however, it is however understood to create supplier dissatisfaction, as the experienced supplier development does not fulfill supplier expectations of a supplier development “fit” for preferred suppliers. The supplier development, which is largely indirect, remedial, and focused on problem- solving here and now, and building on monitoring of KPIs, is not in line with the supplier’s expectations. Instead, the suppliers expect proactive supplier development, based on a long-term agenda, aiming to develop the supplier’s long-term capabilities, such as product innovation and continuous process improvement,; similar to what is proposed by Wagner and Krause (2009) and Watts and Hahn (1993). The monitoring practices can be understood as an expression of coercive power. Its use has been suggested to create agency problems, rather than alleviating them (Byrne and Power, 2014). 
The misalignment between the supplier’s expectation of what the preferred-supplier status should entail in terms of supplier development, and how it plays out, is understood as a misaligned incentive,; in line with the findings of Fawcett et al. (2012). This misaligned incentive is understood to undermine the supplier’s performance capability as well as relationship commitment capability. The supplier’s actual development, and ability to perform in line with buyer expectations, as well as the supplier’s willingness (relationship commitment) to do so, is therefore likely to be negatively affected. According to Fawcett et al. (2012), although misaligned incentives inhibit both capability types, they tend to create more problems with relationship commitment capability. This does not seem far-fetched; the dissatisfaction may very well affect the supplier’s’ resource allocation towards other attractive buyers with whom the suppliers are is satisfied (Ppaper 2). The misaligned incentive and supplier dissatisfaction can be seen as a disincentive and “‘dark-side consequence”’ (see Hammerschmid et al., 2018) of the preferred-supplier status,; comparable to, e.g., excessive buyer requests that often come with the higher supplier classifications.
This research proposes that the preferred-supplier incentive provided by the principal does not have the expected positive effects. Neither supplier willingness nor ability to comply with the supplier-development effort are understood to be positively affected, which is why supplier- development outcomes may be sparse. Rather, the incentive seems to create supplier dis-satisfaction due to the lack of incentive alignment and expectation management. The supplier has higher expectations ofn the preferred-supplier status than what is delivered by the buyer. This draws attention to how the principal presents incentives to the supplier. 
6.3.1.2 The principal’s use of the contract incentive 
In terms of sustainability, Ppaper 5 exhibits a situation where the incentives are rather vague. A contract (understood as an incentivizing mechanism) which that exhibits no non-compliance clauses for sustainability requirements, whilest including it for delivery requirements, is provided by the primary principal (the shipper) to the agent/secondary principal (3PL). This indicates a possibility for goal incongruence,; not between actors necessarily, but between potentially contradictory requirements. Due to the non-compliance clauses, the requirements for delivery are likely to take priority. A failure to deliver will resultnder in some sort of penalty,; whereas no clear contractual consequence of a failure to uphold the agreed level of sustainability is defined. Therefore, the supplier is rather dis-incentivized to comply with social and environmental requirements as and when the delivery requirements are contradictory. In the specific case, as the contradictory requirements within the contract, i.e., the contradictory incentives, are related to and potentially undermineing the supplier- development effort, they are understood as complexities in supplier development which that arises within the dyad. This adds a fifth complexity to the already- identified four complexities (see 6.2). It is not clear Wwhether the complexities are a manifestation of a less- informed primary principal, who does not fully understanding the implications of their its own incentives or a primary principal who expects the agents to prioritize delivery over sustainability., is unclear. The agent(s), however, display an understanding of the implications. 
This research proposes that the contract incentive provided by the principal does not have the expected positive effects. Rather, it displays a the potential to dis-incentivize agent compliance to regarding the sustainability requirements. Governance structures (e.g., monitoring) are in place as a means for the principal to identify and enforce agent compliance. Any (potential) inability of the agent to comply with the contract incentives are is likely to manifest due to the contradictory incentives (contract terms)., andAs such, it should not as such necessarily be understood as an agency problem, as the contradictory incentives stem from within the dyad. This draws attention to how different incentives support or contradict one another, and the need for principal awareness of the same. 
[bookmark: _Toc50537905]6.3.2 The customer attractiveness incentive – or the intrinsic incentive of the supplier
This research identifies customer attractiveness as an important incentive for supplier willingness to partake in and comply with the buyer’s supplier- development effort. According to Mortensen and Arlbjørn (2012) and Ramsay et al. (2013), the expected value of a future relationship is an important indicator of customer attractiveness. Customer attractiveness may affect supplier motivation, resource allocation, and supplier adaptation toward the buyer. Incentives connected to customer attractiveness are identified in paper 2. The customer attractiveness of the OEM is, in part, based on the buyer’s available resources and competencies. This is understood to affect the performance capability as well as the relationship commitment capability of the supplier, i.e., affect the supplier’s ability as well as willingness to comply with the supplier-development effort. It is also, in part, based on the reputation, and increased business opportunity with other buyers that working with the OEM gives the supplier. This has a positive effect on the supplier’s relationship commitment (i.e., willingness), as staying with this buyer gives positive outcomes beyond the boundaries of the specific business relationship. Likewise, the supplier to the Global retail chain (pPaper 1) indicates a high willingness to comply with the buyer’s supplier- development effort. The supplier has a specially educated team working with this—their its primary—buyer. The buyer also shows good knowledge in the performance management process and is considered a competent buyer, which makes the buyer an attractive customer to work with. 
Also, Ppaper 5 displays what can be interpreted as a customer attractiveness incentive. The cCustomer attractiveness stems from the shipper’s abilities and reputation in regards toregarding sustainability. The cCustomer attractiveness primarily affects the supplier’s willingness to commit to the supplier development. Another interpretation can also be made; despite the lax sustainability incentives, the supplier (3PL) seems to have its own intrinsic incentives for complying with the sustainability requirements. This could be readily understood, as the supplier is known for its high environmental ambitions and its search for a market position based on its capability to deliver (more) sustainable transportation. The supplier’s willingness to comply with wishes can be a display of their its own self-interest (gaining benefits such as, e.g., long-term profitability possibly outweighing the benefits for the buyer) coinciding with the interests of the buyer. It could also be a display of a value- driven agent (related to sustainability) with motives aligned with the objectives of the (see, e.g., Davies et al., 1997; Donaldson and Davies, 1991). The latter, closer to the general assumptions of stewardship -theory, is the more likely interpretation. Keeping this market position, based oin sustainability, is a means for the supplier to secure their its current and future competitive edge. 
Other iIncentives other than principal-provided incentives may affect the supplier’s willingness and ability to partake in, and comply with the buyer’s supplier- development effort. This research identifies customer attractiveness based in on buyer competence, volumes, reputation effects, etc., as such,; an incentive with an expected power to affect the supplier-development outcomes positively. The incentive is understood as a customer- attractiveness incentive., Hhowever, based on pPaper 5, what incentivizes the supplier can be interpreted differently. The incentive can be intrinsic to the supplier, i.e., the sustainability compliance can be seen as goal congruence between the buyer and supplier based in on the value- driven supplier. 







[bookmark: _Toc50537906]Contributions, conclusions, implications, and suggestions for continued research 
This final chapter sets out to present the conclusions of the research conducted for this dissertation. The first section addresses the conclusions of this research (7.1). Contributions and implications are presented next (7.2), discussed based in on the supplier’s experiences of supplier development and the investigation of supplier development (interaction) within and beyond the dyad. Lastly, suggestions for continued research are given (7.3), related to the limitations this research holds.

[bookmark: _Toc50537907]7.1 Conclusions 
This section presents and discusses the conclusions of this research. Though the conclusions regard the fulfillment of the purpose, they are first discussed one research question at the time, based in on problem area 1, as discussed in the introduction, i.e., by diving into interaction, complexities, and incentives, respectively, each of which is concluded with a bullet- point summary. To recall, the purpose of this dissertation is to increase the knowledge of supplier development within and beyond the dyad, based on the experiences of suppliers. Section 7.1 finishes off with an overall conclusion (7.1.4), where we zoom out from the details to present and discuss the fulfillment of the purpose.   
[bookmark: _Toc50537908]7.1.1 Supplier-development interaction as experienced by suppliers 
Based on this research, the supplier-development interaction the suppliers experience cannot be described as collaboration; instead, it is founded in an extensive use of monitoring-based, or indirect, supplier-development practices. Control mechanisms, some of which could be described as coercive, are in place in order to overcome information asymmetries between buyer and supplier. Power is in favor of the buyers, and the experienced supplier-development interaction could be referred to as hierarchical collaboration indicating interaction controlled by the most powerful supply chain actor. 
The suppliers experience a lack of buyer relationship commitment. This is understood from the short-term and decoupled relationships between buyer and supplier staff, together with lacking of communication and information sharing, and, in some of the cases, lacking of empathy in the decision- making. Supplier trust in the buyer is understood to be negatively affected. Lack of trust, the lack of communication and information sharing, and the decoupling between individuals are related. It is impossible, in this kind of research, to understand the exact relationships between those factors,; such as in what direction there may, or may not, be a cause- and -effect type of relationship. Personally, I am’m also inclined to say that this is not important. A passage borrowed from literature in the medical area gets to illustrates my understanding: “In reality, however, search for the causes may be a hopeless pursuit because most disease states (where disease state may be changed into “lack of supplier willingness for supplier development, or lack of supplier development outcomes”) are the indirect outcome of a constellation of circumstances rather than the direct result of single determinant factors” (Dubos, 1979:102). For my purposes, the “disease states” may be changed to “lack of supplier willingness for supplier development, or lack of supplier development outcomes.”	Comment by .: This may be considered too casual for formal and academic writing.	Comment by .: Use of contractions is strongly discouraged/frowned upon in formal and academic writing. As always, though, this may be your preferred choice as part of your writing style.	Comment by .: Please check that this is okay. You have a 33-word quote here, but you bifurcated it with 20 of your words, which dilutes the quote and makes the whole passage difficult to understand.
This does not mean to say that lack of trust, decoupling, or even lack of communication and information sharing are unimportant. Instead, I see “[…] the cause, the process and the outcome merge. The lines of causality are bent into circles” (Kaptchuk, 2000:144). The factors, which can be understood as generative mechanisms, are understood to strengthen one -another’s negative effects, regardless of “who started it,”; in line with the view of a critical realist. The effects of lack of supplier trust in the buyer, may be on the supplier’s relationship commitment (i.e., willingness to partake and comply). The lack of communication and information sharing is found to primarily affect the supplier’s ability to comply with the supplier- development effort, i.e., affect the supplier’s performance capability, which in turn could affect the buyer’s trust in the supplier. 	Comment by .: I do no think you need this.
· The supplier- development interaction is characterized by hierarchical collaboration, i.e., an interaction controlled by the more powerful supply chain actor. 
· Lack of trust, decoupling, and lack of communication and information sharing, understood to mutually reinforce one another, are seen as patterns characterizing the supplier-development interaction. 
· The experienced lack of trust, lack of communication and information sharing, and decoupling between individuals, negatively affects the supplier’s relationship commitment (willingness to comply) and performance capability (ability to comply). 
[bookmark: _Toc50537909]7.1.2 Complexities in supplier development as experienced by suppliers
Based on this research and the supplier’s perspective, five[footnoteRef:13] types of complexities in supplier development have been identified. Those complexities are the complexities of “‘contradictory practices,”’, “‘decoupled relationships,”’, “‘contradictory incentives,”’, “‘contradictory interests in the supplier’s network of buyers,”’, and finally, the complexities of “‘Chinese wWhisper and other information asymmetries in multi-tier supply chains.”’. The first three represent complexities emanating from within the dyad, and the latter two latter from beyond the dyad, or beyond the single dyad (within buyer groups, or buyer group firms but at different sites). The complexities negatively affect the supplier’s willingness and/or ability to comply with the supplier- development effort. Complexities, an integral part of the supplier’s supplier development experience of the supplier, may not receive the required buyer attention.  [13:  Four are identified in 6.2 and one in 6.3. This one relates to the “contract incentives.”] 

Complexities arising within buyers/buyer firms affecting that affect the supplier’s ability—or even willingness—to comply with the supplier- development effort should not, I argue, by default, be considered an agency problem by default. Instead, it isthey are a likely result of the buyer’s working methods, their its (lack of) people retention, or inability to share the same agenda for the supplier. “Principal problem” could be a term to use for this kind of agency-related problems.  
Information asymmetries may arise in any supplier-development relationship. When they arise “‘beyond the dyad”’, in indirect relationships, they may force the agent to take on the role of secondary principal. Distorted information (Chinese Wwhisper) or lack of information can both affect the supplier-development outcome negatively; additional supplier-development activities to manage the information asymmetries are thus identified. The secondary principal is primarily affected, and the activities relate to transferring requirements upstream through the supply chain, securing secondary agent compliance, as well as keeping the primary principal informed of the “‘sustainability status”’ of the supply chain. One interesting finding is that the principal(s) are not always interested in overcoming information asymmetries. 
· Complexities are proposed to be an integral part of supplier development from the supplier’s perspective. This research identifies the complexities of “‘contradictory practices,”’, ‘“decoupled relationships,”’, ‘“contradictory incentives,”’, “‘contradictory interests in the supplier’s network of buyers,”’, and “‘Chinese Wwhisper and other information asymmetries in multi-tier supply chains.”’. 
· Complexities arising within the dyad that negatively affect the supplier’s willingness or ability to adhere to the supplier- development effort are not understood as agency problems. Instead, principal problems are suggested. 
· Information asymmetries in indirect relationships in supply chains give rise to additional supplier- development activities, primarily in relation toconcerning the secondary principal. 
[bookmark: _Toc50537910]7.1.3 Incentives for supplier development as experienced by suppliers
Based on this research and the supplier’s perspective, three different incentives are identified:. Those incentives are the “‘preferred-supplier incentive,”’, the “‘contract incentive,”’ and the “‘customer- attractiveness incentive.”’.  The importance of incentives, and incentive alignment has been identified. The principal-provided incentives recognized in this research;, the preferred-supplier incentive (promises of increased/continued business) and the contract incentives (a “‘governance mechanism”’), both attempt to affect supplier behavior. Neither, is understood to be successful at in increasing the supplier's willingness to partake in the supplier development or ensuring the expected outcomes of the supplier- development effort. The preferred-supplier status does not bring about the expected incentivizing effect, as the supplier’s expectations exceed what the preferred-supplier status offers. Instead, the suppliers show signs of disappointment, and dissatisfaction-satisfaction (they expect not only the possibility to quote a lot ofmany items, but also to receive direct development efforts, based in on a long-term agenda, from the buyer). The “‘sustainability contract incentive”’ does also does not show the expected incentivizing effect, as other (contradictory) incentives comes with clearer negative (and/or positive) consequences. Sustainability, and especially social sustainability, has previously been shown to be difficult to define, measure, and evaluate. W and when those “fluffy” incentives meet other, more directly measurable incentives possible to sanction,; there is a chance the sustainability incentives become a low priority. For a buyer who tries to secure sustainability through contract incentives, this may be problematic. One way to get closer to actually fulfilling the sustainability requirements in supply chains is to work jointly, securing supplier involvement in defining the requirements to make them possible to fulfill.  
This research identifies the customer attractiveness as an additional incentive that increases the supplier’s willingness and motivation to partake in and comply with the supplier development effort.  Throughout this research, eEnablers of supplier development have been identified throughout this research.. The cCustomer attractiveness is the one qualifying as an incentive, based on the criteria presented in chapter 4. For a more thorough discussion on enablers, I kindly suggest you read Ülgen (2017). 

· This research identifies the importance of incentives and incentive alignment in order to ensure supplier development and supplier-development outcomes. The “‘preferred-supplier incentive,”’, “‘contract incentive,”’ and “‘customer- attractiveness incentive”’ are identified. 
·  “‘Principal- provided incentives”’—as understood based in on agency theory—and other incentives may either positively or negatively affect the supplier’s willingness to comply with the supplier- development effort. either positively or negatively.
· The importance of how incentives are presented to the agent are is stressed, as misaligned incentives may be dis-incentivizing. 
[bookmark: _Toc50537911]7.1.4 Increased knowledge of supplier development within and beyond the dyad, based on the experiences of suppliers
As understood from this research, Tthe supplier’s supplier- development experience of the supplier, as understood from this research, is an experience based on a buyer in the driving driver’s seat, where one actor, the buyer, makes the calls, and the other one, the supplier, is expected to follow. This is why I have chosen to refer to the experienced supplier-development interaction as hierarchical collaboration, an interaction rather based in on buyer power, rather than buyer-supplier trust. The supplier-development interaction investigated in this research, is characterized by a pattern of lack of trust, lack of communication and information sharing, and a decoupling between individuals in the buyer and supplier firms. The supplier-development interaction, as understood from this research, lacks an open and truthful dialogue based in on a clear vision of the long-term agenda for the supplier, affecting negatively affecting the supplier’s trust in the buyer. It is an experience where the supplier’s perspective does not seem not to be taken much into consideration. The supplier’s requirements for information, for feedbacks for a clear long- term agenda, etc. are not met.
Instead, Tthe suppliers instead experience a large share of complexities related to the supplier-development efforts. They also experience buyer-provided incentives that do not have the expected incentivizing effects. The complexities stem from the buyers, their organization, and ways of doing things,; which is also why I chose not to refer to the supplier’s inability (if any) to comply with the supplier- development effort, not as an agency problem. I have concluded that while it is a problem of agency, but it is perhaps better expressed as a principal problem. Supplier development beyond the dyad is primarily affected by complexities that the network and supply chain brings; where the buyer in many instances may be unaware of, or not paying attention to, contradictory interests in the supplier’s network of buyers or as to what is required of the supplier in transferring the supplier- development effort further into the supply chain. The incentives are, in a way, considered complexities,; such as when the contradictory contract incentives rather complicate things for the suppliers and dis-incentivize supplier- development compliance. 
Figure 19, below, illustrates how supplier supplier-development outcomes are affected (- or +) by differentthe complexities and incentives identified in this research. My understanding is that the primarily monitoring- based supplier-development interaction with characteristics of lack of trust, lack of communication and information sharing, and decoupling between individuals (illustrated by the arrowed circle and triangle, see 6.1.1) affect the buyer- provided incentives (preferred-supplier incentive and contract incentive) as well as the experienced complexities within the dyad (contradictory practices, decoupled relationships, and contradictory incentives). The customer- attractiveness incentive, in part related to the supplier-development interaction and the direct benefits it brings (based in on the buyer’s competence, large volumes, etc.), and in part, to the supplier’s network of other buyers, is presented as “‘disconnected”’ from the interaction in the dyad. Working with this specific buyer brings benefits, indirectly, to the supplier, as other buyers sees the supplier more favorably thanks to this specific buyer relationship. The customer attractiveness affects the supplier’s willingness (and ability) to partake in and comply with the supplier development effort positively (+). 



	Comment by .: If you can, for consistency, please change whisper to Whisper above.
Figure 19. Complexities and incentives
Complexities arising beyond the (single) dyad, are illustrated as related to the two identified sources of complexities:, the network and the supply chain. The complexities, and buyer- provided incentives are understood to bring primarily negative effects (-) related to the supplier’s willingness and ability to partake in and comply with the supplier development. I believe the displayed lack of trust, lack of communication and information sharing, and the decoupled relationships between individuals are important aspects in creating this situation. They are considered important barriers to reaching the expected, or hoped for, supplier-development outcomes. 
 Through this research, I have come to the conclusion that there is more potential in the supplier development than what is currently reaped. Complexities and identified buyer-provided incentives seem mostly to work as barriers to supplier- development outcomes. Either by inhibiting the supplier’s ability to comply with the supplier-development effort such as the decoupled supplier-development relationships or contradictory interests pulling the supplier in different directions; or by limiting the supplier’s willingness to partake and comply, e.g., due to the dissatisfaction-satisfaction stemming from, e.g., the preferred-supplier incentive. The supplier-development interaction primarily building on indirect (monitoring) practices may increase the supplier’s willingness to develop, but may not be enough to increase the supplier’s actual ability to do so. 	Comment by .: This is the beginning of a lengthy incomplete sentence. It seems to be a long introduction to something.
Even if I see a supplier development where collaboration is missing, where buyers are not aware of the supplier’s situation or unwilling or unable to take it into consideration, this is not to imply that the buyers are unusually “poor or bad buyers,”, nor that they are completely ignorant of their supplier’s wants and needs. What I see, may instead be, in part, a response to the reality the buyers face; with their own internal complexities, the complexities of their supply base, etc. It may simply not be feasible for the buyer to be overly accommodative to the supplier; everything has to be put in context. However, as many of the suppliers in this research are important for their respective buyers, though not necessarily strategic, I still believe there is room for increased awareness of the supplier’s situation and an increased willingness to respond to that situation from the buyer’s side. This may be what is needed to ensure improved supplier-development outcomes. Some of the complexities can be mitigated, and incentives can be presented differently. This directs interest to the “buyer competency” in identifying and capturing improvement potentials. The outcomes brought by the supplier-development effort, may merely be a fraction of what is possible to accomplish would if also the supplier’s perspective of supplier development would be allowed to influence more what goes on. 
Setting out on this research process, my aim was to give life to the supplier’s experiences of supplier development, as I expected them to complement the research presented in extant literature. I believe I to some extent managed to fulfill that aim to some extent.. The supplier’s perspective may have given this dissertation a “‘negative tone”’ in relation to supplier development, and the suppliers do experience complexities and misaligned incentives. This, however, does is not supposed to indicate that supplier development has no place or value. Instead, what I see is that an increased awareness of experienced complexities, of how the incentives may work or do not work, may give the buyer an eye- opener to investigate the supplier- development efforts they spend expend on their suppliers. An acknowledgement of complexities and misaligned incentives related to their supplier-development efforts may bring about change in the way supplier development and supplier- development interaction is are carried out. Acknowledging the supplier’s situation is the first step towards improvement and change. 

[bookmark: _Toc50537912]7.2 Contributions and implications
This research is founded in the supply chain management literature focusing on supplier development and buyer-supplier interaction. The dissertation expands on current research by undertaking an investigation ofinvestigating the suppliers’s experiences of the supplier- development efforts they are subjected to or partaking in. The main contributions and implications of this research in relation to literature, theory, and managerial practice are presented first. The presentation starts with a general contribution;, then, contributions and implications are presented related to the different research questions,; interactions, complexities, and incentives (highlighted with as bold). The supplier’s perspective (problem area 2, as discussed in the introduction), the notion of within and beyond the dyad (problem area 3), and the application of agency theory are reflected. Finally, implications for society are discussed. 

From the supplier’s perspective, and based in on the supplier’s experiences, supplier development can be understood as “‘within or beyond the dyad,”’, where the “‘beyond the dyad”’ holds two connotations:; the “‘supplier development in networks”’ and the “‘supplier development in supply chains.”’. This classification in itself is considered a contribution to the supplier-development literature, as it provides a way of understanding and investigating supplier development. 
Related to interaction, the identification of patterns of lack of trust, lack of communication and information sharing, and decoupling between individuals characterizing the supplier-development interaction is a contribution to the literature on interaction in supply chains and supplier development alike. It also has managerial relevance as buyers and suppliers could investigate their interaction based on this pattern and identify any potential for improvements. Another contribution to the literature, more specifically to the literature on interaction in supply chains, is the appended literature -review of inter-organizational supply -chain interaction for sustainability (pPaper 4), which is considered a contribution in and of itself, specifically through the developed research agenda, that has the opportunity to inspire interesting and relevant future research based in on different research traditions,; all with their own potential contributions to research and managerial practice. 
Related to complexities, the complexities of contradictory interests in the supplier’s network of buyers (beyond the dyad) direct interest towards the interrelationships between different buyers’s supplier-development agendas. This is relevant for the development of the supplier-development literature, where this notion is not specifically prevalent. It also has managerial implications, as they direct focus onto the fact that buyer firms must be aware that the supplier-development effort and agenda they pursue cannot be understood in isolation. Anything the buyer wants to accomplish will affect and/or be affected by what other buyers’s in the supplier’s network of buyers are doing. This may affect the way buyers will manage their suppliers and supplier-development relationships. 
The identification of contradictions that stem from within buyers or buyer groups (referred to as beyond the single dyad) has no specific implications for literature in addition to what comes from complexities beyond the dyad. The identified contradictions, however, haves managerial implications, as it is within the buyer’s reach to mitigate the effects of those complexities or, through coordination, to remove them altogether. This is especially valid for larger buyer organizations where, for example, complexities of e.g. contradictory interests, most naturally occur. Similarly, the identified complexities of contradictory supplier-development practices, contradictory incentives (within the dyad), and contradictory interests in the supplier’s network of buyers (beyond the single dyad) has have implications for managers, as the importance of buyer self-awareness—as toregarding how certain peculiarities of the buyer’s own organization may affect the supplier development at hand—comes into light. 
Also, the application of agency theory from the agent’s perspective, brought about noteworthy findings. Supposed agency problems are identified as “‘problems of agency”’ indeed, but understood to be generated by the buyer/principal through their working routines, people retention, and/or the composition of the supplier- development effort, etc. Therefore, the so- called agency problems, may therefore not always stem from the agent’s wish to do as little as possible with as much gain as possible; rather, even the notion of “‘principal problem”’ is suggested. This has theoretical implications and sheds light onto the importance of how the theoretical lens is applied. Different perspectives may give certain types of new or different knowledge. Applying a theoretical lens from the “‘common”’ perspective may give similar knowledge in a new study. However, by trying to shake things up a little, even a lens somewhat assuming that “‘the supplier is the problem”’ could give additional or contradictory inputs as to why things come about as they do. Though not necessarily ground breaking, this is an important implication of this research. The proposed use of “‘secondary agent,”’, and tertiary, and so forth, as a means to better illustrate agency relationships in supply settings, is likewise regarded to have future theoretical implications, as it expands the agency vocabulary to apply in supply chain research. 
In relation to incentives, the application of agency theory from the agent’s perspective, different from looking at agency relationships from the buyer’s (the principal’s) perspective, also comes with managerial implications that should be noted by buyers. It drew draws attention to the importance of how incentives are presented and structured, as misaligned incentives may dis-incentivize the supplier’s commitment to the supplier- development effort. This sheds light on the importance of understanding the effects of implemented incentives (contractual or otherwise), as it is not self-evident that the supplier will be reacting in as the expected. manner. 
The immediate implications for society may not be that large, but any research that bringsing us closer to smoother interaction between buyers and suppliers—especially when they have sustainability aims—has the potential to bring positive social and societal effects. Interaction An interaction that supports the creation of the expected supplier-development outcomes, without the de-tour around, e.g., quality deficiencies and/or other types of supplier- noncompliance,s may have positive effects on society due to the lessened resource consumption of any such interaction. would give way to. Waste, in any form (raw materials, production capacity, transportation, personal motivation, etc.), could be avoided if the interaction would come to its full effect. This may, of course, benefit the actors (managerial implications) but additionallyalso, society at large. The focus on sustainability, as in parts of this research, also has the ability to improve working conditions, or increase the likelihood of sustainable production or transportation.  

[bookmark: _Toc50537913]7.3 Suggestions for further research 
The limitations of this dissertation could be related to, e.g., the 1) perspective or scope of the research, 2) the applied research methodologies, 3) the applied organization-theoretic lens, and 4) the investigated relationships. These limitations open for suggestions for future research.
The first area of identified limitations focuses on the scope or perspective of the research. Even though the supplier perspective is the focused and an empirical scope beyond that of the focal firm or dyad is reflected—which I do consider merits of this research—; future research could benefit from going further. Future research could focus on the supply chain or network as the unit of analysis based on data collected in true supply chains or true networks. The added complexities of even more actors could bring additional and important insights. Also, a continuation of research utilizing a balanced dyadic scope is recommended. The dual perspectives of buyers and suppliers are likely to render deeper and/or different understandings. Investigating the buyer’s rationale behind their supplier-development efforts as well as the experiences and perceptions the suppliers have of the same, could be an interesting endeavor taking us closer to understanding what actually goes on in buyer-supplier interaction in supplier development. Another viable option is to use the individual as the unit of analysis. The understanding of the individual’s rationale (e.g., the supplier- development engineers) could possibly paint a picture of supplier development yet to be seen, an important one, as the role of the individuals in shaping the supplier development is emphasized in this research (see specifically Ppaper 3 and additional empirical data from Sstudy D presented and discussed in Ülgen, 2017). 
The second area of limitations addressed, relates to the methodological choice of primarily interview- based/case- based research performed during this dissertation work. The case studies can be perceived as a strength, as they tend to lend themselves well to answering “‘how” questions.’. The research has, however, been relatively distant. Future research could go further, deeper into the “‘subjects,”’ using a higher degree of researcher involvement (e.g., action research). Testing and evaluating different means of supplier development and their “‘supplier responses”’ seems a worthy and potentially beneficial research endeavor which that could bring a deeper understanding of how suppliers respond to different supplier- development efforts.
The choice of the organizational-theoretic lens is the third area of limitations addressed. Agency theory offers merely one perspective on the investigated relationships. Therefore, it could be argued, the application of other theoretical lenses (e.g., social exchange theory, stewardship theory, or complexity theory) or the application of multiple theoretical lenses simultaneously could be beneficial in order to further develop the research (and understanding) within the field. Different theoretical lenses can offer different ways of perceiving the investigated relationships and hence bring new and interesting insights. The identification of complexities in this research makes me prone to suggest the lens of complexity theory, as I believe it can give a needed structure to the capturing and understanding of the complexities at hand. The application of agency theory in the way it has been done in this research can be perceived as a strength as well as a limitation. Agency theory is seldom (if at all) used in research based on the supplier’s perspective. By doing it, certain aspects of the relationships have come to light, ; others have notn’t. A more “‘traditional”’ way of applying agency theory could bring insights to balance the findings of this research, yet additional research from the supplier’s perspective may deepen or challenge the understanding created by this research. Both are relevant, and such an endeavor could bring noteworthy findings. 
Addressing the fourth area of limitations,; though important buyer-supplier relationships have been displayed in all papers, the supplier development is not as collaborative as expected prior to the start of the investigations. This is valid specifically for the supplier-development relationships in pPapers 2 and 5. The heavy- vehicle industry suppliers are classified as preferred suppliers, but are concluded, based on Ppaper 2, not to be preferred and strategic. The shipper-3PL relationship (Ppaper 5) is also not understood as strategic, as; illustrated by, e.g., the short contract duration of the contract, despite the proclaimed importance of sustainability and the similar sustainability ambitions between the actors. Investigations, similar to those ones in this research, in relationships that are characterized as strategic, would be interesting. They could show how the supplier development, and the supplier’s experiences and perceptions of the supplier development would differ under such circumstances. The expectation is that collaborative elements in those buyer-supplier relationships would be more prevalent. 
Additional suggestions for further research include the deeper investigation of the identified complexities. It would be interesting to get a better understanding of to whatthe extent to which those identified complexities are experienced in other supplier-development relationships, in order to understand the rate of “case specificity” and thereby, transferability (or external validity) of the findings of this research. Also, an overall focus on complexities in supplier-development, in order to identify what other types of complexities suppliers, subject to a supplier-development effort, experiences, would be interesting. As my belief, based on this research, is that complexities plays an important role for in the supplier- development outcomes, digging further into complexities is expected to bring about important findings for the improvement of supplier development and supplier- development outcomes. One specific area of complexities deserving continued attention are is the identified complexities within the supplier’s network of buyers (both beyond the dyad, between different customer accounts, and beyond the single dyad, i.e., between buyer group firms or buyer sites). Continued research investigating the buyer’s awareness of interrelationships, or the supplier’s response to those interrelationships, could render in findings relevant to the supplier-development literature as well as supplier-development praxis. 
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